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C/CAG BOARD SPECIAL MEETING NOTICE 

AND 

SAN MATEO COUNTY AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION MEETING NOTICE 

Meeting No. 385 

Date: Wednesday, July 30, 2025 

Time: 6:45 p.m. or upon conclusion of 

the Special Joint Meeting of the C/CAG 

Legislative Committee/C/CAG Board of 

Directors 

Primary Location: 1250 San Carlos 

Ave., 2nd Floor, Auditorium, San Carlos, 

CA 94070 

Join by Webinar: 

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/87604877741?

pwd=dQWLidxEWkqnXjHnCJQdbtcofkF

8PS.1 

Webinar ID:  876 0487 7741 

Password: 073025 

Join by Phone: (669) 900-6833 

***HYBRID MEETING - IN-PERSON AND BY VIDEOCONFERENCE*** 

This meeting of the C/CAG Board of Directors will be held in person and by teleconference. Members 

of the public will be able to participate in the meeting remotely via the Zoom platform or in person at 

the location above.  The Board welcomes comments, including criticism, about the policies, procedures, 

programs, or services of the agency, or of the acts or omissions of the Board and committees. Speakers 

shall not disrupt, disturb, or otherwise impede the orderly conduct of a Board meeting.   For information 

regarding how to participate in the meeting, either in person or remotely, please refer to the instructions 

at the end of the agenda. 

1.0 CALL TO ORDER/ ROLL CALL 

2.0 REGULAR AGENDA 

2.1 Provide recommendation by motion on whether to “opt-in” to Senate Bill 63 (Senators 
Weiner and Arreguin) (Title: San Francisco Bay Area: Local Revenue Measure: 
Transportation Funding). ACTION p. 1

2.2 Open a public hearing to consider approval of amendments to the Comprehensive 

Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan for the Environs of San Carlos Airport to define 

criteria for childcare facilities within Safety Zone 6 and continue the public hearing to 

September 11, 2025. ACTION p. 20 

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/87604877741?pwd=dQWLidxEWkqnXjHnCJQdbtcofkF8PS.1
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/87604877741?pwd=dQWLidxEWkqnXjHnCJQdbtcofkF8PS.1
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/87604877741?pwd=dQWLidxEWkqnXjHnCJQdbtcofkF8PS.1


2.3 Review legislative update and, if appropriate, recommend approval of C/CAG 

legislative policies, priorities, or positions. (A position may be taken on any legislation, 

including legislation not previously identified in the legislative update. Action is only 

necessary if recommending approval of a policy, priority, or position.) 

POSSIBLE ACTION p. 26  

3.0 ACTION TO SET AGENDA AND APPROVE CONSENT AGENDA ITEMS 

This item is to set the final consent and regular agenda, and to approve the items listed on the 

consent agenda. All items on the consent agenda are approved by one action. There will be no 

separate discussion on these items unless members of the Board, staff, or public request specific 

items to be removed for separate action. 

3.1 Approval of minutes of regular business meeting No. 384 dated June 12, 2025. 

ACTION p. 33 

3.2 Review and approval of Resolution 25-52 determining that the Tanforan Planned 

Development, a 44-acre transit-oriented, mixed-use redevelopment plan for the 

Tanforan Shopping Center in San Bruno, is inconsistent with the noise compatibility 

policies of the Comprehensive Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan for the Environs 

for San Francisco International Airport. ACTION p. 41 

3.3 Review and approval of Resolution 25-53 amending the Stormwater Committee 

guidelines by designating Brian Nguyen, Assistant Civil Engineer, as the alternate 

representative for the City of Belmont. ACTION p. 51 

3.4 Review and approval of Resolution 25-54 approving Change Order 2 to existing 

Agreement with Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) for the SMCEW program 

adding $1,330,250 for a new not to exceed total of $4,115,250 and extending the end 

date of the agreement to December 31, 2027. ACTION p. 61 

3.5 Review and approval of Resolution 25-55 approving Amendment No. 3 to the existing 

agreement between C/CAG and the County of San Mateo for staffing and managing the 

SMCEW program, adding $1,210,250 for a new not to exceed total of $3,855,850, and 

extending the end date of the agreement to December 31, 2027.  ACTION p. 65 

4.0 COMMITTEE REPORTS 

4.1 Chairperson’s Report 

4.2 Board Members Report/Communication 

5.0 EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S REPORT 

6.0 COMMUNICATIONS - Information Only 

6.1 Written Communication – 0 Letters 

7.0 PUBLIC COMMENT ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA 

Pursuant to Government Code Section 54954.3, members of the public who wish to speak on 

matters not on the agenda will be given an opportunity to address the Board. Members of the 



 

 

public will have two minutes each to address the Board, unless a different time limit is 

established by the Chair. Please refer to the instructions at the end of this agenda for details 

regarding how to provide public comments.  

