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1.0 Background 

 
In January 2026, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) adopted Resolution 4740, 
which established the policies for eligibility, scoring, and selecting projects and programming 
available federal transportation funding. Resolution revisions were adopted in February 2026. A 
target of approximately $43,418,000 is designated for the new One Bay Area Grant (OBAG 4) 
County Program in Contra Costa. This OBAG 4 Program Policy focuses on MTC’s County 
Program for Contra Costa. 
 
MTC has utilized the OBAG program to better integrate the region’s Federal transportation 
program with the region’s Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) and the adopted Plan Bay 
Area 2050+ (PBA 2050+). Pursuant to California’s climate law (e.g., Senate Bill 375 – Steinberg, 
2008), the SCS aligns regional transportation planning with land use and a range of housing 
options to meet state statutorily mandated greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions reduction targets. 
Since 2013, MTC and the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) have jointly adopted a 
SCS along with MTC’s long-range Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) every four years. 
 
Funding distribution to each County is intended to encourage coordinated land use and 
transportation through programs and policies that support the production of a range of housing 
options, with supportive transportation investments. Consistent with prior cycles, the OBAG 4 
program framework is designed to advance the implementation of the region’s latest RTP and 
SCS, PBA 2050+.  
 
Because a call for projects is required under OBAG 4 County Share program policy, Authority 
staff are proposing to coordinate with: 

• The Measure J Transportation for Livable Communities (TLC) and Pedestrian, Bicycle 
and Trail Facilities (PBTF) Programs as well as the OBAG 4-related Community Action 
and Regional Empowerment (CARE) and “Additional Bikeway Infrastructure” (TFCA 
Additional) funding from Transportation Fund for Clean Air into a single call, 
reducing the level of effort for grant applicants (streamlined across fund sources), 
and allowing for consideration across all funding programs from a single application. 
While limited to a single Federal program fund source, a higher-scoring application 
could potentially be awarded funds from multiple programs. While the application 
process will be coordinated, the project screening, scoring, and prioritization will be 
dispersed by the countywide Technical Coordinating Committee (OBAG 4 County 
Share), the Regional Transportation Planning Committees (TLC Programs 12 & 25 
and PBTF Programs 13 & 26), the Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory 
Committee (PBTF Program 13), and Authority staff (CARE and TFCA Additional). 

 
• Measure J TLC (Program 12) is a sub-regionally competitive program that will fund 

plans and facilities that support pedestrian-oriented, walkable, mixed-use, and 
transit-supportive communities or that encourage more walking, bicycling, and 
transit use and support production of affordable housing around [existing or 

https://mtc.ca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2026-03/RES-4740_approved_0.pdf?cb=21f821f2
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proposed] transit. The Measure J Expenditure Plan, revised in 2011, allocated 
originally five percent of annual revenues received to the program but was later 
reduced to 3.3586% to account for East County decision to capitalize its TLC program 
and use for funding eBART in 2009. Program 25 allocates an additional 0.4% in TLC 
funds for eligible projects and sponsors in West County. Measure J limits TLC funds 
to specific transportation projects that encourage the use of right-sized vehicles and 
alternatives to the single-occupant vehicle such as pedestrian, bicycle and 
streetscape facilities, traffic-calming, and transit and mobility hub access 
improvements. 

 
• Measure J PBTF (Program 13) is a countywide competitive program designed to fund 

the projects identified in the Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan (CBPP), with a 
focus on the Countywide High Injury Network and connecting the trail network to 
major destinations. Measure J has allocated 1.5% of measure revenues to Program 
13, including 0.5% of revenues directly allocated to the East Bay Regional Parks 
District (EBRPD). An additional 0.04% of the Measure is allocated to PBTF-eligible 
projects and/or maintenance in West County.  

 
• For FY2026-27, the Bay Area Air District’s TFCA Additional program provides 

$3,333,094 for bikeways and bike parking projects in Contra Costa. The primary 
purpose of the TFCA program is to fund projects and programs that can deliver 
surplus emissions reductions to the Bay Area region. This is accomplished by 
implementing projects and programs that replace trips which would otherwise occur 
in carbon and particulate-emitting vehicles.  

 

1.1 Purpose & General Requirements for the OBAG 4 County 
Program 

 
The OBAG 4 County Program provides a funding source to deliver local priority projects 
that support shared objectives, with an emphasis on local road safety, complete streets, 
transit improvements, and state of good repair. The funding is meant to encourage local 
partner agencies to advance Plan Bay Area policies and goals through effective 
incentives, and to collaboratively implement Plan Bay Area priorities for transportation, 
housing, and the environment. The CCFP will seek to focus the OBAG 4 County Program 
on funding major Countywide programs supporting smart signal and electric vehicle 
infrastructure implementation, youth transportation, transit infrastructure, and TDM, 
and building off the successes of the Authority’s approach to OBAG 3, while also 
providing competitive funding for local projects through the Active Transportation & 
Safety category. The CCFP will direct OBAG 4 County Program funding towards the 
following components, based on the project screening and scoring process: 
 

• Countywide Smart Signals Project – Phase 2 – Regionally Competitive 
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• Countywide Programmatic Safe Routes to School (SRTS) – Non-Infrastructure – 
Regionally Competitive 

• Countywide Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program – Regionally 
Competitive 

• Countywide Student Transportation Program – Regionally Competitive 
• Transit Improvements and State of Good Repair – Countywide Competitive 
• Countywide Electric Vehicle (EV) Blueprint Update/Implementation 
• Active Transportation and Safety (ATS) – Countywide Competitive 

 
MTC Policy Resolution 4740 (revised February 25, 2026) describes the principles of the 
overall OBAG 4 program: 

• Strategically & collaboratively advance Plan Bay Area 2050+ implementation 
priorities & goals for transportation, housing, and environment through 
complementary local and regional investments and policies that improve 
connectivity, equity, and sustainability. 

• Incorporate recent MTC and CCTA planning, program, and policy initiatives and 
adapt to the current and evolving mobility system landscape. 

• Advance equity and safety, transit improvements and state of good repair, 
complete streets, and shared objectives, through policies and effective 
incentives and investments. 

• Address applicable Federal, planning, and programming requirements and 
ongoing compliance, monitoring, and reporting. 

• Coordinate with complementary fund sources to develop a comprehensive 
regional investment strategy. 

• Emphasize a shared, partnership approach to program implementation. 
 
The purpose of the OBAG 4 County Program is to:  

• Reward jurisdictions that produce a range of new housing options,  
• Promote transportation investments in Priority Development Areas (PDAs) and 

Transit-Oriented Communities (TOCs),  
• Implement effective regional initiatives and services from the Plan Bay Area 

2050+ Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) adopted by MTC in March 2026, and 
the Transit Transformation Action Plan, as amended, with an emphasis on access 
to a range of housing options, reduced emissions, and optimized experiences for 
all travelers. 

 
Similar to prior cycles, the OBAG 4 County Program includes dedicated funding to 
support planning and programming activities throughout the nine Bay Area counties. 
Administered by MTC through funding agreements with each CTA, these funds are used 
to cooperatively implement Plan Bay Area 2050+ and associated regional policies, 
development of countywide transportation plans, outreach activities, and the 
advancement of additional plans and projects as determined by MTC. 

https://mtc.ca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2026-03/RES-4740_approved_0.pdf?cb=21f821f2
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Each Applicant must meet the OBAG 4 County Program eligibility requirements to 
receive program funding per Resolution 4740. However, some OBAG 4 County Program 
requirements do not apply to sponsors without a General Plan or land-use authority, 
such as county transportation agencies (CTAs), transit operators, a Joint Powers 
Agreement (JPA), or special district, and further described under eligibility 
requirements.  
 
MTC’s OBAG 4 County Program requires that project sponsors receiving funding must be 
compliant throughout grant delivery with the following items: 

• Consistency with State Housing Law 
o Housing Element Certification 
o Annual Progress Reports Submitted 
o Other State Housing Laws 

• Safety Planning – Local Road Safety Plan (LRSP) updated every 5 years 
• Pavement Management 

o Pavement Management Program (PMP) Certification 
o Local Street & Roadway (LSR) Survey Submitted 

• Performance Reporting 
o High Performance Monitoring System (HPMS) Counts Submitted 

The CCFP will apply the OBAG 4 County Program sponsor requirements to all applicable 
applicants, regardless of funding program. 
 
In addition, all recipients and sub-beneficiaries / co-applicants of OBAG 4 County 
Program funding, including public agencies without land-use authority as well as Tribal 
governments, are required to: 
  

• Comply with MTC’s Complete Streets Policy Resolution 4493, and its successor, 
including the requirement to complete a Complete Streets Checklist for each 
project sponsor applying to compete for OBAG 4 competitive grant funding;  

o In January 2026, MTC approved the Transit Priority Policy for Roadways 
(MTC Resolution No. 4739), which added transit operators’ review and 
local agency coordination requirements to the process in advance of the 
CBPAC reviewing a draft Complete Streets Checklist for compliance with 
MTC Resolution 4493. 

 
and 
 

• Comply with MTC’s Regional Project Delivery Policy (MTC Resolution No. 3606), 
as amended.  

 

https://mtc.ca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2026-03/RES-4740_approved_0.pdf?cb=21f821f2
https://mtc.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=5518024&GUID=F0D771EA-EEBF-4080-A9FE-303DF0DF3100&Options=&Search=
https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets
https://nam10.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fmtc.ca.gov%2Fdigital-library%2F5135300-transit-priority-policy-roadways-mtc-resolution-no-4739&data=05%7C02%7Ccclarke%40ccta.net%7C360bf1005c2d4c79472208de90427676%7C0dd15baaab66402d8d271b944884ee7a%7C0%7C0%7C639106814014129638%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=XGX8zdjkzXzQFq2pVy6Z65mhWo1IDGvQCBw6VQJShWU%3D&reserved=0
https://mtc.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=5518024&GUID=F0D771EA-EEBF-4080-A9FE-303DF0DF3100&Options=&Search=
https://mtc.ca.gov/sites/default/files/MTC_Res_3606.pdf
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Consistent with OBAG Cycle 3, MTC’s requirement for an adopted Local Road Safety 
Plan (LRSP) is further defined by the Authority in its CCFP to require adequate 
integration of equity and a Safe Systems approach and consistency with Countywide 
Vision Zero Policy Resolution 21-40-G (Revision 3), as amended, and its Countywide 
Transportation Safety Policy and Implementation Guide for Local Agencies. 
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1.2 Administration and Allocation 
 
MTC Resolutions 3606, and 4740 (revised February 25, 2026), each as amended, allow 
countywide agencies flexibility in how the OBAG 4 County Program will be implemented 
in each county regarding this discretionary funding. The Authority, as the County 
Transportation Authority (CTA) for Contra Costa County, is designated as the 
countywide program administrator for the OBAG 4 County Program, including CARE 
funding.  
 
The intent of the CCFP is to direct OBAG 4 (ATS category), CARE, TLC and PBTF Cycle-3, 
and TFCA Additional program components, which are designed to implement 
recommendations from:  

• Countywide Vision Zero Policy: CCTA Resolution 21-40-G (Revision 3, or as 
amended); 

• Countywide Comprehensive Transportation Safety Action Plan (CCTSAP);  
• Countywide Transportation Safety Policy and Implementation Guide for Local 

Agencies to implement Countywide Vision Zero (Vision Zero Guide);  
• Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan (CBPP: project list (Appendix-D) Board-

adopted March 2025 & plan adopted 2018); 
• Community-Based Transportation Plan (CBTP); 
• Countywide Integrated Transit Plan (ITP);  
• East County Integrated Transit Study (ECITS);  
• Safe Trips to BART: An Action Plan for Roadways; 
• Subregional Action Plans to implement the Growth Management Program 

(GMP); and 
• Countywide Pedestrian Needs Assessment (CPNA).  

 

1.3 Funding Available through Coordinated Call for Projects 

 
OBAG 4 County Program 
The OBAG Cycle 4 County Program nomination target for Contra Costa is $52.1 million in 
Federal Surface Transportation and Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (STP/CMAQ) 
funds, for Fiscal Years 2026-27 through 2029-30. This amount represents 120% of MTC’s 
funding target for Contra Costa, which is $43,418,000. In addition, County Base Planning 
and Implementation funds in the amount of $4,868,000 will be requested of MTC to be 
made available to CCTA. 

 

https://mtc.ca.gov/sites/default/files/MTC_Res_3606.pdf
https://mtc.ca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2026-03/RES-4740_approved_0.pdf?cb=21f821f2
https://ccta.ca.gov/planning/countywide-vision-zero/
https://ccta.ca.gov/planning/countywide-vision-zero/
https://ccta.ca.gov/planning/countywide-vision-zero/
https://ccta.ca.gov/planning/cbpp/
https://ccta.ca.gov/planning/cbpp/
https://ccta.ca.gov/planning/cbtp/
https://ccta.ca.gov/planning/itp/
https://ccta.ca.gov/planning/east-county-integrated-transit-study/
https://www.bart.gov/about/planning/station-access/safe-trips
https://ccta.ca.gov/planning/growth-management/
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*CCTA will request $2.8 million in additional planning and implementation funds. 
 

CARE Funding 
Through OBAG 4, the Community Action Resource and Empowerment (CARE) program is 
intended to address equity and focuses on implementation of community-prioritized 
transportation projects named in Community-Based Transportation Plans (CBTPs). CARE 
is funded through MTC’s REAP 2.0 (Regional Early Action Planning) grant program and 
supersedes the Lifeline Transportation Program. A total of $3.1m is available for eligible 
projects through the CCFP. 

 
Measure J TLC and PBTF 
A total of $33.1 million is available for TLC funding though the third cycle of Measure J 
Program 12, with West County additional TLC funds via Program 25. A total of 
approximately $12 million is available for PBTF funding though the third cycle of 
Measure J Program 13, with West County additional PBTF funds via Program 26. The 
East Bay Regional Park District (EBRPD) receives 0.5% of Program 13 funds to allocate to 
a single project per subregion rotating on an annual basis, with concurrence from the 
appropriate RTPC. The funds will be available for programming in FY 2026-27 through 
FY2029-30 and are based on Measure J revenues from FY 2022-23 through FY 2027-28. 
The amounts shown include prior cycles’ project savings, totaling approximately $4.8 
million, for a total of approximately $45.1 million in Measure J funding (TLC & PBTF) 
available through the Coordinated Call for Projects. 
 

