City/County Association of Governments
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May 19, 2025

The Honorable Dave Cortese

Chair, Senate Transportation Committee
State Capitol, Room 405

Sacramento, CA 95814

Transmitted via Electronic Mail

RE: AB 1085 (Stefani) License Plate Obstruction — SUPPORT
Dear Chair Cortese:

On behalf of the City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County,
| write in SUPPORT of AB 1085 (Stefani), which would add to the list of illegal
devices used to obscure devices and increase the penalties for manufacturing
and selling these devices in California.

C/CAG, as the Congestion Management Agency for San Mateo County, works
with local stakeholders to plan and implement the County’s tfransportation
program. San Mateo County relies on revenues from the Bay Area’s bridge tolls,
as well as managed lanes on US 101, to support our transportation infrastructure.
C/CAG jointly manages the express lanes on US 101 with the San Mateo County
Transportation Authority. These facilities rely on automated license plate readers
(ALPR) and in-vehicle transponders (FasTrak) to ensure that tolls are collected.
Additionally, ALPRs are used to enforce parking violations, speed enforcement,
and other fraffic violations throughout California.

As noted in the recent committee analysis, the Bay Area Toll Authority (BATA)
reports that state-owned bridges had 946,740 unpaid crossings due to
obstructed or defaced plates, resulting in loss revenue of $6.8 million, or around
1% of total revenue, with small percentage of that lost revenue stemming from
customers intentionally obscuring their plates.

AB 1085 would make illegal additional products used to obscure plates, while
also creating a financial disincentive for selling and using these devices. This
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would help to ensure there are additional revenues available to support
transportation infrastructure in our region. For these reasons, C/CAG respectfully
asks that you please support AB 1085 when it is heard in your committee. Thank
you for your consideration and please contact Sean Charpentier, C/CAG
Executive Director at scharpentier@smcgov.org if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

- J A

Adam Rak, Chaoir
City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County
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May 9, 2025

The Honorable Scott Wiener The Honorable Jesse Gabriel

Chair, Senate Budget and Fiscal Review Chair, Assembly Budget Committee

1020 N Street, Room 502 1021 O Street, Suite 8230

Sacramento, CA 95814 Sacramento, CA 95814

The Honorable Christopher Cabaldon The Honorable Sharon Quirk-Silva

Chair, Senate Budget Subcommittee #4 Chair, Assembly Budget Subcommittee #5
1021 O Street, Suite 7320 1021 O Street, Suite 4210

Sacramento, CA 95814 Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Budget Request — Sustaining the Bay Area Housing Finance Authority
Dear Chairs Wiener, Gabriel, Cabaldon, and Quirk-Silva:

The City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County (C/CAG) strongly supports a $30
million budget appropriation for the Bay Area Housing Finance Authority (BAHFA) to sustain its
regional leadership over the next three years. Considering the state and federal budget situation, this
robust “self-help” is vital for meeting our constituents’ housing needs.

C/CAG is the County Transportation Agency (CTA) and also the designated Congestion Management
Agency (CMA) for San Mateo County. C/CAG represents all of San Mateo County’s 764,442
residents through its 21-member Board of Directors that includes a seat for every jurisdiction in San
Mateo County. C/CAG also supports the 21-Elements program that assists all jurisdictions with their
housing efforts. C/CAG works to improve climate resiliency, mobility, the environment, and equity
throughout San Mateo County. This budget appropriation aligns with all of C/CAG’s goals.

After the Legislature created BAHFA in 2019, agency staff formed close partnerships with our cities
and counties. They foster a collaborative approach that stretches local housing resources further. Last
year, BAHFA staff provided essential technical assistance as local staff explored statutorily required
expenditure plans for the 80% of revenue from a regional measure that would have flowed directly to
local jurisdictions.