 

8.0 ADJOURNMENT 

 

Next scheduled meeting September 11, 2025 

 

PUBLIC NOTICING: All notices of C/CAG regular Board meetings, standing committee meetings, and special 

meetings will be posted at the San Mateo County Courtyard, 555 County Center, Redwood City, CA, and on 

C/CAG’s website at: http://www.ccag.ca.gov. 
 

PUBLIC RECORDS: Public records that relate to any item on the open session agenda for a regular Board meeting, 

standing committee meeting, or special meeting are available for public inspection. Those public records that are 

distributed less than 72 hours prior to a regular Board meeting are available for public inspection at the same time 

they are distributed to all members, or a majority of the members, of the Board. The Board has designated the 

City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County (C/CAG), located at 555 County Center, 5th Floor, 

Redwood City, CA 94063, for the purpose of making public records available for inspection. Such public records 

are also available on C/CAG’s website at: http://www.ccag.ca.gov. Please note that C/CAG’s office is temporarily 

closed to the public; please contact Mima Crume at (650) 599-1406 to arrange for inspection of public records. 

 

ADA REQUESTS: Persons with disabilities who require auxiliary aids or services to participate in this meeting 

should contact Mima Crume at (650) 599-1406 or mcrume@smcgov.org by 10:00 a.m. prior to the meeting date. 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION DURING HYBRID MEETINGS: During hybrid meetings of the C/CAG Board, 

members of the public may address the Board as follows: 

Written comments should be emailed in advance of the meeting. Please read the following instructions carefully: 

 

 

1. Your written comment should be emailed to mcrume@smcgov.org. 

2. Your email should include the specific agenda item on which you are commenting or note that your comment 

concerns an item that is not on the agenda. 
3. Members of the public are limited to one comment per agenda item. 

4. If your emailed comment is received at least 2 hours prior to the meeting, it will be provided to the C/CAG Board 

members, made publicly available on the C/CAG website along with the agenda. Emails received less than 2 hours 

before the meeting will be provided to the C/CAG Board members and included in the administrative record of 

the meeting as soon as practicable. 

 

Spoken comments will be accepted during the meeting in person and through Zoom. Public comments will be 

taken first by speakers in person followed by via Zoom.  Please read the following instructions carefully: 

 

*In-person participation: 

1. If you wish to speak to the Board, please fill out a speaker’s slip located on the 2nd floor auditorium side table 

against the wall. If you have anything that you wish distributed to the Board and included in the official record, 

please hand it to the C/CAG Clerk who will distribute the information to the Board members and staff. 

 

*Remote participation: 

1. The C/CAG Board meeting may be accessed through Zoom at the online location indicated at the top of this 

agenda. 

2. You may download the Zoom client or connect to the meeting using an internet browser. If using your browser, 

make sure you are using a current, up-to-date browser: Chrome 30+, Firefox 27+, Microsoft Edge 12+, Safari 7+. 

Certain functionality may be disabled in older browsers including Internet Explorer. 

3. You will be asked to enter an email address and name. We request that you identify yourself by your name as this 

will be visible online and will be used to notify you that it is your turn to speak. 

4. When the C/CAG Clerk or Chair call for the item on which you wish to speak, click on “raise hand.” The Clerk 

will activate and unmute speakers in turn. Speakers will be notified shortly before they are called on to speak.  If 

calling in via phone, press *9 to raise your hand and when called upon press *6 to unmute. 
5. When called, please limit your remarks to the time allotted. 

 

http://www.ccag.ca.gov/
http://www.ccag.ca.gov/
mailto:mcrume@smcgov.org
mailto:mcrume@smcgov.org


 

 

If you have any questions about this agenda, please contact C/CAG 

staff: Executive Director: Sean Charpentier (650) 599-1409 

Clerk of the Board: Mima Crume (650) 599-1406 

 



C/CAG AGENDA REPORT 

Date: July 30, 2025 

TO: C/CAG Board of Directors 

From: Sean Charpentier, Executive Director 

Subject: Provide recommendation by motion on whether to “opt-in” to Senate Bill 63 
(Senators Weiner and Arreguin) (Title: San Francisco Bay Area: Local Revenue 
Measure: Transportation Funding).  