Transportation for Livable Communities – Cycle 3  
 

Subregion TLC-3 Funding Target* 
(Programs 12 & 25) 

West  $ 14,403,000** 
Central  $ 11,091,000  
Southwest  $ 7,619,000 
East   $ 0*** 
Total  $ 33,114,000 

*Estimate based on 2025 population split proportionally among the subregions 

 OBAG 4 County Program 
Contra Costa Funding Award 
Target 

OBAG 4 County Program 
Contra Costa  
Nomination Target to MTC 
(120% of Funding Target) 

Base Planning and 
Implementation Amount 
(Countywide) 

$4,868,000 -- 

Federal Amount (OBAG 4: 
STP/CMAQ) Available for 
Projects 

$43,418,000* $52,102,000 
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**includes $5.7 million in Program 25 funds (Additional TLC) for West County 
***Because East County share of the TLC-12 program was capitalized to help fund eBART as part of 
the 2009 Measure J Strategic Plan, transit operators’ operations and jurisdictions in East County are 
ineligible for TLC in Cycle 3. 

 
Pedestrian, Bicycle and Trail Facilities – Cycle 3  

 
 PBTF-3 Funding Target 

(Programs 13 & 26) 
Competitive Countywide  $ 8,159,000  
West County Additional  $ 287,000 
EBRPD Share   $ 3,587,000 
Total  $ 12,033,000 

 
TFCA Additional Funds 
Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) Additional Bikeways Infrastructure grant 
program is intended to fund new or upgraded Class I and IV cycling facilities, including 
cycle tracks, on-street physical barrier-separated bikeways, and bicycle boulevards. 
Bicycle parking, including valet and attended bicycle parking (“bike station”), cages, 
lockers, bike detection infrastructure, including advanced detection technology. Bicycle 
parking, including valet and attended bicycle parking (“bike station”), cages, lockers, 
bike detection infrastructure, including advanced detection technology, are eligible. 

1.4 Priority Development Area (PDA) and Transit-Oriented 
Community (TOC) Proximity for County Investments 
MTC requires that a minimum of 80 percent of all OBAG 4 County Program funds be 
invested in PDAs or TOCs. An eligible project/application that would be given additional 
weight will include locations within one-mile of a PDA or TOC. To qualify as credit 
toward Contra Costa’s PDA and TOC minimum investment threshold, the project or 
proposed activity must be located within, or connected to a PDA or TOC, or be within 
one-mile of a PDA or TOC boundary. A map of this geography is (linked here and) 
included as an attachment. Each project/application that is not physically located within 
one-mile of a PDA or TOC, but is supportive and has a clear and direct connection to 
PDA or TOC implementation, such as transit access, improvements and state of good 
repair work, and maintenance facility improvements, may also qualify as credit toward 
Contra Costa’s PDA/TOC minimum investment threshold. Determinations for such a 
project/application will be provided by MTC staff on a case-by-case basis. 

2.0 Program Requirements for the Countywide 
Coordinated Call for Projects 

 

https://mtc.ca.gov/funding/funding-opportunities/grantee-resources-transit-oriented-communities-priority-development-areas
https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/01311260043f4bd689907c9df577bfff
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Through the OBAG 4 County Share, the Authority will primarily fund the following types of 
grants, with funding amounts by category depending on applications received (maximum 
funding limits shown; savings realized from Countywide Programs upon application screening 
and review will be directed to the Competitive Programs):  

 
1) Countywide Smart Signals Project – Phase 2  
2) Countywide Safe Routes to School Program Programmatic/Non-Infrastructure  
3) Countywide Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program  
4) Countywide Student Transportation Program  
5) Transit System Improvements and State of Good Repair  
6) Countywide Electric Vehicle (EV) Blueprint Implementation  
7) Active Transportation and Safety (ATS) Program (up to $5m) 

 

2.0.1 Countywide Smart Signals Project – Phase 2 
The Smart Signals Project – Phase 2 in Contra Costa County is a locally coordinated, 
Authority-led countywide project to upgrade traffic signals throughout 19 cities/towns 
and unincorporated communities, special districts, and transit operators.  

The multi-jurisdiction project will enable the Authority to develop, manage, and 
implement countywide coordinated Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) initiatives 
such as upgrading the existing legacy systems, providing interconnectivity throughout 
Contra Costa County signal systems and enhancing the sharing of aggregated and 
generally anonymized real-time information among agencies and the public. Up to $25 
million will be available for funding SRTS-NI through the OBAG 4 County Program. 
 
High-level goals of the project include: 

1. Improve safety and minimize the rate of collisions between and among bicyclists, 
pedestrians, people with disabilities, and vehicle occupants; and move toward 
elimination of jurisdiction-wide per-capita multi-modal fatal and severe injuries; 

2. Optimize multi-modal mobility for all modes including bicyclists, pedestrians, 
people with disabilities, and vehicles with a focus on people, multi-occupancy 
vehicles, with priority to transit and more efficient, smaller/GHG-reducing modes 
of travel; and  

3. Advance to Smart City and Internet of Things (IOT) solutions. 
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The upgrades to the traffic signal system infrastructure will come with necessary safety 
analytics, mobility analytics to provide much needed operational and safety benefits 
throughout the county (incorporated and unincorporated communities) along with 
improvement in transportation demand management (TDM) and traffic management. 

2.0.2 Countywide Safe Routes to School Programmatic, Non-
Infrastructure (SRTS-NI) 
The Countywide program covers a variety of bicycling/rolling and pedestrian-related 
project types, including non-infrastructure (NI) – education and encouragement 
activities and federally  
eligible incentive programs that advance the goals of the MTC OBAG 4 program.  
 
The primary programmatic applications will be SRTS-NI, a cross-jurisdictional 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program, will not count toward the 
maximum number of project/grant applications that can be submitted by each Lead 
Applicant. For the Countywide SRTS-NI program application, $3,665,000 was the CTA 
award amount from MTC from OBAG 3. Up to $10 million will be available for funding 
SRTS-NI through the OBAG 4 County Program. 

2.0.3 Countywide Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 
Program 

The Countywide program covers a variety of strategies and incentives aimed at 
providing viable mobility options to the single-occupant vehicle, and administered in 
Contra Costa County by 511CCTA. The goal of Countywide TDM program funding 
through OBAG 4 County Program would be to implement 511CCTA strategies and 
programs in all subregions, requiring an infusion of additional funding. Up to $4 million 
will be available for funding TDM through the OBAG 4 County Program. 

2.0.4 Countywide Student Transportation Program 

This program will direct funding to youth and student transportation options, with the 
goal of early education and promoting early and long-lasting behavioral change around 
public transportation and other travel options for youth and students. Up to $20 million 
will be available for funding a countywide student transportation program in Contra 
Costa through the OBAG 4 County Program. 

2.0.5 Transit System Improvements and State of Good Repair 
Program 
This program would fund projects that address the customer experience, ridership 
growth and retention, reliability, safety, transit priority, transit access, state of good 
repair work, and other improvements to sustain existing infrastructure (primarily rail), 
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leverage past investments, and support transit-oriented communities (TOC) and 
Countywide Integrated Transit Plan (ITP) Transit Priority Corridors (TPCs) development. 
Up to $2.5 million will be available for funding transit system improvements and state of 
good repair work (primarily rail) through the OBAG 4 County Program to operators of 
public transportation in Contra Costa County. 

2.0.6 Countywide Electric Vehicle Blueprint 
Update/Implementation  
This program would primarily seek to advance implementation of the Countywide 
Electric Vehicle Blueprint through a comprehensive update including equity and a new 
prioritization of implementation recommendations. Up to $500,000 will be available for 
funding technical updates to the Countywide Electric Vehicle Blueprint (plan). 

2.0.7 Active Transportation and Safety (ATS) County Program 

Active Transportation and Safety (ATS) Projects; including bicycling, rolling- and/or 
pedestrian-serving improvements, Safe Routes to School (SRTS) Infrastructure, and 
Complete Streets improvements, including Technical Assistance for advancing ATS-
eligible projects. These funds are allocated competitively using the factors established 
by MTC Policy Resolution 4740 (Revised February 25, 2026) and additional criteria 
established by the Authority (within this coordinated program policy document) to 
evaluate the benefits of the proposed projects and grant applications. Up to $5 million 
will be available for funding active transportation and safety projects toward eliminating 
fatal and severe injuries in Contra Costa through the OBAG 4 County Program. 

2.1 Measure J Transportation for Livable Communities (TLC) and 
Pedestrian, Bicycle and Trail Facilities (PBTF) Cycle-3 

The Measure J TLC (TLC) Program 12 will fund plans and facilities that support walkable, 
mixed-use, transit-supportive communities or that encourage more walking, bicycling, 
and transit use. Measure J allocated originally five percent (5%) of annual revenues 
received to the program, and was reduced to 3.3586% to account for East County's 
decision to capitalize its TLC program and use it for funding eBART implementation in 
2009. An additional 0.4% (TLC-25) is allocated exclusively for eligible projects and 
sponsors in West County. Measure J limits these funds to specific transportation 
projects that encourage the use of right-sized vehicles and alternatives to the 
[conventionally sized] single-occupant vehicle, such as pedestrian, bicycle, and 
streetscape facilities, traffic-calming, and transit and mobility hub access improvements.  
 
An estimated six years of Measure J revenue is available for funding the TLC program in 
FYs 2022-23 through 2027-28. Final TLC program fund availability is currently being 
determined and is expected to total approximately $33 million, including an estimated 
$14.3 million for the West County share.  

https://mtc.ca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2026-03/RES-4740_approved_0.pdf?cb=21f821f2
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PBTF is a countywide competitive Program 13 designed to fund the projects identified in 
the Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan (CBPP March 2025 Board-adopted project 
list), with a focus on the Countywide High-Injury Network (2008 – 2017 and 2013 – 2022 
HIN) and connecting the trail network to major destinations.  
 
An estimated six years of Measure J revenue is available for funding the PBTF program 
in FYs 2022-23 through 2027-28. Final PBTF program fund availability is currently being 
determined and is expected to total approximately $8.4 million, with an estimated 
$287,000 for West County Program 26 funds. An additional $3.6 million has been made 
available for the East Bay Regional Park District (EBRPD) share, which is annually 
programmed and appropriated by the Authority Board equally toward each subregion 
(one project in one subregion on a rotating basis). 
 
The Authority will submit a single, coordinated countywide application for each of the 
following programs, which will implement improvements that benefit all jurisdictions: 

• Countywide Smart Signals Project – Phase 2 
• Countywide Programmatic Safe Routes to School – Non-Infrastructure 

(SRTS-NI) 
• Countywide Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program  
• Countywide Student Transportation Program 
• Countywide Electric Vehicle (EV) Blueprint Update/Implementation 
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2.2 Schedule, Community Outreach, & Public Engagement 

The following schedule is proposed for the Coordinated Call For Projects: 

Authority Board approves program guidelines and release of 
coordinated call for projects 

June 17, 2026  

Authority Releases Call for Projects June 23, 2026 
Authority Office Hours for potential applicants  June 30, July 1, July 7, and July 

8, 2026 
Applications due to CCTA  August 17, 2026 5pm PST 
TCC Subcommittee reviews and screens applications and scores 
OBAG 4 County Program applications; 
CCTA scores CARE and TFCA Additional applications 

Mid-August to Mid-September 

TRANSPAC and SWAT score TLC applications; 
WCCTAC scores TLC and PBTF Program 26 applications;  
CBPAC Subcommittee scores PBTF applications 

Mid-August to Mid-October 

TCC reviews and recommends the OBAG 4 County Program 
nominations for MTC submittal  

September 17, 2026 

CBPAC Review of Complete Streets Checklist September 21, 2026 
Planning Committee reviews and recommends approval of the 
OBAG 4 County Program nominations for MTC submittal 

October 1, 2026 

Authority Board reviews and approves the OBAG 4 County Program 
nominations for MTC submittal 

October 21, 2026 

RTPCs Approve TLC Recommended Ranked Applications October - November 2026 
CBPAC Recommends PBTF Ranked Applications November 16, 2026 
Planning Committee reviews and recommends approval of the TLC 
and PBTF Program priorities 

December 3, 2026 

Authority Board reviews and recommends approval of the TLC and 
PBTF Program priorities 

December 16, 2026 

MTC approves the region-wide list of project nominations January 2027 
Resolution of local support & compliance to CCTA for awarded 
grants  

February/March 2027  

OBAG 4 funding available for expenditure October 2027 
Funding Obligation Due January 31, 2031 
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3.0 Coordinated Call for Projects – Program Requirements 
and Eligibility 

3.1. Coordinated Call for Projects – Eligible Applicants 

 
Eligible applicants for the CCFP generally include those meeting the descriptions below, unless 
otherwise indicated under individual program eligibility descriptions in the following sections.  
 
Application/project funding recipients are defined generally by MTC Resolution 4740 (Revised February 
25, 2026), and the Caltrans Local Assistance Procedures Manual (LAPM) to Caltrans-recognized Local 
Public Agencies (LPA) in Contra Costa, which are defined as jurisdictions/local governments (e.g., cities, 
towns, County of Contra Costa, East Bay Regional Park District (EBRPD), transit operators, county 
congestion management agencies (CMAs), joint powers authorities (JPAs) such as State Route 4 Bypass 
Authority, Regional Transportation Planning Advisory Committee (RTPC), Capitol Corridor, tribal 
governments, public school districts, community colleges, universities, water/utility districts, resource 
conservation districts, park and/or open space districts, land trusts and other land/resource protection 
nonprofit organizations in the nine-county region, with a Master Agreement in place with Caltrans and 
on-file with the Authority no later than July 31, 2027, are invited to nominate or sponsor projects as a 
lead agency / Applicant.  
 
Applicants are strongly encouraged to collaborate and partner with other entities on the nomination of 
projects, and partnerships that leverage additional funding (other sources) will be given higher priority 
in the grant award process. A documented partnership is necessary only for a co-sponsor (e.g., utility or 
special district) that requires a different lead agency/funds recipient that is a city, county, transit agency, 
park district, or Congestion Management Agency (CMA), to access Federal funds. Federally funded 
(OBAG 4) project must have a lead implementing agency (project manager) that is able to receive a 
federal-aid grant (formal master agreement active with Caltrans’ Office of Local Assistance).  
 
