A SamTrans SAN MATEO COUNTY
I n Transportation
City/County Association of Governments _ AuthOrity
of San Mateo County

April 21, 2025

The Honorable Dave Cortese

Chair, Senate Transportation Committee
State Capitol, Room 405

Sacramento, CA 95814

The Honorable Jerry McNerney

Senate Revenue and Taxation Committee
State Capitol, Room 410

Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: SB 63 (Wiener and Arreguin) Regional Transportation Funding
Dear Chairs Cortese and McNerney:

San Mateo County is committed to maintaining a strong regional public transit network in the Bay Area.
We thank the authors for their thoughtful and inclusive approach to developing SB 63. Leaders of the
San Mateo County Transit District (SamTrans), the San Mateo County Transportation Authority (SMCTA),
and the City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County (C/CAG) are in regular
discussions together with County leaders. Our joint goal is to determine the best approach for San
Mateo County to provide additional operating assistance for Caltrain and BART, while protecting the
renewal of a current County transportation sales tax (Measure A) in 2028.

We appreciate the proactive engagement of the bill authors who provided a path for San Mateo County
to “opt in” to the Regional Measure. However, before San Mateo County can seriously consider opting
into the Regional Measure, several provisions within SB 63 warrant further discussion. We look forward
to collaborating with the bill authors and the legislature to develop specific amendment language
related to the following ideas:

o The Transportation Authorities of the included counties should govern the Transportation
Revenue Measure District (TRMD). Existing local sales tax authorities in each county covered by SB
63 already distribute transportation sales taxes. The most efficient and fiscally-responsible pathway
for administering a new sales tax is to leverage existing agencies, not create a new one. The existing
transportation authorities could function jointly as one new district, or individually but in
coordination. Voters are more likely to trust their local elected officials to administer new taxes,
which will help build support for the measure.

e Timing Limitations: The TRMD must be permitted to go to the ballot only once, in 2026, and the
TRMD must sunset when the tax expires.
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e Percentage funding: SB 63 or its authorized tax measure should designate a percentage share of
revenues to fund each operator, not specific dollar amounts. The percentages should reflect agreed-
upon levels of support based on current projected tax revenue.

e Remove MTC’s Transit Transformation category from the regional measure. SB 63 must authorize
an emergency self-help tax measure to save critical rail and bus service for passengers, not to fund
enhancements. Allocating 10% of tax revenues for MTC’s Transit Transformation efforts would
divert tens of millions of dollars away from basic needs of the region’s transit systems. MTC’s Transit
Transformation is a worthwhile program that should be funded by state funds or a different
mechanism (such as with funds from all nine bay area counties — not just those participating in the
SB 63 tax), but it does not address the region’s transit funding emergency.

e Return to source requirement: SB 63 should specify that excess funds — beyond the agreed-upon
contributions towards specific agencies’ operating deficits — must be returned to the counties where
they are generated. Additionally, if an operator receiving regional support under SB 63 no longer
faces an unmanageable fiscal crisis, tax dollars should be redirected to the contributing counties.

Accountability is a top priority for San Mateo County leaders and likely voters:

e Funds should be withheld from transit operators that fail to comply with reporting, cost savings, and
financial stability measures.

e The county transportation authorities should work together, in consultation with operators, to
develop accountability metrics, key milestones and benchmarks, enforcement, and reporting
requirements to the state legislature.

e QOperators must specify exactly how they will spend new SB 63 tax dollars within each county and
publish their plans for financial recovery and long-term sustainability, including cost savings,
ridership growth and non-tax revenue generation.

e Each participating county should be treated equitably relative to all elements of the funded regional
transit systems’ station maintenance, service enhancements or cuts.

e The State of California convened a Transit Transformation Taskforce. The Taskforce’s findings and
recommendations should be considered in developing and finalizing accountability measures.

We look forward to discussing amendments to SB 63 with you. If you have any questions please contact
Jessica Epstein, SamTrans and SMCTA Government and Community Affairs Director, at
epsteinj@samtrans.com and Sean Charpentier, C/CAG Executive Director, at scharpentier@smcgov.org.