(For further information contact Sean Charpentier at scharpentier@smcgov.org) 
______________________________________________________________________________ 

NOTE- STAFF REPORTS FOR #2.1 JOINT C/CAG LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE AND 

C/CAG BOARD MEETING & #2.1 C/CAG BOARD MEETING ARE IDENTICAL. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

That the C/CAG Board of Directors provides a recommendation by motion on whether to “opt-in” 

to Senate Bill 63 Senators Weiner and Arreguin) ((San Francisco Bay Area: Local Revenue 

Measure: Transportation Funding). 

FISCAL IMPACT: 

There is no direct fiscal impact to C/CAG.   Opting in to SB 63 may lead to increased sales tax 

rates, subject to voter approval.   

REVENUE SOURCES: 

NA 

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION: 

This staff report provides C/CAG Board and Legislative Committee members with background 

information on Senate Bill 63 (SB63), as well as an overview of potential options under 

consideration.   

PROBLEM STATEMENT: Trends in Ridership, Travel Behavior and Fiscal Impact 

Transit ridership on regional rail providers such as Caltrain and BART has decreased significantly 

since the pandemic.   Both Caltrain and BART have relied heavily on farebox return, with 

ITEM 2.1 
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approximately 73% of their operating expenses covered by rider fares before the pandemic (See 

Attachment 5).  This high reliance on farebox recovery was traditionally an indicator of 

operational efficiency but became a liability during the pandemic when ridership fell due to the 

shift to remote work and persistent office vacancies. As a result, farebox revenue for both systems 

has dropped significantly.    

 

Historically, a significant share of BART and Caltrain ridership came from commuters traveling to 

downtown San Francisco.  Today, San Francisco has one of the lowest office attendance rates 

among major U.S cities (Attachment 7).  Office vacancy rates, which might understate actual 

office attendance, remains high in the core bay area, ranging from 17%-20% in Santa Clara and 

San Mateo Counties and 34% in San Francisco (Attachment 6).   

 

Prior to the pandemic, about 80% of working-age residents in San Mateo County commuted by 

driving alone or carpooling, while only 5% worked from home. By 2023, that shifted to 70% 

driving or carpooling and 18.5% working from home. While overall transit use for commuting to 

work remains below pre-pandemic levels, it is steadily recovering (Attachment 2).  

 

This shift in commuting patterns has resulted in a sharp decline in farebox revenue for both BART 

and Caltrain. In 2024, BART’s annual farebox revenue was $264 million lower than in 2019, and 

Caltrain’s revenue declined by $55 million.  Both systems experienced approximately a 55% 

reduction in annual farebox income, leading to projected annual deficits of $340 million for BART 

and $75 million for Caltrain (Attachment 9, Table 12).   

 

Regional rail systems have substantial fixed costs due to infrastructure such as track maintenance, 

power stations, and tunnels like the BART Transbay Tube, which must be maintained regardless 

of service frequency. BART estimates that only 40% of the expenses scale directly with service 

levels (Attachment 10).  This limits the ability to reduce costs by cutting service. 

 

Ridership has been steadily rising since the precipitous drop in 2020.  As of May 2025, BART 

ridership is approximately 41% of the 2019 levels and Caltrain is at 55%. (Attachment 8).    

Caltrain ridership has also exhibited positive increases associated with the opening of the new 

electrified service with improved service in the fall of 2024.   

 

Caltrain and BART are essential to San Mateo County’s transportation network, with 

approximately 2.3 million and 3 million annual boardings, respectively.  These services support 

San Mateo County commuters, San Mateo County employers, and employees who commute into 

San Mateo County.  Without new funding, deep service cuts may occur, impacting the county’s 

and region’s mobility and economic vitality.  

 

Employers across the Bay Area are gradually increasing in-office expectations. The Bay Area 

Council Economic Institute has prepared multiple annual surveys of employers in San Francisco 

(54%), Alameda (32%), and Santa Clara (24%) Counties between 2021 and 2025 (Attachment 13).   

According to those surveys:    

• The percentage of fully remote workers fell from 32% in 2021 to 11% in 2025. 
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• Hybrid work arrangements rose from 44% to 63%, with most hybrid employees working 

onsite 3–4 days per week. 