BAHFA’s $30 million request has two components. A $15 million appropriation would maintain
BAHFA’s capacity for three years, including the intensive work required to place a revenue measure on
the ballot and the continued operation of the Doorway Housing Portal. The initial development of
Doorway - a centralized search and application website for affordable housing in all nine counties -
was seeded with a state grant in 2021. Doorway not only makes our residents’ housing search much
easier, it also allows cities and counties to redirect resources from local portals to other housing
priorities. It is an excellent example of the positive impact generated by operating at a regional scale.

We also encourage you to consider allocating BAHFA an additional $15 million to launch a new
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lending program, with the goals of reducing development costs and assisting BAHFA in becoming
self-sufficient. Modeled on the highly successful New York Housing Development Corporation, this
program would offer financing to affordable housing developers at lower interest rates than private
lenders, thereby reducing development costs. Modest interest and fees would generate self-sustaining
operating support for BAHFA.

The Bay Area Housing Finance Authority is a vital resource that has already demonstrated value for
our cities, counties, and residents. We can’t afford to lose its powerful revenue-raising potential or the
immediate housing affordability it creates. And the state needs BAHFA as a robust partner to meet
shared housing goals. We respectfully request your support to sustain its work. If you have any
questions, please contact Sean Charpentier, C/CAG Executive Director at: scharpentier@smcgov.org.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

. J A

Adam Rak
Chair, C/CAG Board

cc: Senator Josh Becker, Chair, Bay Area Caucus
Assemblymember Diane Papan
Assemblymember Catherine Stephanie
Assemblymember Marc Berman
Assemblymember Buffy Wicks, Vice-Chair, Bay Area Caucus
Members of the Bay Area Caucus
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May 21, 2025

Randy Breault, Public Works Director
City of Brisbane

50 Park Place

Brisbane, CA 94005

Re: CMP TDM Policy Exemption Request — Brisbane

Dear Randy,

Thank you for resubmitting Brisbane’s request for exemption from C/CAG’s TDM Policy, as outlined
in your letter dated April 29, 2025. Pursuant to the C/CAG Board’s recent action to amend its TDM
policy to provide the C/CAG Executive Director with additional discretion in determining whether a
locally adopted TDM Plan can be exempted from the C/CAG Policy, it has been determined that
Brisbane’s adopted policy meets the threshold to qualify for an exemption, as discussed in detail
below.

Brisbane TDM Policy Requirements — Summary

= The Brisbane TDM Policy divides projects into 3 tiers as shown:

Brisbane TD

Description Drive alone Trip Red. Req.
Mode Share
Tier 1 | - All non-residential projects generating >100 52%

ADT (other than those covered under Tier 2 & 3)

- Residential projects otherwise not exempted 67-73% 25% small residential
or TOD; 35% others

Tier 2 | - Office/R&D < 50ksf 52%
- Warehousing and trade commercial projects
Tier 3 | Office/R&D >50ksf 52%
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= Monitoring and enforcement provisions vary by tier.

= Applicability — Policy applies to:
- All projects generating > 100 ADT
- Nonresidential projects that include improvements valued at more than $500k in construction
costs, regardless of the number of average daily trips generated.
- Any project involving additions, alterations, or major rebuilds to buildings completed within
any five (5) year period regardless of the number of average daily trips generated.

= Exemptions — Policy includes specific exemptions for, among others, affordable, inclusionary or
Target housing units; and “Projects with environmental benefits”.

C/CAG Policy vs. Brisbane TDM Policy

According to the amended C/CAG Policy, an exemption request must clearly document how a
jurisdiction’s adopted city-wide TDM regulations ensure projected SOV trip reduction percentages
meet or exceed 25% for TOD and small residential projects, and 35% for all other project land use
types. C/CAG may consider minor deviations from these criteria where it can be objectively
demonstrated that a locally adopted TDM plan is substantially consistent with these criteria and is
likely to generate superior city-wide results to the C/CAG TDM Policy through implementation of trip
reduction targets, monitoring, reporting, enforcement mechanisms and/or other documented measures
that are materially more robust than those in the C/CAG policy. So, while the Brisbane TDM Policy
includes some exceptions that are otherwise not included in the C/CAG TDM policy, it has been found
to be substantially consistent and likely to generate superior city-wide results based on the following:

= Trip Reduction Comparison — Table 1, included in Brisbane’s request and shown below,
represents anticipated build-out in Brisbane’s General Plan in various land use categories and
provides a comparison of trip reduction required by Brisbane’s Policy vs. C/CAG’s Policy. The
Table estimates the City’s requirements would reduce trips 26% below C/CAG policy
requirements.