Sincerely,

R

Jeff Gee
Chair, San Mateo County Transit District Board of Directors
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-
Caflos Romero
Chair, San Mateo County Transportation Authority Board of Directors

Adam Rak //Z\
Chair, City/County Association of Governments San Mateo County

Cc: San Mateo County Transit District Board of Directors

San Mateo County Transportation Authority Board of Directors

City/County Association of Governments San Mateo County Board of Directors

Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board (PCJPB) Board of Directors

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority and San Francisco Board of Supervisors (as member

agencies of the PCJPB)

Senator Scott Wiener

Senator Jesse Arreguin

Assemblymember Catherine Stefani

David Canepa, Commissioner, Metropolitan Transportation Commission

Gina Papan, Commissioner, Metropolitan Transportation Commission

Legislative Delegations of the San Mateo County Transit District, San Mateo County Transportation
Authority, City/County Association of Governments and Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board
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March 18, 2025

Honorable Scott Wiener
Senate District 11

1021 O Street, Suite 8620
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: SB 63 (Wiener) - Regional Transportation Measure
Dear Senator Wiener:

Thank you for the opportunity to meet with you at your Sacramento office on March 4, 2025. As C/CAG awaits the
substantive amendments to SB 63, we are writing to you to share our continued requirements related to any regional
transportation measure. San Mateo County and the Bay Area need robust and fiscally sound public transit, a fully
integrated world class transit system, and safe streets and other critical multimodal investments. We appreciate your
efforts to address the difficult task of providing necessary funding to support regional transportation in the Bay Area.

C/CAG is the County Transportation Agency (CTA) and the designated Congestion Management Agency (CMA) for San
Mateo County. C/CAG represents all of San Mateo County’s approximately 750,000 residents through its 21-member
Board of Directors, with each jurisdiction in the County having a dedicated seat. C/CAG works to improve climate
resiliency, mobility, the environment, and equity throughout San Mateo County.

C/CAG has been actively engaged in discussions about a regional transportation measure for the last two-years. The
C/CAG Board of Directors authorized this letter expressing San Mateo County’s critical concerns and that support for a
potential regional measure will necessitate addressing these concerns.

San Mateo County is unlikely to support a regional measure unless the following accommodations are included in the
language of SB 63, which are provided in greater detail below:

Inclusion of opt-in language for San Mateo County,

Flexibility and multi-modal investments,

Robust return to source guarantees and decision-making role for C/CAG,

Regional transit accountability and transformation measures.

Opt-In Language

Among all the Bay Area counties, San Mateo County has the most risk related to the renewal of a local sales tax measure
because Measure A expires the earliest in 2033. The renewal of Measure A is our priority, and a renewal ballot measure
might occur as soon as 2028. This schedule means that if there is a regional measure in 2026, individuals and businesses
will begin feeling and absorbing the increased taxes right as San Mateo County is beginning to mobilize for a sale tax
renewal in 2028. SB 63 must include opt-in language for San Mateo County so that we can decide which path is best for
our needs.

Local Flexibility and Multi Modal Investments

It is crucial to ensure a balanced investment across various modes to address the variety of mobility needs and garner
widespread support. In the recent MTC poll, likely voters in San Mateo County identified “improving traffic flow and
safety on roads and freeways” and “fixing potholes™ as the highest priority transportation issues. Multimodal investments
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in transit, active transportation, roadway improvements, and grade separations that are consistent with MTC’s Plan Bay
Area have a better chance to create broader coalitions of support from our communities and other key stakeholders. Most
taxpayers in San Mateo County work in San Mateo County and drive or carpool to work. We are strategically expanding
our bicycle and pedestrian networks. Pavement management is an ongoing concern for our voters and several of our cities
have the lowest Pavement Index in the region. In addition, there need to be funding opportunities to address transportation
challenges in our rural and coastal communities, which are just as critical as our urbanized areas, and which support our
tourism industry.

R t Return t r rant

Any regional measure must include robust return to source provisions to ensure that a substantial portion of revenue
generated by taxpayers within each County is directly reinvested in that County on an annual basis. Each County should
have sole decision-making authority over the vast majority of the revenue raised within that County. Furthermore, any
County expenditure plan must be approved by both C/CAG and the San Mateo County Transportation Authority as
agencies that have a role in transportation planning and project implementation in San Mateo County.