OBAG 4 County Program – Grant Application / Project Requirements 

MTC established the following requirements for grant funding through the OBAG 4 County Program:  

Project Eligibility: 

o Must have Federal Fund Source eligibility (STP/CMAQ) 
o Consistency with PBA 2050+ 
o Air quality conformity 
o Local match (minimum 11.47%) 
o Environmental clearance (CEQA/NEPA) 
o Minimum size: $500,000 (rounded to the nearest $1,000) 

Consistency with Regional Policies: 

o Complete Streets Policy (MTC Resolution 4493) 
o Transit Priority Policy for Roadways (MTC Resolution 4739) 
o CBPAC review and transit operator coordination 

https://mtc.ca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2026-03/RES-4740_approved_0.pdf?cb=21f821f2
https://mtc.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=5518024&GUID=F0D771EA-EEBF-4080-A9FE-303DF0DF3100&Options=&Search=
https://nam10.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fmtc.ca.gov%2Fdigital-library%2F5135300-transit-priority-policy-roadways-mtc-resolution-no-4739&data=05%7C02%7Ccclarke%40ccta.net%7C360bf1005c2d4c79472208de90427676%7C0dd15baaab66402d8d271b944884ee7a%7C0%7C0%7C639106814014129638%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=XGX8zdjkzXzQFq2pVy6Z65mhWo1IDGvQCBw6VQJShWU%3D&reserved=0
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OBAG 4 County Program Active Transportation and Safety (ATS) Projects 

• Every recipient of funds must identify on its website a current single point of contact 
(SPOC) for the implementation of all FHWA-administered funds within that jurisdiction. 
This person should have sufficient knowledge in the federal-aid delivery process to 
coordinate issues and questions that may arise from project inception to project close-
out after complete and open for public use. 

 
• Each Project Sponsor that is granted OBAG 4 funds must be able to obligate OBAG 4 

funds no later than January 31, 2031, and complete projects in accordance with MTC’s 
Regional Project Delivery Policy (available at https://mtc.ca.gov/funding/federal-
funding/project-delivery).  

 
• Jurisdiction and grant proposal through delivery must be in compliance with Caltrans 

Complete Streets Policy and MTC Policy Resolution 4740 and MTC Policy Resolution 
4493, each as amended, including CCTA’s CBPAC review of a Checklist for each project. 

 
• Jurisdiction (with some exceptions described below) must meet MTC regionwide 

eligibility requirements no later than July 31, 2027, for the California Highway Safety 
Improvement Program (HSIP) here, i.e., a locally adopted Local Road Safety Plan (LRSP) 
that adequately addresses equity and a Safe Systems Approach.  

 
• Jurisdictions with operations/maintenance or land-use authority must have an adopted 

city/town, County, or jurisdiction-wide policy resolution no later than July 31, 2027, with 
a stated intent to adopt a jurisdiction-wide ordinance, that adapts Authority’s model 
policy template for local context, adopts the Safe Systems Approach for consistency 
with the USDOT National Roadway Safety Strategy, and explicitly will prioritize the 
safety of people traveling in modes that are most efficient for vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT) reduction, greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions reduction, and person-throughput – 
before speed and throughput of vehicles.  

 
• Applicant(s) and Project Sponsor(s) must have jurisdiction-wide adopted regulations (or 

a moratorium, or temporary pause, is in place until a countywide model agreement and 
ordinance is released and locally adopted), no later than December 31, 2026, that allow, 
or at least avoid any intentional ban of, electric micromobility devices (e.g., scooters, e-
bikes, quad/pod=bikes, single wheeled devices) to be used for transportation. 

 
• Jurisdiction, no later than July 31, 2027, must have adopted a stated commitment, via 

resolution, toward post-grant delivery-related annual operations & maintenance, repair, 
and lifecycle replacement costs after initial public access or construction of a capital 
project or program. 

 
• Provide GIS layer files for interagency data-sharing must include, but not be limited to, 

existing vs. proposed streets, trails, and bikeways (publicly accessible) categorized by 
Level of Traffic Stress (Class I, II, III & IV, and LTS 1 through 4, consistent with the 
adopted CBPP), data layers from any Systemic Safety Analysis Report Program (SSARP), 
Vision Zero, or Local Road Safety Plan (LRSP) efforts, adopted Capital Improvement 

https://mtc.ca.gov/funding/federal-funding/project-delivery
https://mtc.ca.gov/funding/federal-funding/project-delivery
https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/sustainability/documents/dp-37-complete-streets-a11y.pdf
https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/sustainability/documents/dp-37-complete-streets-a11y.pdf
https://mtc.ca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2026-03/RES-4740_approved_0.pdf?cb=21f821f2
https://mtc.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=5518024&GUID=F0D771EA-EEBF-4080-A9FE-303DF0DF3100&Options=&Search=
https://mtc.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=5518024&GUID=F0D771EA-EEBF-4080-A9FE-303DF0DF3100&Options=&Search=
https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/local-assistance/fed-and-state-programs/highway-safety-improvement-program
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Program (CIP) proposed project boundaries and timing, land use development pipeline 
summary and development services permitting system, as available. 

 

CCFP (including OBAG 4 County Program) Eligible Project Types 

In general, the following general types of projects will be considered for funding by the OBAG 4 County 
Program, with some project type limitations for the CARE and TFCA Additional programs: 

• CTA planning and program implementation activities. 
• Local planning grants for Plan Bay Area 2050+ Growth Geographies or Transit-Oriented 

Communities (TOCs). 
• Transportation demand management programs. 
• Mobility Hub planning and implementation. 
• Parking reduction and curb management programs. 
• Shared micromobility capital projects. 
• Bicycle and pedestrian access to open space and parklands. 
• Bicycle and pedestrian improvements and programs. 
• Safe Routes to Schools (SRTS) projects and programs. 
• Cost-effective, technology-driven active operational management strategies for local arterials 

and highways. 
• Mobility management and coordination projects that meet the specific needs of seniors and 

individuals with disabilities beyond those served by one agency or organization within a 
community.  

• Safety projects, local roadway safety plans (LRSP), and Vision Zero planning activities 
• Complete streets and sustainable streets improvements 
• Streetscape projects to encourage biking, walking, and transit use 
• Local streets and roads preservation projects on the federal-aid system. Projects should be 

based on a needs analysis from the jurisdiction’s Pavement Management Program 
• Rural road improvements on the federal-aid system. 
• Community-Based Transportation Plans (CBTPs) or participatory budgeting (PB) processes in 

Equity Priority Communities (in addition to CBTP and PB processes administered through the 
Regional Programs). 

• Implementation of projects identified through CBTPs or PB processes. 
• Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) Transition Plan implementation. 
• Transit capital improvements, including vehicles for new or expanded service. 
• Transit station improvements such as plazas, station access improvements, bicycle parking, or 

parking management for Transit- Oriented Development (TOD). 
• Local actions to advance implementation of the Transit Transformation Action Plan, including 

local transit priority projects and mapping and wayfinding elements consistent with MTC 
standards. 

• Construction phase of a project scope that includes planning, permit review, environmental 
review streamlining (e.g., Senate Bill 71 law), design, or engineering work 

• Local street or road maintenance project bundled with any of the other project types listed 
here, if a minimum of 80% of each grant program scope (OBAG 4, CARE, TLC-12 and PBTF-13 
Cycle-3, TFCA Additional) is expended on the other project types listed here. 

• New pedestrian walkway, and modification of a public right-of-way, to comply with the 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990 
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• Roundabout replacement of intersection control to increase safety and operational efficiency 
• A project that integrates multiple recommendations from the Authority’s Safe Systems Toolbox 

actions (link here), OMF MDS Curb Data Specification tool, or Assembly Bill 413 ‘daylighting’ 
projects. Projects may consider using daylighting space for bike parking infrastructure. 

• Utilizing Quick-Build methods, materials, design and construction and temporary (less than six 
months) demonstrations  

• Safe routes to (public) school (SRTS) non-infrastructure (NI) programs and infrastructure 
projects.  

• Continuation of an established Safe Routes to School Non-Infrastructure (SRTS-NI) program 
already in operation for three or more years at one or more schools or districts, including 
expansion and/or enhancement of an existing program. 

• Safe Routes to School (SRTS) walk audits, pick-up & drop-off operations/management plans  
• Curb management or vehicle parking management or reduction projects that improve 

multimodal safety at a site 
• Accommodation of loaded electric cargo bicycles/tricycles, bicycle trailers, electric bicycles, 

electric personal mobility devices including scooters. 
• Projects that create safer shoulders for multimodal users, and/or widening an existing on-road 

pathway 
• Micromobility and bike share program 
• Rural roadway improvements on the federal-aid system (FAS) are eligible for OBAG 4, based on 

the latest guidance from MTC and Caltrans on FAS, as of February 25, 2026.  
 
In general, application types and project components that are ineligible for reimbursement, include:  

• Quick-Build materials application/project with a total cost less than $500,000. 
• Project scope that includes a single application phase of only one of any of the following: design, 

environmental review & documentation, permitting/approvals, planning, a plan, or a study. 
• Any Class II, III, or “paint only” project with a final scope that lacks physical barriers that can 

minimize the impact of a vehicle from the perception / perspective of a more vulnerable person 
bicycling/rolling or walking (all ages and abilities). 

• Application scope that primarily includes establishment of a (redundant, duplicative, partially 
overlapping, or) new, stand-alone (SRTS-NI) Program for which its curriculum is not already in 
operation in a location in California. 

• Roadway widening; lane width widening; proposal that would result in additional vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT). 

• Operations or maintenance without repair, replacement, or new construction. 
 
 
Similar to prior cycles, the OBAG 4 County Program includes dedicated funding to support planning and 
programming activities. Administered by MTC through funding agreements with each CTA, these funds 
are used to cooperatively implement Plan Bay Area 2050+ and associated regional policies, development 
of countywide transportation plans, public engagement and community outreach activities, and the 
advancement of additional plans and projects as determined by MTC. 

 

 

https://ccta.ca.gov/planning/countywide-vision-zero/
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CARE Funds 

The Community Action Resource and Empowerment (CARE) program, administered through OBAG 4, is 
intended to address equity and focuses on implementation of community-prioritized transportation 
projects named in Community-Based Transportation Plans (CBTPs) by helping to deliver community-
identified projects by advancing construction readiness. Eligible activities for CARE Program funding 
include moving CBTP projects from early to final design stages and construction-readiness, including 
public and stakeholder engagement. Applications submitted that meet CARE Program requirements in 
the screening process will be reviewed and scored by Authority staff. 

 

TLC Eligible Project Types 

The TLC Program will fund local plans and studies that are intended to lead to the development of 
compact, mixed-use, walkable and transit-supportive areas, especially those that include affordable 
housing, or encourage walking, bicycling or transit use. The following specific goals further define the 
objectives of the TLC Program: 

• Help create walkable, pedestrian-friendly neighborhoods and business districts; 
• Promote innovative solutions, including compact building design and context-sensitive site planning 

that is integrated with the transportation system; 
• Help create walkable, pedestrian-friendly access linking housing and job centers to transit; 
• Help create affordable housing; 
• Encourage a mixture of land uses and support a community’s development or redevelopment 

activities; and 
• Provide for a variety of transportation choices to enhance a community’s mobility, identity, and 

quality of life. 

Measure J explicitly notes that TLC funding “would not be allocated to local jurisdictions on an ‘as-of-
right’ formula basis.” That is, it requires the Regional Transportation Planning Committees (RTPCs), 
which have the responsibility of reviewing and recommending projects to the Authority, to recommend 
funding allocation on merit and not on a pre-determined allocation of funding to member jurisdictions. 

As part of the CCFP, RTPCs will submit a ranked grant application list totaling roughly 120 percent of 
their estimated share of TLC funding. The Authority will use that list in preparing the proposed 
coordinated funding program that incorporates the different funding programs. 

CC-TLC Eligible Applicants 

Measure J limits TLC funding to two types of recipients: 

• Local jurisdictions that are in compliance with the Measure J Growth Management Program 
(GMP) at the time the grant is approved by the Authority, as well as meeting the basic OBAG 4 
County Program eligibility requirements, and  

• Transit operators, which must meet the basic OBAG 4 County Program requirements if 
delivering a project on behalf of a local jurisdiction. 
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Other project sponsors would be eligible for TLC funding only if they partner with a local jurisdiction or 
transit operator providing service in Contra Costa County. 

TLC Program Application Eligibility Screening  

Applications will be screened for eligibility based on the meeting the following factors: 

• Submitting a clear and complete proposal 
• Local LRSP adoption 
• Resolution of local support and compliance 
• Micromobility Policies 
• Project Operations and Maintenance commitment 
• Data Sharing 
• Percent of award for preventive maintenance, paving, etc. 

TLC Eligible Plans and Studies 

The TLC program can fund local plans and studies that are intended to lead to the development of 
compact, mixed-use, walkable, and transit-supportive areas, especially those that include affordable 
housing, or encourage walking, bicycling, micromobility, or transit and mobility hub use. Plans could 
include General Plan Amendments, Specific Plans, station area plans and master plans consistent with 
the goals and objectives of the TLC program. Studies could include corridor plans to identify bicycle, 
pedestrian, transit, and mobility hub access projects within a corridor or district, and feasibility studies 
to determine realistic improvements. 

TLC Ineligible Project Types 

Any project that does not help achieve the goals of the TLC program would not be eligible for TLC 
funding. Ineligible projects include:  

• Roadway or other transportation improvements that do not support compact, mixed-use 
development and workforce housing 

• Roadway or other transportation improvements that detract from the walkability of the surrounding 
area 

• Operations, including transit operations and (valet or attended) bike stations, whether or not the 
facilities necessary for these operations are eligible for funding 

• Incentive programs including transit subsidies 

TLC Eligible Phases and Components 

The TLC program may be used to fund any project phase or component allowed in Measure J, with the 
following restrictions: 
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Plans and Studies 

• No more than five-percent of each subregion’s TLC Program-12 competitive funds may be used 
to fund plans and studies that would further the goals of the TLC program.  

• The TLC program can be used to fund environmental clearance for an eligible plan or study.  
• The minimum request for plans and studies is $250,000 and the maximum is unlimited.  