- Of particular note, the Baylands Office buildout potential totals approximately 6.4M square
feet, and represents the vast majority of growth opportunity sites in Brisbane. These projects
will be subject to the Tier 3 requirements which far exceed C/CAG TDM Policy requirements.
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Table 1: TfCAG & City TDM Comparison

Office (Baylands) 6,398 ksf - 144 8213 -3,224 5989 0.55 3519 41%
':I".-":E'II R Fems 1511 kst 144 2976 -T&1 1415 0.B5 1.264 ox
Paint)
Guadalupe Quarry M
Wasrel Proiectd 1,322 kst Q135 17 -62 e 0.0 1 nfa
Rotail [Badards)® 102 k=t 9003 Q23 -323 &0 539 551 g
Hotel (Baylarcds)® 800 reoms. 0.5 472 -118 54 043 i4d4 %
Residential

220000 051 | 1,122 -1 &1 0.30 G661 21%
{Baylands)®
Residential . ) T
[Ctherya TS DUs 051 82 134 248 051 382 nfa
Total Trips - - 14083 4769 9,314 = G.ET2 216%

Notes: £f. & squane foet

1. maostof the employment within Bapands would fall within 1,2 mile of the Bayshore Calirain Station and thenefone
woulld be subject to a 25% reducBon. & 35% reduction is shown for coreervatiee purposes. Residential and hosel
UsEs assume 3 25% reduction

Z  Baylands trip mtes ane from the DEIR and inchade the effects of memalzation due to the minof uses, procmity o
transit and other nearby destinatiors, and requined TOM measures. See Appendin F1 TransportaSon iImpact
Asseccment which is availabbe here: htpes/ fewa brisbanem ongfmedia 45856

3 Siema Point trip mtes ane based on Siera Point project EiRts for S000 Marra Boubsvard and Siera Point Towers,

4  Guadahupe Quarmy Warehouse project tnp rates are from data collection prepaned for waneshouses for Guadalupe
Cuamy BIR, which are lower than ITE mtes bt represent mone recent data. The trip mte is just for passenger wehicks
trip gereration, and not trudes, 2 presented in Table 2 of Appendx H. The EIR determined that the marimum
feasible wehide tAp generation redwuction ascociated with TDM is 26.4% even after complance with C/CAG's given the
lack of substantal evidence supporting a 35% reducSon in the projects contet. The BIR is acoessible hene
hitpesy e brishane cuongy'ody project guadal upe-quamy- redese ko pment - project

5 Orber netail would be locally serving per the prior exemiption request.

6 all resicdential and hobed land uses would fall within 12 mile s of the Bayshone Caftrin Station; thenefore, a 25%
rechucBon is assumed for those lbnd uses.

T, Mast other residental development in Brisbane would rot be subject to CACAG TDM requirements (eg., small
projects, ADUFs, or affordable housing projects). Howewer, for corsersative purposes, these units ane included as
somee development would have been subject to CACAGE's poliog.

8  While no growth s planned for Crodier Fark, there wene 10465 eusting emplopess in Brisbane in 2015 per the City
of Brishane General Flan, most of whom would be subject to 1005204008 of the: Tk ordinanoe during fubune
busiding improvemenis. CCAG's policy does not cover these existing wses, and thenefone amy fuhere TOM oom pliance
associabed with Brisbane's TD#d policy would neduce thps compared fothe SA0AG policg.