Redional Transit A ntabilj nd Transformation M I

Currently and historically, San Mateo County provides capital, operating, and fare surcharge funding for regional
transportation facilities such as Caltrain and BART. The recent MTC poll reinforces that the public wants transportation
transformation including seamless transfers, cleaner and safer operations and stations, real time information, improved
lighting, better signage, and new fare gates. Funding the status quo is not acceptable. Current proposals do not specifically
set forth the transformation measures important to the public. There must be full transparency regarding regional transit’s
efforts to transform transportation, align service with existing post-pandemic ridership trends and scale its operations
appropriately, plus transparent and responsible fiscal management of administration overhead costs. A successful measure
must be accompanied by plans identifying equivalent savings from efficiencies and the path forward for financial
solvency. Recommendations to remedy Covid era fare losses must be limited in duration and substantiated by an objective
third party analysis.

ncern | X level

In San Mateo County, a % sales tax would increase the sales tax rate over 10% in 11 of our cities representing 72% of the
population. This impact may get more severe as many local jurisdictions are contemplating sale tax increases to funding
critical services. Counties have varying levels of sales taxes rates, with some higher than San Mateo County, and also
some considerably lower than San Mateo County. There are significant concerns about tax fatigue among voters,
economic competitiveness, and other negative economic impacts of increasing sales tax rates or parcel taxes.
Additionally, the twenty cities in San Mateo County will likely raise significant concerns about a potential parcel tax
increase because they (and our schools) rely heavily on parcel taxes for operations and infrastructure.

We look forward seeing in the next version of SB 63 incorporate our requirements. If you have any questions, please
contact Sean Charpentier, C/CAG Executive Director, at scharpentier@smcgov.org.

Sincerely,

7 e A7
S S S

Y / /'/L —

Adam Rak, Chair
City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County

cc:
Senator Josh Becker
Assemblymember Catherine Stefani
Assemblymember Diane Papan
Assemblymember Marc Berman

555 County Center, 5™ Floor, Redwood City, CA 94063 PHONE: 650.599.1406
WWW.Ccag.ca.gov
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CITY/COUNTY ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS
OF SAN MATEO COUNTY

Atherton « Belmont « Brishane « Burlingame « Colma « Daly City « East Palo Alto « Foster City « Half Moon Bay « Hillsborough « Menlo Park « Millbrae «
Pacifica « Portola Valley « Redwood City « San Bruno « San Carlos « San Mateo « San Mateo County =South San Francisco « Woodside

December 6, 2024

MTC Commissioners
Bay Area Metro Center
375 Beale Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

RE: #6b Regional Transportation Measure
Dear Chair Pedroza, Vice Chair Josefowitz and Commissioners:

San Mateo County and the Bay Area need robust and fiscally sound public transit, a fully integrated
world class transit system, and safe streets and other critical multimodal investments. We appreciate
MTC’s efforts to address this important and difficult task.

C/CAG is the County Transportation Agency (CTA) and 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, with each jurisdiction in the County having a dedicated seat.
C/CAG works to improve climate resiliency, mobility, the environment, and equity throughout San
Mateo County.

C/CAG has been actively engaged in the earlier discussions about a regional transportation measure and
SB 1031. At the November 14" meeting, the C/CAG Board of Directors authorized this letter expressing
San Mateo County’s critical concerns and that support for a potential regional measure will necessitate
the addressing of these concerns.

San Mateo County is unlikely to support the current proposals because MTC has failed to make the
following requested changes or accommodations, which are provided in greater detail below:
Failure to include opt out language,

Lack of flexibility and multi-modal investments,

Lack of robust return to source guarantees,

Lack of regional transit accountability and transformation measures, and

Concern about taxation levels and detrimental impact on local funding sources.

Failure to Include Opt-Out Language

Among all the Bay Area counties, San Mateo County has the most risk related to the renewal of a local
sales tax measure because Measure A expires the earliest in 2033. A renewal ballot measure might occur
as soon as 2028. This schedule means that if there is a regional measure in 2026, individuals and
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businesses will begin feeling and absorbing the increased taxes right as San Mateo County is beginning
to mobilize for a sale tax renewal in 2028. Adding language allowing San Mateo County to opt out if the
regional measure conflicts with or jeopardizes the renewal of Measure A is critical.