Projects 

• TLC funds may be used for all phases of project development, from planning, permit review, 
design, right-of-way, and environmental clearance through construction, consistent with 
Authority policies. 

• No TLC funds, however, shall be allocated to projects solely for design, right-of-way, and 
environmental clearance; each project funded must include some extent of implementation 
(e.g., quick-build method/materials or temporary demonstration) and lead to the construction 
of the project and include funding, whether with TLC funds or other secured and committed 
funding, for project construction. 

• The minimum request for projects is $250,000 and the maximum will equal the amount 
available for allocation by the RTPC; the maximum is unlimited.  

Staff Time 

Up to 5% of each TLC grant may be used to fund staff time provided by the sponsor agency or any 
participating agencies. Ineligible expenditures include consultant/contractor and staff travel and 
meals and incidental expenses. 

PBTF Program Goals  

PBTF is a countywide competitive program designed to fund the projects identified in the Countywide 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan (CBPP). The purpose of these revenues is to fund the “construction of 
pedestrian and bicycle facilities including regional trails throughout Contra Costa.” PBTF has three 
primary components: 

1. Countywide Share: One percent will go to “complete projects in the Countywide Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Plan” (CBPP).  

2. EBRPD Share: One-half percent will go to the East Bay Regional Park District (EBRPD) for the 
“development and rehabilitation of paved regional trails.”  

3. West County Share: The remaining 0.04 percent will go exclusively for “additional 
trail/pedestrian/bicycle capital projects, and/or facility maintenance in West County” and will be 
programmed as part of the West County TLC project selection process. 

PBTF Program Eligible Sponsors 

Public agencies that are able to carry out eligible projects including their design, the purchase of right-
of-way, requesting bids and constructing the project consistent with the Authority’s policies including 
Resolution 13–38–P, Policy on Local Agency Coordination, as amended (including the 65% and 90% 
Design Peer Review Process within the Local Agency Coordination Guide in the adopted Strategic Plan), 
are eligible to receive funding through the Countywide Share portion of the PBTF program. 



 

23 
 

PBTF Program Eligible Projects 

The countywide share of PBTF funds may be used to fund the design and construction of facilities that 
support and encourage walking or bicycling, and that are identified in the Countywide Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Plan. Funds from the countywide share can only be used to fund bicycle or pedestrian 
facilities. These funds may be used to fund the bicycle and pedestrian components of a roadway 
improvement project if that project would not substantially increase the capacity of the roadway for 
vehicular movement. 

PBTF Program Eligible Project Phases 

PBTF funds may be used to fund all phases of constructing a project, including engineering, design, right-
of-way, and construction. As noted above, however, the countywide share of PBTF program must be 
used to complete projects in the CBPP and therefore must result in the completion of a publicly 
accessible and usable bicycling or pedestrian facility project. 

PBTF Program Ineligible Projects 

The PBTF program can fund only those projects that directly serve pedestrians and bicyclists; no other 
types of projects may be funded through this program. For example, projects that make walking or 
bicycling to connect to transit safer and more convenient are eligible, along with projects that improve 
accessibility (systemically and at scale, using the Safe System Approach), while projects that improve 
transit operations are not. Similarly, if the purpose of the project is primarily to improve vehicular 
movement, the project would not be eligible for PBTF funds. In addition, the Countywide Competitive 
Share of the PBTF program will not fund: Planning studies such as the development of pedestrian plans 
or alignment studies; Operations, (for example, the operation of a bike station); or Maintenance of 
facilities. The EBRPD and West County shares of PBTF funds may, however, be used for maintenance, 
rehabilitation, and development of regional trails or facilities for pedestrians and bicycling/rolling. 

PBTF Program Project Selection 

The Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (CBPAC), or its successor, will review and 
rank project applications using the criteria in this CCFP, including those established in the most recently 
adopted CBPP. Program 26 applications will be scored and ranked by WCCTAC.  

Staff Time 

Up to 5% of each PBTF grant may be used to fund staff time provided by the sponsor agency or any 
participating agencies. Ineligible expenditures include consultant/contractor and staff travel and meals 
and incidental expenses. 

TFCA Additional Funds 

Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) Additional Bikeways Infrastructure grant program is intended 
to fund new or upgraded Class I and IV cycling facilities, including cycle tracks, separated bikeways, and 
bicycle boulevards. Bicycle parking, including valet and attended bicycle parking (“bike station"), cages, 
lockers, bike detection infrastructure, including advance and loop detection technology. Applications 
received that meet minimum TFCA eligibility will be run through the TFCA calculator to determine their 
cost-benefit. Authority staff will oversee the benefit-cost assessment and scoring of these applications. 



 

24 
 

3.1 Information & Data Sharing: Technology & Funding Acknowledgements, 
Project Website, Videos, Images, and Social Media 

Project Sponsors that are awarded a grant are requested to create a webpage where draft and final deliverable 
and related presentation are posted, and including high-resolution “Contra Costa Transportation Authority” logo 
from the Authority website (https://www.ccta.ca.gov/press-kit/). Social media posts are encouraged to include 
clickable links to the project summary, project boundaries / maps, renderings and visualizations, Complete Streets 
Checklist link, and any appropriate hashtag such as #CCFP-CCTA #OBAG4CCTA or #CCTA-TLC or #CCTA-PBTF to 
enable future searches and publicly recognize how and where taxes are spent to benefit communities in Contra 
Costa.  

Invitations to the groundbreaking, major milestone(s), ceremonial ribbon cutting, or other grand opening 
celebration prior to public access, and announcement events are encouraged.  

Each construction project should submit to the Authority any data collected as part of the projects, including 
before-and-after data, traffic and bicycle counts, high-resolution color photos of before, during, and after the 
construction phase, as they become available. Any use of technology, innovation, automation, machine learning 
(ML), and artificial intelligence (AI) models, should be disclosed to CCTA. 

 

https://www.ccta.ca.gov/press-kit/
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4.0 Instructions for Applicants and each Project 
 
The Authority’s Coordinated Call for Projects, guidelines, screening requirements, and scoring criteria 
will be available at https://ccta.ca.gov/planning/coordinated-call-for-projects. Please adhere to the 
information stated in the Scoring Sheet/Criteria in each Application. Each project application packet 
(single, combined PDF) should be no more than 20 pages in addition to the application pages. 
Application forms will be available online for each Project Sponsor to complete. Hardcopy applications 
and materials will not be accepted, in the spirit of efficiency, good governance, and the CCTA Paperless 
Policy.  
 
This Coordinated Call for Projects describes the intent, requirements, program policies, types of 
projects, types of Applicants and Project Sponsors that will be eligible to compete for funding through 
the available funding programs. It also includes guidance for completing the Application Form.  
 
 
Each Application must include clear and completed:  
 

• MTC Base Application 
• Contra Costa Supplemental Application 
• MTC Complete Streets Checklist (draft before formal submittal to MTC & CBPAC review) 
• Project Funding Plan (part of Supplemental Application) 
• Local Resolution of Support and Compliance with Program Requirements 
• Project Mapping/GIS files and other supporting data 

 
All application materials must be submitted by the Applicant or Project Sponsor,  
by 5PM on Friday, August 17, 2026.  
 
Optional Office Hours will be held for potential applications for the CCFP on June 30, July 1, 7, and 8 
2026.   
 
All questions should be submitted to CCFP@ccta.ca.gov. 
 

4.1 Minimum Grant Size 

 
The minimum grant amount request is set at $500,000 in Contra Costa for OBAG 4 County Programs and 
TFCA Additional, and $250,000 for CARE, TLC and PBTF. 
 
OBAG 4 County Program awards will be rounded to the nearest $1,000. Each eligible applicant may 
submit up to two applications each, with the exception of BART and Contra Costa County, which may 
submit up to four applications, one for each subregion. CCTA will be expected to submit up to 5 (five) 
applications for the Countywide Programs on behalf of participating agencies. 
 

https://ccta.ca.gov/planning/coordinated-call-for-projects
https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets
mailto:CCFP@ccta.ca.gov
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4.2 Project Site Visit 

 
In lieu of a project site visit, which were required in previous cycles, each applicant is encouraged to 
submit a field video (5-minute maximum) along with data supporting project purpose and need (from 
big data sources such as StreetLight, Replica, and other resources, including BayViz, the regional High-
Injury Network (or countywide HIN), or UC Berkeley’s SafeTREC Transportation Injury Mapping System 
(TIMS). Supporting data (and siting/mapping tool output that informed where to add proposed new 
electric vehicle (EV) chargers, as applicable), and should be submitted along with the grant application 
materials. Field videos and supporting data may help inform an application evaluation. 
 
Applicants awarded funds for construction should note that post-project site visits will be required after 
construction is complete.  

 
 

 

 

https://mtc.ca.gov/tools-resources/data-tools/bay-area-vision-zero-bayviz-system
https://reports.mysidewalk.com/b5ef0ba311
https://reports.mysidewalk.com/b5ef0ba311
https://felt.com/map/CCTSAP-Map-bPvVfCOnQYi4b7X9BAoDZoA?share=1&loc=37.884,-122.368,8.37z
https://ccta.ca.gov/planning/ev/
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5.0 Scoring of Applications 
Applications scored through the CCFP will use the following guidance: 
 
• 75 points maximum per application for TLC, PBTF, CARE and TFCA  
• 100 points maximum per Application for OBAG 4 County Program (MTC scoring) 

o 110 total points for OBAG 4 County Program projects that are eligible to receive CMAQ 
funds (MTC scoring) 

 
The total points are broken down into the following categories: 

CCTA Application Scoring for all Projects 

• CCTA Scoring (75 pts), see Table 1 below; 

Table 1. Scoring Categories and Assigned Weights (Maximum Points per Criterion for OBAG 4 
County Program; TLC and PBTF program scoring may use alternate weightings) 

Criterion Description Maximum 
Points 

1 Vision Zero Safety and Injury Prevention 20 
2 Public Health Outcomes 6 
3 Total Project Cost and Funding Match Percentage from 

Applicant 
7 

4 Safe System Approach Bundled Projects 4 
5 Grant Deliverability, Sponsor Readiness, and Overall 

Implementation Feasibility 
8 

6 Improve System/Network Connectivity 9 
7 Range and number of users 6 
8 Latent Demand 2 
9 Public Engagement, Community Outreach & Policy Support 3 

10 Alignment with Regional Policy and Objectives 6 
11 Prioritizing Public Space 2 
12 Increase or Sustain Transit Ridership 2 

 CCTA Total 75 
 

MTC Scoring (OBAG 4 County Program only) 

• Regional Alignment (10 pts) – Support for PBA 2050+ strategies, Regional Safety/Vision Zero 
Policy (MTC Reso. 4400), Complete Streets Policy, Bay Area Transit Transformational Action 
Plan, and Transit Priority Policy for Roadways; 

• Federal Performance Goals (5 pts) – Improvements to safety, infrastructure condition, 
system reliability, freight movement and economic vitality, congestion reduction, and 
environmental sustainability; 
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• Deliverability and Risk (10 pts) - Sponsor capacity and expertise, recent delivery of regional 
funds, and risks to the project schedule or delivery plan; 

• Air Quality Benefits (10 pts) – The relative cost-effectiveness in reducing criteria air 
pollutants, for CMAQ-eligible projects for the purpose of assigning CMAQ funding consistent 
with federal requirements. 

While the Application Form will address the minimum eligibility screening criteria that the Authority 
must consider as part of the County program screening and evaluation, CTAs have discretion over 
relative  weighting and the addition of further criteria, consistent with program guidelines. 
 
If the applicant funding match percentage exceeds the (OBAG 4) minimum 11.47% match amount, the 
countywide score (total number of points) will increase along with the percentage at which each Local 
Agency or Project Sponsor commits as total match funds. The minimum non-federal local match 
(required for OBAG 4, and encouraged for other programs on this Coordinated Call for Projects) is 
11.47% of the total project cost. Measure J Local Streets Maintenance & Improvements (LSM Programs 
11 and 23) funds are eligible for use as local match, including for TLC and PBTF grants. 
 
Example 1 – OBAG 4 County Program:  
Competitive/ATS-only project scope with minimum federal match of 11.47%. If the total project cost is 
$700,000, the maximum grant request amount is $619,710 in OBAG 4 funds, while providing the 
minimum required 11.47% match ($80,290). If the grant award is subsequently less than the maximum 
request amount, then the applicant must either increase its local match or acquire additional funding 
source(s) to bridge the balance between grant award and total project cost.  
 
Example 2 – CARE: 
If the project is eligible for, and awarded, CARE funds sourced from federalized funds (e.g. OBAG/REAP), 
then the minimum non-federal local match requirement of 11.47% (of total project cost) is applicable.  
 
Example 3 – TLC Cycle-3:  
TLC, Program 12 (TLC-12) is competitive at the sub-regional level and is therefore subject to evaluation 
by respective RTPCs. Likewise, TLC, Program 25 (TLC-25) is specific to West County and thus competitive 
only in that sub-region, subject to further evaluation by WCCTAC. While local match is not required, it is 
encouraged at the same level as non-federal minimum for OBAG (11.47%).  
 
Example 4 – PBTF Cycle-3:  
PBTF, Program 13 (PBTF-13) is competitive countywide and subject to evaluation the Countywide Bicycle 
and Pedestrian Committee (CBPAC). Alternatively, PBTF, Program 26 (PBTF-26) is specific to West 
County and thus competitive only in that sub-region, subject to further evaluation by WCCTC. While 
local match is not required, it is encouraged at the same level as non-federal minimum for OBAG 
(11.47%).  
 
Example 5 – TFCA Additional:  
No local match is required for TFCA Additional funds. However, the project must show cost-
effectiveness per weighted ton (C-E) below $1,000,000 (or below $1,500,000 in Air District-defined 
“Priority Areas”).  
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Review and Ranking of each Application/Project 
The Scoring Sheet for the Coordinated Call for Projects is included below, as an attachment, to be used 
by each evaluator of each (application or) project. The Scoring Sheet provides a consistent framework by 
which review and evaluation will occur, prior to ranking, and should ensure that applications are 
evaluated on the same standards and criteria.  
 
An application that is deemed eligible will be forwarded to the Review Panel. The Review Panel will 
score the applications against the qualitative criteria.  