• Approximately 25% of employees are now in the office full-time. 

• Average in-office attendance increased from 2.3 to 3.0 days per week. 

• As of early 2025, 42% of employees reported using public transit at least some of the time 

to commute. 

 

Significant reductions in either BART or Caltrain service will increase congestion on San Mateo 

County freeways and local streets.  Traffic is returning to 2019 levels, which was a year 

characterized by long commutes and significant congestion.  Bridge traffic volumes and vehicle 

miles traveled (VMT) have also rebounded from 2019. Travel on the San Mateo and Dumbarton 

Bridges has returned to roughly 80% of pre-pandemic levels (Attachment 8).  Additionally, per 

capita freeway VMT in San Mateo County reached 94% of 2019 levels in 2024 (Attachment 2).  

 

Moreover, reduced transit options would also disproportionately negatively affect low-income and 

transit-dependent riders. An estimated 22% of Caltrain riders and 47% of BART riders are 

considered low income (Attachments 10 and 11).     

  

These evolving workplace patterns suggest a continued need for a reliable and well-funded 

regional transit network to support both current riders and future recovery. 

 

Senate Bill 63 (SB 63) 

 

SB63, sponsored by Senators Weiner and Arrequin, proposes a regional ballot measure to address 

the impending fiscal cliff at BART, Caltrain, MUNI, AC Transit and WETA (Attachment 12).  

 

As currently written, key characteristics of SB 63 are: 

1. Include three Core Counties (San Francisco, Alameda, and Contra Costa) and two optional 

Counties (San Mateo and Santa Clara) to opt into a regional sales tax measure. 

2. Enables up to a ½ sales tax, including the potential for variable rates where some counties 

might have ½ cent increase while San Francisco is considering a higher percentage 

increase.    

3. Structured as a citizen’s measure, which would require a 50% +1 voter threshold for 

passage.   

4. Includes an expenditure plan to address each County’s transit fiscal cliff with proportional 

allocations.  A draft expenditure plan was released on July 23, 2025 (Attachment 20).   

5. The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) would be the decision-making 

authority.  

6. Up to one percent (1%) of revenues for administration 

7. Up to 5% reserved for Regional Transformative investments in transit.  

8. Surplus funds could be used by the taxing counties for additional local transit investments.   

 

The potential Legislative Schedule for SB 63: 

1) 8/20 or 8/27-Assembly Appropriations Committee hearing either 8/20 or 8/27.  Bill will 
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likely be referred to the Suspense File.  

2) 8/29 Suspense File hearing.  

3) Week of 9/1 Likely Assembly Transportation Committee hearing #2.  

4) 9/5 Must be in final form by 9/5 (9/9 with rule waivers).  

5) By 9/12 (last day of session). -Assembly and Senate final floor votes.  

 

C/CAG has provided 5 comment letters on the matter of regional transportation measure starting 

in December 2023(Attachment 4).   

 

San Mateo County’s core priorities include: 

1. Not jeopardizing the renewal of Measure A, the existing ½ cent sales tax measure (set to 

expire in 2033).   

2. Funding its proportionate share of Caltrain’s deficit. 

3. Addressing pandemic-related fare box losses. 

4. Ensuring accountability from transit agencies.   

5. Securing a strong return to source funding allocation.  

 

The funding categories of Measure A are shown below.   

 

 
 

 

 

Measure A expires in 2033, and renewal efforts will begin as early as 2028.  The future renewal of 

Measure A may involve revisiting and potentially amending the funding categories.  A key 

provision in SB 63 is the exclusive timing of the regional measure in 2026, preserving the window 

for a potential Measure A renewal beginning in 2028. 
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Opt-In Process and Schedule 

 

Multiple San Mateo County agencies are involved in the decision to opt in. Due to SB 63's focus 

on transit, SamTrans will serve as the final decision-making body. C/CAG and the San Mateo 

County Transportation Authority (SMCTA) will each make recommendations. 

 

Schedule: 

 

1. July 30, 2025- The SMCTA will consider a recommendation for whether or not San Mateo 

County should opt into SB 63. 

2. July 30, 2025- C/CAG will consider a recommendation for whether or not San Mateo 

County should opt into SB 63. 

3. August 6, 2025- The SamTrans Board will consider whether or not San Mateo County 

should opt into SB 63. 