Lack of Local Flexibility and Multi Modal Investments

It is crucial to ensure a balanced investment across various modes to address the variety of mobility
needs and garner widespread support. Most taxpayers in San Mateo County work in San Mateo County
and drive or carpool to work. We are strategically expanding our bicycle and pedestrian networks.
Pavement management is an ongoing concern for our voters and several of our cities have the lowest
Pavement Index in the region. In addition, there needs to be funding opportunities to address
transportation challenges in our rural and coastal communities, which are just as critical as our urbanized
areas and support our tourism industry. Multimodal investments in transit, active transportation,
roadway improvements, and grade separations that are consistent with MTC’s Plan Bay Area have a
better chance to create broader coalitions of support from our communities and other key stakeholders.

Lack of Robust Return to Source Guarantees

Any regional measure must include robust return to source provisions to ensure that a substantial portion
of revenue generated by taxpayers within each County is directly reinvested in that County on an annual
basis. Each County should have sole decision-making authority over the vast majority of the revenue
raised within that County. The current MTC proposals do not include sufficiently robust return to source
provisions or adequate County decision making authority. For example, as proposed, MTC would have
decision making authority to allocate all or almost all the funding in the first 10-15 years of the Scenario
1A and the Hybrid Scenario. This lack of local decision-making authority is untenable in San Mateo
County. Furthermore, any County expenditure plan must be approved by both C/CAG and the San
Mateo County Transportation Authority as both agencies have a role in transportation planning and
project implementation in San Mateo County.

Lack of Regional Transit Accountability and Transformation Measures

San Mateo County has a long history of providing capital, operating, and fare surcharge funding
regional transportation facilities such as Caltrain and BART. Recent polls clearly show the public wants
transportation transformation including seamless transfers, cleaner and safer operations and stations, real
time information, improved lighting, better signage, and new fare gates. Funding the status quo is not
acceptable. MTC’s current proposals do not specifically set forth the transformation measures important
to the public. There must be full transparency regarding regional transit’s efforts to transform
transportation, align service with existing post-pandemic ridership trends and scale its operations
appropriately, plus transparent and responsible fiscal management of administration overhead costs.
Assumptions about funding for pandemic fare loss must be standardized, reflect an objective third party
accounting of the costs, an equitable distribution, and a limited duration. It is vital to have a fair and
transparent accounting of future potential funding investments to build consensus for a transformative
regional transportation measure in San Mateo County. If there are county contributions to regional
transit, all participating counties must contribute their proportionate amount.
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Concern about Taxation Levels and Detrimental Impact on Local Funding Sources

In San Mateo County, a ¥z sales tax would increase the sales tax rate over 10% in 10 of our cities
representing a majority of our population. Counties have varying levels of sales taxes rates, with some
higher than San Mateo County, and also some considerably lower than San Mateo County. There are
significant concerns about tax fatigue among voters, economic competitiveness, and other negative
economic impacts of increasing sales tax rates or parcel taxes. Additionally, the twenty cities in San
Mateo County will likely raise significant concerns about a potential parcel tax increase because they
(and our schools) rely heavily on parcel taxes for operations and infrastructure.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. If you have any questions, please contact Sean Charpentier,
C/CAG Executive Director, at scharpentier@smcgov.org.

Adam Rak

. 7

C/CAG Chair

cc:
Senator Josh Becker
Senator Scott Weiner
Assembly Member Phil Ting
Assembly Member Diane Papan
Assembly Member Marc Berman

555 County Center, 5™ Floor, Redwood City, CA 94063 PHONE: 650.599.1406
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C/ICAG

CITY/COUNTY ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS
OF SAN MATEO COUNTY

Atherton * Belmont * Brisbane « Burlingame * Colma * Daly City * East Palo Alto « Foster City * Half Moon Bay * Hillsborough * Menlo Park * Millbrae * Pacifica *
Portola Valley * Redwood City * San Bruno * San Carlos * San Mateo * San Mateo County *South San Francisco * Woodside

April 15, 2024

The Honorable Dave Cortese

Chair, Senate Transportation Committee
State Capitol, Room 405

Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: SB 1031 (Wiener and Wahab) Bay Area Regional Transportation Measure — OPPOSE UNLESS AMENDED
Dear Chair Cortese:

First, thank you for your efforts to create a regional transportation measure that could raise significant revenue to
transform our multimodal transportation system in the Bay Area. 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, with each jurisdiction in the County having
a dedicated seat. C/CAG works to improve climate resiliency, mobility, the environment, and equity throughout San
Mateo County. C/CAG supports, leads, and co-sponsors multi modal projects throughout San Mateo County, including:
the Reimagine SR 84/ US 101 Interchange Project, the US 101/SR 92 Direct Connector Project, the US 101 Managed
Lanes Project North of 1-380 Project, and other multimodal improvements throughout the County.