 
The Review Panel and Authority staff may conduct a site visit as part of application review, with the 
option of a virtual tour led by the Applicant via the Zoom or Microsoft Teams application with video and 
audio enabled.  
 
The Authority will facilitate review of the applications received and a round of screening by a panel 
composed of members of the TCC. This TCC panel will also be responsible for scoring and ranking of the 
OBAG 4 County Program applications per category. TLC applications will be reviewed and scored by a 
panel comprised of RTPC members representing WCCTAC, TRANSPAC, and SWAT. PBTF applications will 
be reviewed and scored by a panel comprised of members from the CBPAC. The panels may assign 
points within the tables and numbered ranges below. Proposed applications will be evaluated, scored, 
and ranked based on the proposed final scope, intent, reasonably foreseen results, and applicant 
responses to the scoring topics below.  
 
After the final project/application ranking is completed, an evaluation will be performed countywide to 
take into account equity and population-based proportional percentage among subregions, with regards 
to number of projects/applications funded and the amount of funding requested and recommended. 
Final consideration will be made to ensure that the higher-ranked projects/applications in the final 
countywide list recommended for OBAG 4 funding are the most competitive at the nine-county regional 
level.  
 
Upon CCTA’s submittal of OBAG 4 County Program priorities in October, MTC staff will evaluate projects, 
and assign scoring using the process outlined in the OBAG 4 guidelines.  
 
Table 1. Eligibility Screening  
 

Coordinated Programs’ Eligibility Screening to Determine 
Regional Competitiveness:  
MTC’s 9 Counties 
 

Scoring Range Score 
Assigned 

1 of 7: Clear and Complete Proposal 
• Extent (%) to which the proposal clear and 

complete? 
• Are all required forms completed and submitted 

with the application? 
 

Pass or  
Fail. 

 

2 of 7: Local Road Safety Plan  
Date of adoption*: ____________________  

• Would the final proposed application/project scope 
be within an adopted local plan or Local Road 

Pass or  
Fail. 
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Safety Plan list of recommendations, actions, 
projects, and/or policies?  

 
3 of 7: Resolution of Local Support (template)  
Date of adoption: ____________________  

• Does the agency have an adopted resolution of 
local support, consistent with MTC template?  
 

Pass or  
Fail. 

 

4 of 7: Micromobility Policy 
• Has the agency adopted (or plan on adopting before 

July 31, 2027) jurisdiction-wide regulations that 
allow, or at least avoid any (un-) intentional ban of, 
electric micromobility devices (e.g., scooters, e-
bikes) to be used for transportation access?  

Pass or  
Fail. 

 

5 of 7: Project Operations & Maintenance Commitment 
• If the application/project is granted funds, does the 

jurisdiction have a publicly-stated commitment 
toward annual operations & maintenance, repair, 
and lifecycle replacement costs after initial 
completion?  

• If no current commitment, then no later than July 
31, 2027? 

Pass or  
Fail. 

 

6 of 7: Mapping/GIS File Availability  
• If application is granted funds, is applicant able to 

provide upon request Geographic Information 
Systems (GIS) or other cartographic data?  
o GIS shapefiles, GeoJSON, raster, vector, 

spreadsheets, or API files  

Pass or  
Fail. 

 

7 of 7: Funding Limit Regarding Preventative Maintenance, 
Paving, Striping, and Markings 
The cumulative total scope related to preventive 
maintenance, (re)paving, (re)striping, pavement markings, 
multimodal safety and wayfinding signs, and streetscape 
shall not exceed 50% of the total project/application cost 
(either construction phase or total cost of all phases, as 
applicable). 

Pass or  
Fail. 

 

TFCA Additional: The grant application-submitted Cost 
Effectiveness (C-E) spreadsheet calculation does not exceed 
$1,000,000/weighted ton (or $1,500,000 in Air District 
“Priority Areas”). 

Pass  
or Fail  
(for eligibility 
for TFCA 
Additional 
only). 

 

Total:         Pass (if all rows Pass) or Fail (if at least one Fail) 

https://mtc.ca.gov/obag4
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The following criteria comprehensively applies to each of the five (5) funding programs included in this 
Coordinated Call for Projects: OBAG 4, CARE, TFCA Additional, and TLC and PBTF.  Each Scoring Panel evaluator will 
assign points based on criterion elements within the prescribed points range below. 

Applicants are encouraged to use this section as guidance during the development of respective application(s). 

Table 2. Scoring Criteria 

Each Review Panel evaluator will assign points within the prescribed range below. 

Ranking Criterion Scoring Range Points 
Assigned 

Criterion 1 of 12: Vision Zero Safety and  
Injury Prevention 
e.g., refer to responses to Application Form #1 – 2, 15. 
☐ To which Level-of-Traffic-Stress (1 through 4) will the final 

scope implement a transformative segment that is part of a 
future safer, more contiguous countywide Low-Traffic-Stress 
Network (mainly Class I bicycle facilities) for all ages & 
abilities? 

☐ Extent to which the systemic / Safe Systems approach is 
integrated into the final scope? e.g., a specific collision type 
addressed in multiple locations via careful site 
selection/planning.  

☐ Proportion (%) by which the final project scope will reduce each 
segment’s maximum potential Speed (observed/actual instead 
of “posted speed limit”) of vehicles? Through new bulb-outs & 
curb extensions? 

☐ To which extent (% and $) will the (cost and) severity of each 
potential collision be reduced by way of kinetic energy transfer 
that will result from the final project scope? By which 
percentage will the $1.3-billion annual countywide 
socioeconomic cost of fatal & severe injuries ($1,151 per 
resident), or subregion, be estimated to improve? 

☐ Will the final project scope add a new roundabout? Type? 
☐ To which extent (% and $) will the individual & regional 

economic costs (2026) per incident (e.g., including 
repair/recovery) be reduced by the proposal? (e.g., refer to 
MTC “BayViz” regional safety data webtool for local analysis 
here & regional HIN)  

☐ To which extent will the cumulative “Plan Countermeasures” 
(e.g., Leading Pedestrian Interval) be effective after the final 
project scope is completed, to move toward Countywide Vision 
Zero? (e.g., refer to MTC “BayViz”) 

☐ Which of the Livable Streets Policy / Playbook (e.g., Five-Star 
Projects & Transformative Visions) vs. Countywide Vision Zero 
toolbox actions are included in the proposal?  

☐ Is an Entertainment Zone adopted in the public right-of-way 
including a (bicycling/rolling &) pedestrian priority area? i.e., 
place for farmer’s market, school or extracurricular activity, or 

20 max points. 
 
0–5 = minimal 
safety 
improvement that 
would 
demonstrably 
effectively 
eliminate fatal & 
severe injuries in 
most scenarios; or 
not on a regional 
High-Injury 
Network or 
countywide HIN; 
LTS 3-4 
 
6–10 = moderate 
reduction of risk 
of severe 
crash/injury; on a 
Local HIN; LTS 2—
3 
 
11–20 = LTS-1; 
significant 
reduction of 
exposure to & risk 
of severe 
crash/injury; on a 
regional High-
Injury Network or 
countywide HIN; 
locally adopted 
timeline to 
eliminate fatal & 
severe injuries & 
locally adopted  
jurisdiction-wide 
Vision Zero Policy 

 

https://ccta.ca.gov/planning/cbpp/
https://ccta.ca.gov/planning/cbpp/
https://mtc.ca.gov/tools-resources/data-tools/bay-area-vision-zero-bayviz-system
https://bayviz.mysidewalk.com/
https://reports.mysidewalk.com/b5ef0ba311
https://mtc.ca.gov/tools-resources/data-tools/bay-area-vision-zero-bayviz-system
https://fehrandpeers.sharepoint.com/:p:/r/sites/WC24-4081CCTACTP/Shared%20Documents/Task%204_Blueprint/4_Deliverables/250903_CCTA_CTP_LSP_DesignExpectations_Final.pptx?d=w8d74ccc25b2343ae8a4ccdfaea1722e8&csf=1&web=1&e=7L2oaE
https://ccta.ca.gov/planning/countywide-vision-zero/
https://ccta.ca.gov/planning/countywide-vision-zero/
https://reports.mysidewalk.com/b5ef0ba311
https://reports.mysidewalk.com/b5ef0ba311
https://reports.mysidewalk.com/b5ef0ba311
https://felt.com/map/CCTSAP-Map-bPvVfCOnQYi4b7X9BAoDZoA?share=1&loc=37.884,-122.368,8.37z
https://reports.mysidewalk.com/b5ef0ba311
https://reports.mysidewalk.com/b5ef0ba311
https://felt.com/map/CCTSAP-Map-bPvVfCOnQYi4b7X9BAoDZoA?share=1&loc=37.884,-122.368,8.37z
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Ranking Criterion Scoring Range Points 
Assigned 

street events/activities safe & physically separated from 
vehicles?  

☐ Is the proposal located along, or within a particular proximity 
of, a regional High-Injury Network or countywide HIN corridor, 
emergency evacuation route, and/or a subregional Action Plan-
designated Regional Route of Significance? (latest) 

☐ Quantifies the estimated reduction in severity of each collision. 
Which of the Caltrans (or FHWA) “proven countermeasure(s)” 
or “crash modification/reduction factor(s)” (here; explained 
here) will be included in the final scope to reduce maximum 
potential vehicle Speed during construction and future 
operation?  

☐ How has the City committed to using the speed reduction law? 
(Assembly Bill 43)  

☐ Which of the Common Countywide Collision Pattern(s) from 
December 2024-adopted CCTSAP fatal & severe injury collision 
(2013 – 2022 and 2008 – 2017) data, jurisdiction-wide per-
capita, will be eliminated or reduced as a result of the final 
implementation scope? 
o Excessive Unsafe Speeding (considering conditions) 
o Driving under the Influence  
o Contraflow bike riding  
o Seniors (vulnerable population)  
o Youth (vulnerable population)  
o Highway interchange(s)  
o Trail/Street crossing(s)  
o Channelized right turn slip-lanes  
o Skewed intersection(s)  
o Unprotected left turns at signal  
o Red light violation  

☐  Will the final scope significantly reduce bicycling or pedestrian 
jurisdiction-wide per-capita fatal and/or severe injuries? 

☐  How will the final scope improve the pavement condition index 
(PCI) on an off-street trail or pedestrian/walkway and 
maintain the condition of public (transit) assets in a state of 
good repair? 

☐ To which extent has and/or will the proposal address the topics 
above? 
 

(*or* a program, 
e.g., SRTS-NI or 
TDM or Student 
Transportation or 
Technical 
Assistance) 

Criterion 2 of 12: Public Health 
e.g., refer to responses for Application Form #1 – 4, 15. 
☐ To which extent (tools here) will the final scope reduce 

greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and air pollution?  
☐ Number of trees (excluding plants/shrubs) that will be added 

(excluding number to be retained) in the final scope to address 
climate adaptation, equity (MTC EPCs & Caltrans EQI), low 
maintenance, carbon sequestration, 
regenerative/regeneration, shade coverage, and reduce the 

6 max points. 
0–1 = minimal  
2–4 = moderate  
(*or* a program, 
e.g., SRTS-NI or 
TDM or Student 
Transportation or 
Technical 
Assistance) 
5–6 = significant 

 

https://reports.mysidewalk.com/b5ef0ba311
https://felt.com/map/CCTSAP-Map-bPvVfCOnQYi4b7X9BAoDZoA?share=1&loc=37.884,-122.368,8.37z
https://ccta.ca.gov/planning/ctp/
https://www.cmfclearinghouse.org/
https://us.list-manage.com/psH_T5NINUO?e=d030432ce6&c2id=eb992c2d32153977a3c54cd665750d0b
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/air_quality/cmaq/toolkit/
https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/access-equity-mobility/equity-priority-communities/mtc-abags-plan-bay-area-2050-equity-priority-communities-update
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/eta/transpo-equity/eqi
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Ranking Criterion Scoring Range Points 
Assigned 

urban heat island effect and increasing average temperatures 
vs. Tree Equity Score here. 

☐ To which extent will the final scope enhance to 
bicycling/pedestrian “trail standards” the conditions of 
easements, driveways, paths, streets, and roads intended for 
maintenance access? 

☐ To which extent will the final scope improve Public Health? e.g., 
physical health and mental health at the individual level. 

☐ Has a qualified Public Health professional committed in writing 
to any amount of participation in design and construction 
scope development/review, ongoing operation, etc.? 

☐ To which extent has and/or will the program address the topics 
above? 

 
Criterion 3 of 12: Total Project Cost and Funding Match 
Percentage from Applicant 
e.g., refer to response to Application Form #12 - 14 & Funding 
Plan. 
☐ To which extent/percentage will funds be leveraged from other 

non-grant program fund-related sources that already are, or 
will be, committed to the final scope and secured by the 
applicant? (eligible to count toward match: applicants, co-
sponsors, other cities/towns/districts, and project sponsors’ 
contributions and all other fund sources excluding Measure J) 

How-To Resources from FHWA here, including Training May 24-25, 
2022 

 

8 max points. 
8 = 60% match 
7 = 50% match 
6 = 40% match 
4 = 30% match 
2 = 20% match 
0 = 11.47% match 
(of total project 
cost) 

 

Criterion 4 of 12: Safe System Approach Bundled Projects 
e.g., refer to response to Application Form #1 – 4, 15. 
☐ Explains any Collaborative Governance and extent to which the 

Project Sponsor will partner with a different (or smaller or 
more resource-limited) jurisdiction that is optionally 
designated an Equity Priority Community (MTC EPC and 
Caltrans EQI) or limited-staff government, and the percentage 
of the final scope that will be in each jurisdiction that is within 
an EPC.  

☐ Describes an existing or proposed partnership across 
departments and across agencies, e.g., County Public Health 
(CCH) or non-profit, non-governmental organization, park 
district, canal water public right-of-way (PROW) or flood 
control channel district, utility provider, or an application with 
multiple proposed protected intersections at locations in 
multiple jurisdictions, for example. 