Zource Fehr & Peers, 2025

= Monitoring, Reporting and Enforcement Provisions — The monitoring, reporting and enforcement
provisions identified in Brisbane Municipal Code Section 10.52 generally exceed the C/CAG TDM
Policy provisions, particularly as applied to Tier 3 projects which are required to achieve drive
alone mode share targets of 52%, with an escalating penalty structure for noncompliance.
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- All projects are monitored through submittal of an annual compliance report that documents the
implementation of required TDM measures. Tier 1 projects must submit this report annually for
the first six years after occupancy; Tier 2 projects must submit this report annually for the first
20 years after occupancy; and Tier 3 projects must submit this report annually for the lifespan
of the project. Tier 1 and Tier 2 local-serving, nonresidential projects, while required to submit
an initial compliance report, are exempt from submitting annual compliance reports. Tier 3
project requirements include annual compliance report, mode share survey (statistically valid
provisions), and driveway counts.

= Policy application to existing uses — C/CAG’s policy does not apply to preexisting uses unless
either a new more intensive land use is introduced, or a structure is modified, such that it would
generate more than 100 ADT over preexisting conditions. Brisbane’s policy has the potential to
incorporate more existing uses based on program applicability, as outlined above.

Based on a combination of these factors it is determined that Brisbane’s TDM Policy qualifies for an
exemption from the C/CAG TDM Policy requirements. Please note that per the Exemption provisions
of the C/CAG policy, Brisbane continues to have an obligation to provide written notification to
C/CAG whenever it receives an application for a new development project expected to generate more
than 100 ADT and is also required to share all monitoring results with C/CAG and Commute.org on a
biennial basis.

Thank you for your patience during the intervening months as we have worked with our Board to
implement necessary amendments to the exemption provisions of C/CAG’s TDM policy to
accommodate requests such as yours. Brisbane is to be commended for its efforts in adopting and
implementing these strong TDM policies.

Please let me know if you have any questions regarding this matter.

Sincerely,

Digitally signed by Sean Charpentier

DN: cn=Sean Charpentier, o=City/County
Association of Governments San Mateo County,
ou=C/CAG, email=scharpentier@smcgov.org, c=US
Date: 2025.05.21 14:12:27 -07'00"

Sean Charpentier, C/CAG Executive Director
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June 5, 2025

Joel Shaffer, Britt Tanner, Mika Miyasato

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

375 Beale Street, Suite 800

San Francisco, CA 94105-2066

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

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

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

Concern About Coordination with Transit Agencies

IM

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

administrative bottlenecks.

Concern about $250,000 Threshold

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

Impact on Smaller Jurisdictions

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



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

Need for a Dedicated Funding Stream

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

NACTO Guidelines

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

Transit Priority Network (TPN) Development

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,

YONO¥ =

Sean Charpentier
Executive Director
C/CAG San Mateo County

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

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

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

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

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

Thank you,
Malahat Owrang
Principal Transportation Planner

City of Redwood City Engineering & Transportation Department
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May 19, 2025

The Honorable Anna Caballero

Chair, Senate Appropriations Committee
State Capitol, Room 412

Sacramento, CA 95814

Transmitted via Electronic Mail

RE: SB 71 (Wiener) CEQA Exemptions for Clean Transportation Projects - SUPPORT
Dear Chair Caballero:

On behalf of the City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County,
| write in SUPPORT of SB 71 (Wiener). SB 71 would make clarifying changes to,
and modify slightly, the existing statutory exemptions to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for clean transportation projects, established
by SB 288 (Wiener) [Chapter 200, Statutes of 2020], while also removing the law’s
January 1, 2030 sunset date and making it permanent for most clean
transportation projects.

In 2020, SB 288 (Wiener) was signed into law, establishing a set of statutory
exemptions from CEQA in the Public Resources Code for certain clean
transportation projects, with the goal of accelerating clean transportation
projects that reduced greenhouse gas emissions. SB 288 was followed by SB 922
(Wiener, 2022), which extended the sunset date, added additional exemptions
to the law, and provided clarifying definitional and process amendments.