SB 1031, as currently written, raises significant concerns for C/CAG. At the April 11, 2024 C/CAG Board meeting, the
C/CAG Board of Directors approved an “Oppose Unless Amended” position.

C/ICAG employed various perspectives to review SB 1031. These included evaluating the advantages of participating in a
regional measure versus having a single countywide measure, analyzing the amount and distribution of revenue allocated
for a direct investment in the multimodal system in San Mateo County, recognizing that a strong economy in San Mateo
County also requires commuters from other parts of the Bay Area, and considering the potential benefits for the vast
majority of San Mateo County residents who work and travel within the County’s boundaries.

C/CAG’s concerns are outlined below.

1. Focus the study on an objective analysis of strategies to improve ridership.
SEC 3, 13978.9 (c ) states that the CALSTA “shall recommend a comprehensive plan to consolidate all of the
transit agencies that are located in the San Francisco Bay area’ and that the plan shall be completed on or
before January 1, 2027. This language predetermines that consolidation is the only outcome. C/CAG requests that
the study in SB 1031 objectively focus on how to improve the transit ridership experience and better provide
mobility within and throughout the region without the presumption that the consolidation of transit operators is
the best or only strategy to advance these goals. Other potential strategies to improve ridership include shared
services, increasing coordination, and creating an umbrella structure. The timeline of the study should be
extended to allow the objective analysis and comprehensive public and stakeholder engagement to occur.

2. A Balanced Multimodal Measure.
While the focus of the measure is on transit transformation, it is crucial to ensure a balanced investment across
various modes to address the variety of mobility needs and garner widespread support. The majority of taxpayers
in San Mateo County work in San Mateo County and drive or carpool to work. Rather than suggesting a minimum
of $750 million for transit in CHAPTER 4. Expenditures 66538.40. (b) (1), it would be advantageous to identify
a proposed percentage that would be reflective of the need to balance investments across all modes.
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Pavement management is an ongoing concern for our voters. The League of California Cities, April 2023,
California Statewide Local Streets and Roads Needs Assessment identified that all the jurisdictions in San Mateo
County needs $870 million over 10 years for pavement management. C/CAG suggests that the Safe Streets
category include a meaningful and material direct subvention to each jurisdiction for pavement management
investments. In addition, there needs to be funding opportunities to address transportation challenges in our rural
and coastal communities.

Return to Source Provisions

To ensure the success of the regional measure, significant direct return to source provisions must be included,
guaranteeing that a significant portion of the revenue generated by each county’s taxpayers is directly reinvested
in that county. This would include funding for Transit, Connectivity, and Safe Streets categories. The transit funds
must be flexible for use with both operating and capital expenses. Consequently, the deletion of

CHAPTER 4. Expenditures 66538.40. (1) (B), which statutorily prioritizes “sustaining services used by the
greatest number of transit riders,” is necessary. Strong direct return to source provisions will allow us to
communicate how the regional measure can address the mobility needs of our taxpayers and residents.

Opt Out Language

A provision allowing individual counties to opt out of the regional measure needs to be incorporated into the
legislation. Counties can choose to opt out based on the potential conflicts with future countywide ballot
measures, or if it is determined that pursuing a local measure would yield greater benefits than participating in the
regional measure. This is especially critical for San Mateo County, which, depending on the ultimate revenue
source, has the potential to generate significant revenue. The inclusion of an opt out provision needs to be added
to the legislation.

Preserve funding possibility for strategic expansions of managed lanes under specific conditions.

The legislation references “criteria around roadway capacity increases.” The legislation should include flexibility
for funding strategic roadway expansions for managed lanes (priced or HOV or transit only) that close gaps in the
network, support expanded transit use, and include an equity program.