☐ Will the project adequately improve Safety (eliminate fatal & 
severe injuries) for pedestrians & people bicycling/rolling at or 
near a Trail Crossing with collaborative participation from a 
City/County/District jurisdiction and East Bay Regional Park 
District? (EBRPD) 

4 max points. 
0 = minimal  
1–2 = moderate  
3–4 = significant  
(each range above 
applies also to a 
Technical 
Assistance or 
Student 
Transportation or 
TDM or SRTS-NI 
program, e.g., 
multiple 
geographic 
locations across 
school districts or 
other jurisdiction 
boundaries) 

 

https://www.treeequityscore.org/map/#11/37.9285/-121.9731
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/innovation/everydaycounts/edc_5/project_bundling.cfm
https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/access-equity-mobility/equity-priority-communities/mtc-abags-plan-bay-area-2050-equity-priority-communities-update
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/eta/transpo-equity/eqi
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Ranking Criterion Scoring Range Points 
Assigned 

☐ Will the proposal include (partially or fully privately funded) 
construction of fiberoptic broadband communications 
infrastructure in addition to scope for 
transportation/streetscape? 

 
Criterion 5 of 12: Grant Deliverability, Sponsor Readiness, and 
Overall Implementation Feasibility 
e.g., refer to responses to Application Form #7 - 11. 
☐ Quantified $ amount and FY extent to which the applicant has 

committed annual operations & maintenance, repair, and 
lifecycle replacement costs after initial construction? e.g., At 
which frequency is the jurisdiction proposing to commit to 
maintenance of the new or improved facility, such as 
sweeping? (e.g., for safety) 

☐ Which issues could arise before project implementation? 
☐ Has a single jurisdiction committed as lead agency to ensuring 

complete implementation of the final scope across multiple 
jurisdictions? 

☐ Is any (potential) necessary right-of-way already acquired? 
☐ Which month & year will the proposed project (realistically) 

begin construction? 
☐ Will the project be ready for public use, e.g., pedestrians and 

bicyclists, no later than 2030? 
☐ Describe the Sponsor Delivery Record. How many months of 

delay did the sponsor provide during grant delivery vs. the 
countywide and subregional average from Cycle-2 of TLC/PBTF 
and Cycle-2 of OBAG? And in submitting reimbursement-
request invoice-packets that are audit-ready & acceptable for 
review & processing? 

☐ Will the final scope be consistent with the minimum criteria 
required in the state law (effective since January 1, 2021) 
known as Senate Bill 71? (to streamline CEQA review and 
documentation, per guidelines here).  

8 max points. 
0 = Design is less 
than 35% 
complete at 
application 
submittal. 
1–2 = minimal 
additional Design 
is necessary & 
minimal 
environmental 
review 
documentation 
timeline, e.g., not 
eligible for SB-71.  
3–5 = moderate: 
Design is less than 
65% complete at 
application 
submittal, and/or 
SB-71-eligible 
scope.  
6–8 = significant, 
or (mostly or 
entirely) Quick-
Build materials/ 
method, and/or 
SB-71-eligible 
final scope 
(*or* a program, 
e.g., SRTS-NI or 
TDM or Student 
Transportation) 
 

 

Criterion 6 of 12: Improve System/Network Connectivity 
e.g., refer to responses to Application Form #1 – 4, 15. 
☐ Will the final scope eliminate a gap(s)? in an existing pedestrian 

or bikeway(s), remove barrier(s) to access, and increase the 
directness or capacity of the bicycling/pedestrian network 
(including alternatives to trails that are closed/unlit during 
hours of darkness/ overnight), where they facilitate 
connections to work, public school, health facilities, or transit. 

☐ Will the final scope straighten or shorten a curving or non-linear 
pathway, or create an opening in a gate, fence, retaining wall, 
or barrier of any kind to enhance access from an adjacent trail 

9 max points. 
1–3 = (not a gap 
closure or) 
minimal  
3–6 = moderate  
7–9 = significant  
(*or* a program, 
e.g., SRTS-NI or 
TDM or Student 
Transportation or 

 

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1yvhkGGsWwojJo27DH9KfoODBHEkhOpq0MZ0tKwkJV0M/edit?usp=sharing
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Ranking Criterion Scoring Range Points 
Assigned 

for people bicycling, rolling, or walking? e.g., to access 
shopping & retail, especially a grocery store, restaurant, or 
other food & drink establishment. 

☐ Is the proposal included in MTC’s Active Transportation Plan, or 
CBPP Low-Stress Network? (Network map) 

☐ To which extent the Project or Programmatic implementation 
will address the topics above? (select the highest points range) 

 

Technical 
Assistance) 

Criterion 7 of 12: Range and number of users 
e.g., refer to response to Application Form #1 – 4, 15. 
☐ Will the final scope serve a wide range of users? e.g., all ages 

and abilities, females, people riding transit, electric and pedal 
bicycle commuters, shoppers, people with disabilities — and 
increase the number of pedestrians and bicyclists within the 
geographic boundary limits. Will an Equity Priority Community 
be served? Residence or work? 

☐ Percentage completion of jurisdiction-wide ADA Transition Plan 
(toward compliance or accessibility) 

☐ Will each participating jurisdiction adopt by October 31, 2026 a 
bicycle parking & charging ordinance with minimum 
requirements for proposed changes-of-use permits and per net 
new square foot of each land use? 

☐ Which percentage of the project will be on a statewide (e.g., 
Great California Delta Trail) and/or the U.S. Bicycle Route 
System? (USBRS) 

☐ To which extent will the final scope expand access, universal 
design, compliance or exceeding ADA accessibility, travel 
choices, and increase the rate of active transportation? e.g., 
contiguous route through engaging landscapes, connecting 
local neighborhoods or natural areas, parks, or elevated 
viewsheds, improving community interaction, integrated 
interactive public art by local artists, all ages and abilities (e.g., 
attracting seniors & children to travel (& even explore) via 
active transportation), mental/overall wellness, community 
survey input. 

☐ Which of the Common Countywide Collision Pattern(s) 
vulnerable population from (2008 – 2017 SWITRS) fatal & 
severe-injury collision data will be eliminated or reduced in the 
final scope? 
o Seniors 
o Youth, children  

☐ To which extent will the final scope reduce congestion or 
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) in an urbanized area? 

☐ To which extent are any groups of people under-represented in 
the available data? SWITRS: race data for people involved in a 
crash are typically reported only based on an officer’s 
anecdotal observation, assumption, or best guess. 

6 max points. 
1–2 = (unknown, 
not estimated, 
none, or) minimal  
3–5 = moderate  
6 = significant  

 

https://ccta.ca.gov/planning/cbpp/
https://delta.ca.gov/greatdeltatrail/
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/local-assistance/fed-and-state-programs/bike-program
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Ranking Criterion Scoring Range Points 
Assigned 

☐ Will the final scope improve access to jobs, or the reliability of, 
Freight/Goods Movement by cargo bicycle, electric bicycle, and 
improve Economic Access/Vitality? 

 
Criterion 8 of 12: Latent Demand 
e.g., refer to response to Application Form #1 - 4. 
☐ Will the final scope be likely to encourage more people to use 

pedestrian, bicycling, or rolling trips? e.g., greater population 
density, employment density, mix of land uses, percentage of 
low- or zero-vehicle ownership households, location in an 
Equity Priority Community (EPC), or relative lack of on-street & 
off-street vehicle parking. 

☐ Will the final scope be located within an Equity Priority 
Community (EPC map here) in Plan Bay Area? 

☐ To which extent has and/or will the Programmatic application 
address the topics above, and historically underserved 
community groups? 

 

2 max points. 
0 = (unknown, not 
estimated, none, 
or) minimal  
1 = moderate  
2 = significant  

 

Criterion 9 of 12: Public Engagement and Community Outreach, 
& Policy Support 
e.g., refer to responses to Application Form #5 - 6. 
☐ Is the proposal part of the future low-stress network or 

otherwise included in the adopted Countywide Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Plan’s future network and project list?  

☐ Is the proposal in a locally adopted plan, Caltrans, MTC, Bay 
Area Air District (formerly BAAQMD), Contra Costa Health (e.g., 
public health), AARP Livable Communities Plan, League of 
American Bicyclists’ evaluation or metrics for Bike-Friendly City 
(or businesses’) designation, and/or not yet formally submitted 
to CCTA for consideration at the countywide level for inclusion 
in a CBPP update? 

☐ Will the final scope include Safe System Approach bundled or 
similar projects across jurisdictions with multiple participating 
organizations? e.g., utilities, Bike East Bay. 

☐ Does the jurisdiction(s) have a locally adopted Policy Resolution 
that adopted a per-resident jurisdiction-wide Vision Zero 
timeline to eliminate fatal and severe injuries (first) of 
pedestrians and people bicycling, that includes a Safe Systems 
approach that is both proactive/systemic and reactive (collision 
analysis) and prioritizes Safety before Speed, and an emphasis 
on planning for people (not vehicles); and prioritizes the safe 
movement of people, especially vulnerable road users 
(including seniors & youth).  

☐ To which month/year/date, and at which URL/link, does the 
jurisdiction publicly state a commitment to eliminate 
jurisdiction-wide per-capita fatal and severe injuries? 

☐ Does the jurisdiction’s locally adopted Policy Resolution 
explicitly require that staff and each project prioritize Safety 

3 max points. 
0 = (unknown, 
none or) minimal  
1 = moderate  
2–3 = significant, 
or (partially or 
maximum points if 
entirely) Quick-
Build 
method/materials 
or demonstration 
activities that 
would serve as 
engagement and 
support-building 
(up to 3 if a policy 
was locally 
adopted 
consistent with 
Countywide Vision 
Zero) 

 

https://opendata.mtc.ca.gov/datasets/equity-priority-communities-plan-bay-area-2050/explore?location=37.878639%2C-122.370881%2C8.95
https://ccta.ca.gov/planning/cbpp/
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Ranking Criterion Scoring Range Points 
Assigned 

before Speed and integrate model language from the 
countywide template here? 

☐ Which adopted plan(s), adoption (and revision or 
amendment/enhancement) dates, and ranked project lists, 
included the proposal? 

☐ Which Design Guidelines and standards documents were used 
for each component of the proposal? (here) 

☐ Is the proposal consistent with any specific policies in the 
adopted General Plan? 

☐ CCTA Countywide Pedestrian Needs Assessment? (CPNA) 
☐ MTC Complete Streets Policy? 
☐ Caltrans Complete Streets Policy? (DIB-94) 
☐ Caltrans Safe Systems approach? (e.g., land use) 
☐ From which organization(s) and signatories, including elected 

and appointed representatives, and residents & members of 
the traveling public, has the applicant provided a Letter of 
Support? 

 
Criterion 10 of 12: Alignment with Regional Policy and Objectives  
e.g., refer to responses to Application Form #1 - 4. 
☐ Is the application/project able to be scalable & replicated by a 

jurisdiction(s) in other counties or transit agencies? 
☐ Is the proposal in a Community-Based Transportation Plan? 
 
 
 
Housing Policies’ Compliance With (or Exceeding) Regional & 
State Law, Policy & Programs 
☐ Does the application include documentation that the involved 

jurisdiction is an approved member of the California Housing 
and Community Development (HCD) Department’s Prohousing 
Designation Program?, describe how local policies align with or 
exceed criteria. https://www.hcd.ca.gov/planning-and-
research/prohousing 

 ☐ Quantify numerically and in percentage growth of housing 
supply, per type/size (e.g., number of units by number of 
bedrooms before-&-after scenarios), & describe jurisdictional 
relationship to a specified number or range of future (and 
entitled) housing options. 

Example: (New – Old) / Old = % change per cycle & years. 
 
Housing Policies 
☐ Explain which & why their local housing policies are effective 

within the context of the jurisdiction. 
☐ The application addresses the potential for the project to 

support existing, planned (General Plan), entitled, and/or 
permitted housing options, especially below-market-rate 
residential uses, and how the project will advance state, 

6 max points. 
0–1 = minimal  
2–3 = moderate  
4–6 = significant, 
e.g., project 
identified in a 
CBTP  
(*or* a program, 
e.g., SRTS-NI or 
TDM or Student 
Transportation or 
Technical 
assistance) 

 

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1irBqf-Ivwf-iaPotyFKP2HkAjqwwJkLR/edit?usp=sharing&ouid=118291287617767795126&rtpof=true&sd=true
https://spaces.hightail.com/space/F8ZxW8POkN
https://www.hcd.ca.gov/planning-and-research/prohousing
https://www.hcd.ca.gov/planning-and-research/prohousing
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Ranking Criterion Scoring Range Points 
Assigned 

regional, countywide, and local transportation, growth 
management, and land-use goals. 

 
Criterion 11 of 12: Prioritizing Public Space 
e.g., refer to responses to Application Form #1 - 4. 
☐ To which extent (percentage vs. amount) will the final scope 

Right-Size the amount of available Vehicle Parking and Parking 
Density within the public right-of-way?  

☐ Which techniques/technologies will be used (e.g., to provide 
demand-based pricing of vehicle parking) within the public 
right-of-way to maximize public benefit from this public asset? 

☐ Which policies from MTC’s Vehicle Parking Policy Playbook (or 
resources here & here) have been adopted to reform the local 
agency’s (municipal) code or let the market forces lead? e.g., 
zoning code adopted vehicle parking maximums or removed 
‘provision of parking’ mandatory minimum ratio(s). 

☐ Walkway/bikeway proximity to, and relationship to (separated, 
protected, etc.) on-street or off-street vehicle parking (which 
can affect Level of Traffic Stress) 

☐ Has the jurisdiction planned, designated, adopted, and 
implemented a vehicle-free commercial central area(s) that 
prioritizes pedestrian activity and livability? Which dimensions 
and location? 

☐ Is an Entertainment Zone adopted in the public right-of-way 
including a (bicycling/rolling &) pedestrian priority area? i.e., 
place for farmers’ market, school or extracurricular activity, or 
street events/activities safe & physically separated from 
vehicles. 

☐ How many of each type (e.g., covered, secured, adaptive, 
recumbent, family- & cargo-sized) bicycle parking spaces will 
be added? Provide all existing, proposed, and net new 
dimensions. Serpentine & grid racks are ineligible. From which 
page is the proposal in APBP Bike Parking Guide’s 3rd Edition? 