Since the passage of SB 288 in 2020, over 90 projects statewide have moved
forward more quickly and cost effectively, including transit priority projects,
bicycle & pedestrian projects, bus rapid transit projects, traffic calming projects,
zero-emission vehicle charging infrastructure, ADA curb and sidewalk repairs,
and transit maintenance facility modernization. As such, we believe the state
should make the exemptions permanent, creating long-term certainty for local
agencies as they continue to advance projects that further clean transportation
options and make public transit more equitable and accessible.
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For these reasons, C/CAG respectfully asks that you please support SB 71 and
pass this important legislation to the Senate Floor. Thank you for your
consideration and please contact Sean Charpentier, C/CAG Executive Director
at scharpentier@smcgov.org if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

e 7

City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County
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June 2, 2025

Kei Zushi, EIR Coordinator

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103

via email: cpc.sforadp@sfgov.org

RE:  SFO Recommended Airport Development Plan (RADP) DEIR Comments

Dear Mr. Zushi,

On behalf of the City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County (C/CAG), 1 would
like to thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft EIR for the RDAP for
SFO.

As the Airport Land Use Commission for San Mateo County, C/CAG is charged with protecting the
public health, safety, and welfare by ensuring the orderly expansion of airports and the adoption
of local land use measures that minimize the public’s exposure to excessive noise and safety
hazards within areas around the County’s airports. Chief among its responsibilities is to prepare,
adopt, maintain and administer an Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) for SFO.
Accordingly, C/CAG’s primary concern is with how the RADP and the forecast growth identified
in the DEIR may impact the public health and welfare of San Mateo County residents, as well as
whether this level of anticipated growth will trigger the need to update the ALUCP.

C/CAG Airport Land Use Committee staff offers the following comments for your consideration:

= DEIR section 3.B.1 states that implementation of the RADP would not induce passenger
demand, or change the number of aircraft operations, so the DEIR does not analyze aircraft
noise. However, the forecast operations and passenger throughput (71.1 million annual
passengers and 506,600 aircraft operations) are significantly higher than those included in
other related documents, including the 1992 SFO Master Plan and the Comprehensive Airport
Land Use Compatibility Plan for the Environs of San Francisco International Airport, adopted in
November 2012, (SFO ALUCP). The SFO ALUCP includes airport activity forecasts (which
project to 2028) based on 2010 data. The SFO ALUCP’s 2028 forecasts identified
approximately 27 million passengers and 482,520 total operations. Comparatively, the DEIR
for the RADP projects a “High Constrained” annual demand level, as noted above, that
represents a more that 250% increase in annual passengers and 5% increase in aircraft
operations over those forecast in the SFO ALUCP .
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As indicated, there is a large disparity between the projections in these documents which
should be analyzed to ensure the impact of the airport’s growth forecasts is properly
reflected in the ALUCP. If the potential noise impact of this level of forecast flight activity has
been analyzed in a previously certified environmental document, it is requested that such
analysis be clearly referenced in this DEIR. Alternately, if this has not yet been done, then
C/CAG believes the DEIR must be revised to include this analysis.

The ALUCP is a critical tool for identifying and minimizing potential land use incompatibilities, so
it is important that the document reflect the most current projections, especially given the
significant gap in the operational forecasts between the SFO ALUCP and the RADP. Accordingly,
C/CAG requests that the SFO Airports Commission direct its staff to initiate ALUCP update
discussions, including a significant funding commitment, as part of this overall planning effort.

Thank you again for the opportunity to review and comment on the DEIR. If you have any
questions, please contact me or Susy Kalkin, C/CAG ALUC staff, at kkalkin@smcgov.org .

Sincerely,

Digitally signed by Sean Charpentier
DN: cn=Sean Charpentier, o=City/County

Association of Governments San Mateo
County, ou=C/CAG,
email=scharpentier@smcgov.org, c=US

Date: 2025.06.02 12:43:16 -07'00"

Sean Charpentier
C/CAG Executive Director
scharpentier@smcgov.org
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