Flexibility to for MTC to adjust the flexible non return to source components.

Flexibility should be granted to MTC to adjust the investment of the regional funds that are not subject to the
return to source guarantee. Given ongoing transportation challenges faced by the region from COVID-19, future
flexibility will be vital to adapt to changing ridership trends and transportation patterns. It is critical that these
regional funds be used strategically, and that geographic distribution is a consideration for these funds as well.
Authorization should be provided for MTC to prepare an expenditure plan for the non return to source funding
and update it periodically.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. We look forward to the discussion. We will return to the C/CAG Board at its
May 9th meeting to update our position based on the positive resolution of these concerns. If you have any questions,
please contact Sean Charpentier, C/CAG Executive Director, at scharpentier@smcgov.org.

Sincerely,

i

Adam Rak, Chair
City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County

Cc:

Senator Scott Wiener
Senator Aisha Wahab
Senator Steve Glazer
Senator Josh Becker
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Assembly Member Phil Ting

Assembly Member Diane Papan
Assembly Member Marc Berman
Supervisor Alfredo Pedroza, MTC Chair
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City/County Association of Governments
of San Mateo County

Atherton * Belmont * Brisbane * Burlingame * Colma * Daly City * East Palo Alto * Foster City *
Half Moon Bay * Hillsborough ¢ Menlo Park * Millbrae * Pacifica * Portola Valley » Redwood City
* San Bruno ¢ San Carlos * San Mateo * San Mateo County *South San Francisco * Woodside

December 18, 2023

Andrew Fremier, Executive Director
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
Bay Area Metro Center

375 Beale Street, Suite 800

San Francisco, CA 94105-2066

RE: 12/20/23 Agenda Item 9a: Regional Transportation Measure-Caltrain Consolidation
Dear Mr. Fremier:

On behalf of the City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County, | write to
express C/CAG’s strong desire to be a partner in the development and passage of a multimodal
regional measure that would bring much needed funding to San Mateo County and the regional
transportation system.

However, the C/CAG Board has concerns about recent discussions related to the consolidation of
Caltrain and BART. Our priority should be securing regional alignment on a ballot measure that
supports and enhances transit, invests in safer streets and climate resiliency, and improves travel
times and commutes. Discussions about a potential structural consolidation of BART and
Caltrain distract us from securing regional alignment on the ballot measure.

Transit is a critical element of our County and Regional multimodal transportation system. We
recognize and support Caltrain’s efforts on regional coordination and integration to improve the
rider experience, including enhancing service frequency, schedule coordination, fare integration,
seamless payment options, connections where BART and Caltrain converge, and consistent
signage.

Recently, Caltrain completed a lengthy governance review process and negotiated a solution
among its three contributing counties. Caltrain and its member agencies are in the early stages of
implementing that governance agreement. Having put the governance issue in its rearview,
Caltrain has been intently focused on completing fully electrified, zero emission service between
San Francisco and San Jose by Fall 2024, as well as a fare integration study jointly undertaken
by BART and Caltrain. The latter effort, in fact, largely stems from MTC’s Blue Ribbon Transit
Recovery Task Force.

Additionally, the state of California will soon undertake an effort through CalSTA’s Transit
Recovery Task Force to explore the current metrics and formulas for funding transit, evaluate
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how transit agencies operate in California, determine what data and information would better
help State and local agencies make funding decisions, discuss strategies for increasing ridership,
and look at situations where consolidation makes sense.

Now is not the time for controversial distractions that might jeopardize our common goal of
securing much-needed regional funding. Again, C/CAG looks forward to our work
together. Thank you for your consideration and please contact Sean Charpentier, C/CAG
Executive Director at scharpentier@smcgov.org if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Davina Bfurt, Chair
City/Cdunty Association of Governments of San Mateo County

cc:
Caltrain Joint Powers Board and Michelle Bouchard, Executive Director, Caltrain
SamTrans Board and April Chan, General Manager & CEO, SamTrans

Rosanne Foust, SAMCEDA

Senator Josh Becker

Senator Scott Wiener

Assemblymember Phil Ting

Assemblymember Diane Papan

Assemblymember Marc Berman
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