☐ To which extent has and/or will the Programmatic application 
address the topics above? (select the moderate points range) 

 

2 max points. 
0 = Unknown or 
None or Minimal 
1 = Moderate  
2 = Significant 
(*or* a program, 
e.g., SRTS-NI or 
TDM or Student 
Transportation or 
Technical 
Assistance) 

 

Criterion 12 of 12: Increase or Sustain Transit Ridership 
e.g., refer to response to Application Form #1 - 4. 
☐ Extent to which the implementation will address customer 

travel experience and increase or sustain the use (rider 
retention) of public transit? e.g., rail transit station, transit 
(e.g., bus or vehicle) stop, shelter (shade coverage for hotter 
weather, using ShadeMapApp and/or Shadow Map), regional 
or countywide (shared) mobility hub, bicycle parking spaces, 
storage/bike racks, or covered and secured mobility device 
storage (short-term and longer-term) and electric charging.  

☐ Maximum points only if the jurisdiction committed in writing to 
adopting a Transit First Policy by October 31, 2026, including 

2 max points. 
0 = Unknown, 
none, or minimal 
potential 
1 = moderate; bus 
2 = significant; rail 
(*or* a program, 
e.g., SRTS-NI or 
TDM or Student 
Transportation or 
Technical 
Assistance) 

 

https://abag.ca.gov/technical-assistance/parking-policy-playbook
https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/driving-congestion-environment/smart-parking
https://parkingpolicy.com/reduced-requirements/
https://www.apbp.org/bicycle-parking-solutions
https://nam10.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fshademap.app%2F%4032.8247%2C-97.0503%2C15z%2C1772149852675t%2C0b%2C0p%2C0m&data=05%7C02%7Ccclarke%40ccta.net%7C04418182a83049577c8e08de759227e2%7C0dd15baaab66402d8d271b944884ee7a%7C0%7C0%7C639077467921782014%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=0RxNWkjSGXw%2FjFDm81D94pVnIDwUtf4AbRXuFYMva6g%3D&reserved=0
https://nam10.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fapp.shadowmap.org%2F&data=05%7C02%7Ccclarke%40ccta.net%7C04418182a83049577c8e08de759227e2%7C0dd15baaab66402d8d271b944884ee7a%7C0%7C0%7C639077467921814733%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=TgnPBgOVXo1iD%2Fr0OxnSIGnY%2FCbK%2BcXaCF%2FjWhB4NrQ%3D&reserved=0
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Ranking Criterion Scoring Range Points 
Assigned 

the language from MTC’s template (“Guidance on Optional 
Local Transit Priority Resolution or Policy”) for local agencies. 

☐ Which percentage of the final scope (geographic & funding) will 
be located within a CBPP-designated Pedestrian Priority Area? 
(PPA)  

☐ To which extent will universal design & accessibility be 
improved beyond standard ADA compliance? To which 
percentage of partial completion would the local ADA 
Transition Plan become? 

☐ To which extent will the final scope be located within two miles 
(or 15 minutes of travel time) of a Transit-Oriented 
Community? (TOC) 

 
 

https://ccta.ca.gov/planning/cbpp/
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Criterion 5 of 12: Grant Deliverability, Sponsor Readiness, and 
Overall Implementation Feasibility 
e.g., refer to responses to Application Form #22 – 25. 
☐ To which extent has the applicant committed annual operations 

& maintenance, repair, and lifecycle replacement costs after 
initial construction? e.g., At which frequency is the jurisdiction 
proposing to commit to maintenance of the new or improved 
facility, such as sweeping? (e.g., for safety) 

☐ Which issues could arise before project implementation? 
☐ Has a single jurisdiction committed as lead agency to ensuring 

complete implementation of the final scope across multiple 
jurisdictions? 

☐ Is any (potential) necessary right-of-way already acquired? 
☐ Which month & year will the proposed project (realistically) 

begin construction? 
☐ Will the project be ready for public use, e.g., pedestrians and 

bicyclists, no later than 2030? 
☐ Describe the Sponsor Delivery Record. How many months of 

delay did the sponsor provide during grant delivery vs. the 
countywide and subregional average from Cycle-2 of TLC/PBTF 
and Cycle-2 of OBAG? And in submitting reimbursement-
request invoice-packets that are audit-ready & acceptable for 
review & processing? 

☐ Will the final scope be consistent with the minimum criteria 
required in the state law (effective since January 1, 2021) 
known as Senate Bill 71? (to streamline CEQA review and 
documentation, per guidelines here).  

8 max points. 
0 = Design is less 
than 35% 
complete at 
application 
submittal. 
1–2 = minimal 
additional Design 
is necessary & 
minimal 
environmental 
review 
documentation 
timeline, e.g., not 
eligible for SB-71.  
3–5 = moderate: 
Design is less than 
65% complete at 
application 
submittal, and/or 
SB-71-eligible 
scope.  
6–8 = significant, 
or (mostly or 
entirely) Quick-
Build materials/ 
method, and/or 
SB-71-eligible 
final scope 
(*or* a program, 
e.g., SRTS-NI or 
TDM or Student 
Transportation) 

 

 

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1yvhkGGsWwojJo27DH9KfoODBHEkhOpq0MZ0tKwkJV0M/edit?usp=sharing
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Criterion 6 of 12: Improve System/Network Connectivity 
e.g., refer to responses to Application Form #12 – 14. 
☐ Will the final scope eliminate a gap(s)? in an existing pedestrian 

or bikeway(s), remove barrier(s) to access, and increase the 
directness or capacity of the bicycling/pedestrian network 
(including alternatives to trails that are closed/unlit during 
hours of darkness/ overnight), where they facilitate 
connections to work, public school, health facilities, or transit. 

☐ Will the final scope straighten or shorten a curving or non-linear 
pathway, or create an opening in a gate, fence, retaining wall, 
or barrier of any kind to enhance access from an adjacent trail 
for people bicycling, rolling, or walking? e.g., to access 
shopping & retail, especially a grocery store, restaurant, or 
other food & drink establishment. 

☐ Is the proposal included in MTC’s Active Transportation Plan, or 
CBPP Low-Stress Network? (Network map) 

☐ To which extent has and/or will the Project or Programmatic 
application address the topics above? (select the highest points 
range) 

9 max points. 
1–3 = (not a gap 
closure or) 
minimal  
3–6 = moderate  
7–9 = significant  
(*or* a program, 
e.g., SRTS-NI or 
TDM or Student 
Transportation or 
Technical 
Assistance) 
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Criterion 7 of 12: Range and number of users 
e.g., refer to response to Application Form #. 
☐ Will the final scope serve a wide range of users? e.g., all ages 

and abilities, females, people riding transit, electric and pedal 
bicycle commuters, shoppers, people with disabilities — and 
increase the number of pedestrians and bicyclists within the 
geographic boundary limits. Will an Equity Priority Community 
be served? Residence or work? 

☐ Percentage completion of jurisdiction-wide ADA Transition Plan 
(toward compliance or accessibility) 

☐ Will each participating jurisdiction adopt by July 31, 2027 a 
bicycle parking & charging ordinance with minimum 
requirements for proposed changes-of-use permits and per net 
new square foot of each land use? 

☐ Which percentage of the project will be on the U.S. Bicycle 
Route System? (USBRS) 

☐ To which extent will the final scope expand access, universal 
design, compliance or exceeding ADA accessibility, travel 
choices, and increase the rate of active transportation? e.g., 
contiguous route through engaging landscapes, connecting 
local neighborhoods or natural areas, parks, or elevated 
viewsheds, improving community interaction, integrated 
interactive public art by local artists, all ages and abilities (e.g., 
attracting seniors & children to travel (& even explore) via 
active transportation), mental/overall wellness, community 
survey input. 

☐ Which of the Common Countywide Collision Pattern(s) 
vulnerable population from (2008 – 2017 SWITRS) collision 
data will be eliminated or reduced in the final scope? 
o Seniors 
o Youth, children  

☐ To which extent will the final scope reduce congestion or 
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) in an urbanized area? 

☐ To which extent are any groups of people under-represented in 
the available data? SWITRS: race data for people involved in a 
crash are typically reported only based on an officer’s 
anecdotal observation, assumption, or best guess. 

☐ Will the final scope improve access to jobs, or the reliability of, 
Freight/Goods Movement by cargo bicycle, electric bicycle, and 
improve Economic Access/Vitality? 

6 max points. 
1–2 = (unknown, 
not estimated, or) 
minimal  
3–5 = moderate  
6 = significant  

 

Criterion 8 of 12: Latent Demand 
e.g., refer to response to Application Form #. 
☐ Will the final scope be likely to encourage more people to use 

pedestrian, bicycling, or rolling trips? e.g., greater population 
density, employment density, mix of land uses, percentage of 
low- or zero-vehicle ownership households, location in an 
Equity Priority Community (EPC), or relative lack of on-street & 
off-street vehicle parking. 

☐ Will the final scope be located within an Equity Priority 
Community (EPC map here) in Plan Bay Area? 

2 max points. 
0 = (unknown, not 
estimated, or) 
minimal  
1 = moderate  
2 = significant  

 

https://dot.ca.gov/programs/local-assistance/fed-and-state-programs/bike-program
https://opendata.mtc.ca.gov/datasets/equity-priority-communities-plan-bay-area-2050/explore?location=37.878639%2C-122.370881%2C8.95
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☐ To which extent has and/or will the Programmatic application 
address the topics above, and historically underserved 
community groups? 

 

Criterion 9 of 12: Public Engagement and Community Outreach, 
& Policy Support 
e.g., refer to responses to Application Form #20 – 21. 
☐ Is the proposal part of the future low-stress network or 

otherwise included in the adopted Countywide Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Plan’s future network and project list?  

☐ Is the proposal in a locally adopted plan, Caltrans, MTC, Bay 
Area Air District (formerly BAAQMD), Contra Costa Health (e.g., 
public health), AARP Livable Communities Plan, League of 
American Bicyclists’ evaluation or metrics for Bike-Friendly City 
(or businesses’) designation, and/or not yet formally submitted 
to CCTA for consideration at the countywide level for inclusion 
in a CBPP update? 

☐ Will the final scope include Safe System Approach bundled or 
similar projects across jurisdictions with multiple participating 
organizations? e.g., utilities, Bike East Bay. 

☐ Does the jurisdiction(s) have a locally adopted Policy Resolution 
that adopted a per-resident jurisdiction-wide Vision Zero 
timeline to eliminate fatal and severe injuries (first) of 
pedestrians and people bicycling, that includes a Safe Systems 
approach that is both proactive/systemic and reactive (collision 
analysis) and prioritizes Safety before Speed, and an emphasis 
on planning for people (not vehicles); and prioritizes the safe 
movement of people, especially vulnerable road users 
(including seniors & youth).  

☐ To which month/year/date, and at which URL/link, does the 
jurisdiction publicly state a commitment to eliminate 
jurisdiction-wide per-capita fatal and severe injuries? 

☐ Does the jurisdiction’s locally adopted Policy Resolution 
explicitly require that staff and each project prioritize Safety 
before Speed and integrate model language from the 
countywide template here? 

☐ Which adopted plan(s), adoption (and revision or 
amendment/enhancement) dates, and ranked project lists, 
included the proposal? 

☐ Which Design Guidelines and standards documents were used 
for each component of the proposal? (here) 

☐ Is the proposal consistent with any specific policies in the 
adopted General Plan? 

☐ CCTA Countywide Pedestrian Needs Assessment? (CPNA) 
☐ MTC Complete Streets Policy? 
☐ Caltrans Complete Streets Policy? (DIB-94) 
☐ Caltrans Safe Systems approach? (e.g., land use) 
☐ From which organization(s) and signatories, including elected 

and appointed representatives, and residents & members of 

3 max points. 
0 = (unknown, 
none or) minimal  
1 = moderate  
2–3 = significant, 
or (partially or 
maximum points 
if entirely) Quick-
Build 
method/materials 
or demonstration 
activities that 
would serve as 
engagement and 
support-building 
(up to 3 if a policy 
was locally 
adopted 
consistent with 
Countywide 
Vision Zero) 

 

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1irBqf-Ivwf-iaPotyFKP2HkAjqwwJkLR/edit?usp=sharing&ouid=118291287617767795126&rtpof=true&sd=true
https://spaces.hightail.com/space/F8ZxW8POkN
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the traveling public, has the applicant provided a Letter of 
Support? 

 

Criterion 10 of 12: Alignment with Regional Policy and Objectives  
e.g., refer to responses to Application Form #15 – 18. 
☐ Is the application/project able to be scalable & replicated by a 

jurisdiction(s) in other counties or transit agencies? 
☐ Is the proposal in a Community-Based Transportation Plan? 
Housing Policies’ Compliance  
With Regional & State Law, Policy & Programs 
☐ Does the application include documentation that the involved 

jurisdiction is an approved member of the California Housing 
and Community Development (HCD) Department’s Prohousing 
Designation Program?, describe how local policies align with or 
exceed criteria. https://www.hcd.ca.gov/planning-and-
research/prohousing 

 ☐ Quantify numerically and in percentage growth of housing 
supply, per type/size (e.g., number of units by number of 
bedrooms before-&-after scenarios), & describe jurisdictional 
relationship to a specified number or range of future (and 
entitled) housing options. 

Example: (New – Old) / Old = % change per cycle & years. 
Housing Policies 
☐ Explain which and why their housing policies are effective 

within the context of the jurisdiction. 
☐ The application addresses the potential for the project to 

support existing, planned (General Plan), entitled, and/or 
permitted housing options, especially below-market-rate 
residential uses, and how the project will advance state, 
regional, countywide, and local transportation, growth 
management, and land-use goals. 

6 max points. 
0–1 = minimal  
2–3 = moderate  
4–6 = significant, 
e.g., project 
identified in a 
CBTP  
(*or* a program, 
e.g., SRTS-NI or 
TDM or Student 
Transportation or 
Technical 
assistance) 

 

 

https://www.hcd.ca.gov/planning-and-research/prohousing
https://www.hcd.ca.gov/planning-and-research/prohousing


 

45 
 

Criterion 11 of 12: Prioritizing Public Space 
e.g., refer to responses to Application Form #12 – 13. 
☐ To which extent (percentage vs. amount) will the final scope 

Right-Size the amount of available Vehicle Parking and Parking 
Density within the public right-of-way?  

☐ Which techniques/technologies will be used (e.g., to provide 
demand-based pricing of vehicle parking) within the public 
right-of-way to maximize public benefit from this public asset? 

☐ Which policies from MTC’s Vehicle Parking Policy Playbook (or 
resources here & here) have been adopted to reform the local 
agency’s (municipal) code or let the market forces lead? e.g., 
zoning code adopted vehicle parking maximums or removed 
‘provision of parking’ mandatory minimum ratio(s). 

☐ Walkway/bikeway proximity to, and relationship to (separated, 
protected, etc.) on-street or off-street vehicle parking (which 
can affect Level of Traffic Stress) 

☐ Has the jurisdiction planned, designated, adopted, and 
implemented a vehicle-free commercial central area(s) that 
prioritizes pedestrian activity and livability? Which dimensions 
and location? 

☐ Is an Entertainment Zone adopted in the public right-of-way 
including a (bicycling/rolling &) pedestrian priority area? i.e., 
place for farmer’s market, school or extracurricular activity, or 
street events/activities safe & physically separated from 
vehicles. 

☐ How many of each type (e.g., covered, secured, adaptive, 
recumbent, family- & cargo-sized) bicycle parking spaces will 
be added? Provide all existing, proposed, and net new 
dimensions. Serpentine & grid racks are ineligible. From which 
page is the proposal in APBP Bike Parking Guide’s 3rd Edition? 

☐ To which extent has and/or will the Programmatic application 
address the topics above? (select the moderate points range) 

2 max points. 
0 = Unknown or 
None or Minimal 
1 = Moderate  
2 = Significant 
(*or* a program, 
e.g., SRTS-NI or 
TDM or Student 
Transportation or 
Technical 
Assistance) 

 

 

https://abag.ca.gov/technical-assistance/parking-policy-playbook
https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/driving-congestion-environment/smart-parking
https://parkingpolicy.com/reduced-requirements/
https://www.apbp.org/bicycle-parking-solutions
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Criterion 12 of 12: Increase or Sustain Transit Ridership 
e.g., refer to response to Application Form #12. 
☐ To which extent will the proposal address customer travel 

experience and increase or sustain the use (rider retention) of 
public transit? e.g., rail transit station, transit (e.g., bus or 
vehicle) stop, shelter (shade for hotter weather), regional or 
countywide (shared) mobility hub, bicycle parking spaces, 
storage/bike racks, or covered and secured mobility device 
storage (short-term and longer-term) and electric charging.  

☐ Maximum points only if the jurisdiction committed in writing to 
adopting a Transit First Policy by July 31, 2027, including the 
language from MTC’s template (“Guidance on Optional Local 
Transit Priority Resolution or Policy”) for local agencies. 

☐ Which percentage of the final scope (geographic & funding) will 
be located within a CBPP-designated Pedestrian Priority Area? 
(PPA)  

☐ To which extent will universal design & accessibility be 
improved beyond standard ADA compliance? To which 
percentage of partial completion would the local ADA 
Transition Plan become? 

☐ To which extent will the final scope be located within two miles 
(or 15 minutes of travel time) of a Transit-Oriented 
Community? (TOC) 

2 max points. 
0 = Unknown or 
minimal potential 
1 = moderate; bus 
2 = significant; rail 
(*or* a program, 
e.g., SRTS-NI or 
TDM or Student 
Transportation or 
Technical 
Assistance) 

 

 
Total Score (Authority-assigned)                   ___ / 75 

CMAQ Score (MTC) 

Subtotal Score (MTC)                        ___ / 25 

Subtotal Score (MTC if CMAQ-eligible)                  ___ / 10 

Total Score (Authority + MTC)                    ___ / 100 (STP); or 110 (CMAQ) 

Requested Grant Amount                    $________________ 

Recommended Grant Amount                     $________________ 

Nominate Application for  

MTC consideration in OBAG Cycle-4                   Yes/No 

MTC consideration in CARE/REAP                    Yes/No 

Air District consideration in TFCA Additional                  Yes/No 

RTPC consideration in TLC-12 Cycle-3                   Yes/No 

RTPC consideration in TFCA Additional Bikeways/Bike Parking   Yes/No 

WCCTAC consideration in TLC-25 Cycle-3                  Yes/No 

WCCTAC consideration in PBTF-26 Cycle-3                   Yes/No 

CBPAC consideration in PBTF-13 Cycle-3      Yes/No 
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Applicant  ________________ 

Project Sponsor  ________________ 

Partner Agency 1 ________________ 

Partner Agency 2 ________________ 

Letter of Support 1 ________________ 

Letter of Support 2 ________________ 

Letter of Support 3 ________________ 

Letter of Support 4 ________________ 

 



5.0 Application Form Guidance 
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5.0 Application Form Guidance: Coordinated Program Countywide in Contra Costa 

CCFP (Fiscal Years 2026-27 through 2029-2030) 
 

Project Information 
8. RTPC region for 
geographic location of 
site 

Drop-down menu options: Central, West, East, or South 

9. Project Location and 
Boundaries  

Specify street names where applicable, including the nearest cross-streets (e.g., Main 
Street from 2nd Ave to 7th Ave). Provide a project overview map as an attachment, 
and a link to an interactive map, if available. Project location 

9. Beneficiary 
Location(s) and 
Boundaries 
 
10. Brief Project 
Description:  
 
 

e.g., Will a proposed project in Central County provide benefits to an estimated 
approximate percentage of residents of East County? Project description 



5.0 Application Form Guidance 
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Program Eligibility 
Eligibility Screening 
Criteria 
Federal Fund 
Eligibility 
Is the final scope 
eligible for federal 
transportation 
funds? 

11. Select the OBAG 4 federal fund source(s) for which the project is eligible: 

☐ Surface Transportation Block Grant (STP) Program (See FHWA fact sheet) 
☐ Congestion Mitigation & Air Quality Improvement (CMAQ) Program (See FHWA fact 

sheet and tools here) 
Note: projects eligible for CMAQ funding must provide inputs for air quality 
improvement calculations, using templates provided on the OBAG 4 webpage. 

Eligibility Screening 
Criteria 
Eligible Project 
Type 
Is the final scope an 
eligible proposal 
type?  
(Select all final 
scope components 
that apply) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Criterion 6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Criterion 12 
 
 
 
Criterion 4 

12. Select the eligible project type(s) below (refer to the Authority’s OBAG 4 Program 
policy (Attachment A), MTC Complete Streets Policy Resolution 4493, and MTC 
Resolution 4740 (Revised February 25, 2026) for detailed eligibility guidelines): 

    Growth Framework Implementation 
☐ PDA Planning Grant 
☐ Local Planning Grant: Plan Bay Area 2050+ Growth Geographies here; open data here 
 
    Complete Streets, Sustainable Streets, & Community Choice 
☐ Quick-Build (materials or method) 
☐ net new Class I bicycling facility (Level-of-Traffic-Stress Level 1) 
☐ net new Class IV bicycling facility (Level-of-Traffic-Stress Level 1 or 2) 
☐ Pedestrian Infrastructure (trees, landscaping, shade structure, wayfinding signs, 

bottle-filling station, diaper changing station, restroom) 
☐ Safe Routes to School Non-Infrastructure (Programmatic SRTS-NI) 
☐ SRTS Infrastructure or Walk Audit (that will result in Project List) 
☐ Safety project that will help eliminate fatal and severe-injury collisions 
☐ Complete Streets improvements 
☐ Sustainable Streets improvements (e.g., stormwater management, low-impact 

development techniques) 
☐ Streetscape improvements (e.g., low-maintenance trees/plantings) 
☐ Local Streets and Roads Rehabilitation or Maintenance (e.g., repaving) 
☐ Gap closure (e.g., Countywide Low-Stress Bikeway Network or Countywide Pedestrian 

Needs Assessment-identified walkway) 
☐ net new tactile Curb Ramp 
☐ net new Wayfinding sign(s) or pavement marking(s), etc. 
☐ net new (multimodal) Safety sign(s) or pavement marking(s), transit lane color, etc. 
☐ Rural Roadway Improvement (or FAS: Federal-Aid Secondary) 
☐ Community-Based Transportation Plan (CBTP) or Participatory Budgeting (PB) Process 

in an Equity Priority Community (EPC) 
☐ CBTP/PB Project Implementation 
    Climate, Conservation, & Resilience 
☐ Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program or Bicycle/Pedestrian program 
☐ Mobility Hub 
☐ Parking Management (e.g., unbundled, shared) or Curb Management 
☐ Micromobility, e.g., Bike Share, capital improvement (covered, secure, electric 

charging) 
☐ Improvements to access Open Space, Park(s), or (Passive or Active) Recreation 
☐ Regional Advance Mitigation Planning (RAMP) 
 
 

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/bipartisan-infrastructure-law/stbg.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/bipartisan-infrastructure-law/cmaq.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/bipartisan-infrastructure-law/cmaq.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/air_quality/cmaq/toolkit/
https://mtc.ca.gov/obag4
https://mtc.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=5518024&GUID=F0D771EA-EEBF-4080-A9FE-303DF0DF3100&Options=&Search=
https://mtc.ca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2026-03/RES-4740_approved_0.pdf?cb=21f821f2
https://mtc.ca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2026-03/RES-4740_approved_0.pdf?cb=21f821f2
https://www.planbayarea.org/sites/default/files/documents/PBA2050_Growth_Geographies_Oct2021_0.pdf
https://opendata.mtc.ca.gov/datasets/plan-bay-area-2050-growth-geographies/explore?location=37.985450%2C-122.000287%2C12.00
https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/access-equity-mobility/equity-priority-communities
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    Multi-modal Systems Operations & Performance-Based Planning & Programming 

Activities 
☐ Transformative transit capital improvement, e.g., transit stop & transit shelter 
☐ Transit station improvement 
☐ Bay Area Transit Transformation Action Plan implementation 
☐ Active Operational Management 
☐ Mobility Management and Coordination 
☐ Bundled project/application (final scope in two or more jurisdictions; fiberoptic 

broadband communication infrastructure in addition to transportation/streetscape) 

 

https://mtc.ca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2021-09/Transit_Action_Plan_1.pdf
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Project Cost & Funding 
 
OBAG 4, CARE, or TLC-12 (RTPCs) or PBTF-13 (CBPAC) Cycle-3, TFCA Additional - Grant Request:  

Total Grant Request $  
Percent of total final scope in, or supporting, a PDA: _____%_____ vs. TOC: _____%_____ 

Total Application/Project Cost (all funding sources) & Delivery Schedule: 

Project Phases Total Cost 

Secured Funds Unsecured Funds 
Schedule  

(Start dates:  Planned, 
Actual) Amount Fund Sources 

Grant Request 
per Program / 

Fund Source / FY 

Remaining Funding 
Needed 

Planning/ 
Conceptual or 
Feasibility Study 

$  $  Secured fund sources, notes $  $  Month/Year 

Environmental 
Review & Studies 
(PA&ED) 

$  $  Secured fund sources, notes $  $  Month/Year 

Design Engineering 
(PS&E) $  $  Secured fund sources, notes $  $  Month/Year 

Right-of-way / 
Acquisition $  $  Secured fund sources, notes $  $  Month/Year 

Construction or 
(Program or  
Quick-Build 
Materials/Method) 
Implementation 

$  $  Secured fund sources, notes $  $  Month/Year 

Total $  $   $  $   
Total Project (vs. Grant) Investment by Mode: 

Mode 
Share of 

application/project 
investment 

Vehicle % 
Transit % 
Bicycling or Rolling % (minimum  
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Pedestrian  % 50% of total project cost) 

Other % 
Total 100%  
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References  

• MTC Policy Resolution 4740, as amended, e.g., February 25, 2026 
 Summary Sheet, as amended, e.g., February 25, 2026 
 OBAG 4 County Programs; County Transportation Agencies (CTAs) 

• MTC Policy Resolution 4493, as amended (e.g., March 11, 2022) 
o Complete Streets Policy, Checklist & Portal, User Guide (January 30, 2026) and Guidance 

(September 30, 2024 & as amended) 
o MTC Regional Active Transportation Network dated July 8, 2022 (map) 

 Five-Year Implementation Plan 
• MTC Policy Resolution 4604, as amended, e.g., February 25, 2026 
• MTC Policy Resolution 4400, as amended, e.g., Regional Safety/Vision Zero Policy 
• MTC Policy Resolution 4754, as amended, e.g., February 25, 2026 

o Transit-Oriented Communities (TOC) Incentive Program 
• MTC Policy Resolution 4739, as amended, e.g., January 2026 

o Regional Transit Priority Policy for Roadways (TPPR) 
• Transportation Fund for Clean Air (FY27 TFCA Expenditure Plan Guidance, Appendix J), Bay Area Air 

District 

 

https://mtc.ca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2026-03/RES-4740_approved_0.pdf?cb=21f821f2
https://mtc.ca.gov/digital-library/5135515-4a-26-0192-1-summary-sheet-mtc-resolution-no-4740-revised
https://mtc.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=5518024&GUID=F0D771EA-EEBF-4080-A9FE-303DF0DF3100&Options=&Search=
https://mtc.ca.gov/digital-library/5022905-complete-streets-checklist-resolution-4493
https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets
https://mtc.ca.gov/digital-library/5135373-complete-streets-checklist-user-guide
https://mtc.maps.arcgis.com/apps/mapviewer/index.html?webmap=8c0efbb322804b06ba8820f1672bd79f
https://mtc.ca.gov/digital-library/5135564-proposed-first-cycle-community-action-resource-and-empowerment-care-program-guidelines-resolution-no-4604-revised
https://mtc.ca.gov/digital-library/5032037-mtc-resolution-no-4400
https://mtc.ca.gov/digital-library/5136009-transit-oriented-communities-incentive-program-mtc-resolution-no-4754
https://nam10.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fmtc.ca.gov%2Fdigital-library%2F5135300-transit-priority-policy-roadways-mtc-resolution-no-4739&data=05%7C02%7Ccclarke%40ccta.net%7C360bf1005c2d4c79472208de90427676%7C0dd15baaab66402d8d271b944884ee7a%7C0%7C0%7C639106814014129638%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=XGX8zdjkzXzQFq2pVy6Z65mhWo1IDGvQCBw6VQJShWU%3D&reserved=0
https://www.baaqmd.gov/%7E/media/files/strategic-incentives/tfca/fye-2027-tfca-county-program-manager-guidance-pdf.pdf?rev=310a0fe2bb1e498b95874acb3078d801&sc_lang=en
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