 

Major Policy Questions for San Mateo County 

 

SB 63 provides San Mateo County the opportunity to participate in a regional transportation 

funding measure.  Several major questions inform a decision on whether to opt in: 

 

1. Funding priorities: What should the measure support? 

2. Tax rate: Should San Mateo County adopt a ¼ cent or ½ cent sales tax increase? 

3. Fiscal accountability: What measures are necessary to ensure that funds are used 

effectively and responsibly and have appropriate accountability and efficiency metrics?  

4. Measure Term: What is the appropriate duration of the tax measure (10-15 years)? 

5. Equity and Return-to-Source: How do we ensure funding is distributed fairly and 

equitably, while preserving a strong return-to-source for local benefit? 

6. Overall recommendation: Considering the answers of 1-5, should San Mateo County opt 

into SB63? 

 

The Process and Schedule for making an Opt-In Determination 

 

 

Policy Question 1: What should/could the Measure Fund? 

The figures below are for illustrative purposes only and subject to change. Unless otherwise noted, 

the data below (1-6) is from the SamTrans presentation from July 2, 2025. See Attachment 14. 

 

1) Caltrain - San Mateo County (through SamTrans) is a member of the Caltrain Joint 

Powers Board (JPB) and has 3 Board members on the JPB Board.   As such, San Mateo 

County is obligated to provide its share of the funding, as agreed upon by the JPB. 

• Caltrain runs the length of San Mateo County. There are 12 stations in San Mateo County, 

including one that is weekend only, with approximately 2.3 million annual boardings in 

San Mateo County.  The estimated annual deficit is $75 million, and current estimated 

placeholder share of the contribution is $32 million, pending JPB negotiations.  If San 
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Mateo County does not opt in to SB 63, San Mateo County will need to meet is obligation 

to Caltrain by diverting existing transportation funding from services and capital programs 

in Measure A (Attachment 14, slide 16).   Caltrain provided a presentation to the SamTrans 

Board of Directors at the July 2, 2025, meeting (Attachment 13).  See Attachment 2 for 

Caltrain A.M. and Daily Boardings by County.   Caltrain also submitted a support letter for 

SB 63 (Attachment 21). 

 

2) BART- There are six BART stations in San Mateo County, with approximately 3 million 

annual boardings.  San Mateo County is not part of the BART District and does not have 

an obligation to independently fund BART.  The estimated pandemic fare loss is 

approximately $340 million.  The method for determining the proportionate share of 

BART’s fare loss is based on all day or A.M. Boardings in each county.  See Attachment 2 

for BART A.M. and Daily Boardings by County.   San Mateo County’s potential share of 

the fare loss is approximately between 6% and 10%, or $25 million and $32 million 

(Attachment 9, Table 31; and Attachment 14).    

 

3) MUNI- SB 63 includes MUNI as a participating transit agency.  MUNI is facing a fiscal 

cliff driven by reduced ridership and parking revenues due to sharp decline in downtown 

office occupancy.  At 17% of the revenue, parking is MUNI’s second largest source of 

funding, second to only San Francisco General Fund at 37% (Attachment 9, pages 2 & 26).     

Parking revenues have dropped from $338 million in FY18-19 to an estimated $257 

million in FY26 (Attachment 16). MUNI operates nine routes that connect to San Mateo 

County, with 1.4% of daily boardings (about 2.2 million annually) originating in the 

County. Although San Mateo County has no obligation to fund MUNI, preliminary 

potential funding support ranges from $5 to $10 million. MUNI presented to the SamTrans 

Board on July 2, 2025 (Attachment 17). 

 

4) MTC- SB 63 allows up to 5% of revenues to support regional transit transformation 

projects that benefit riders across multiple systems.  This could include initiatives like 

subsidized regional transit passes. Discussions are underway about allocating a portion of 

this funding directly to participating counties. Preliminary funding estimates range from $9 

million to $5 million. 

 

5) SamTrans- SB 63 requires all return to source funding to be spent on transit. SamTrans 

provides about 10 million annual boardings in San Mateo County. Under a ¼-cent 

measure, return-to-source funds would be minimal. A ½-cent measure could yield 

approximately $37 million annually for SamTrans, which could support capital 

investments, service preservation for transit-dependent riders, operating deficit mitigation, 

and other local priorities.   

 

Policy Question 2: What is the Sales Tax Rate, ¼ cent or ½ cent? 

 

Key considerations include potential impacts on the renewal of Measure A, polling results, 

acceptable tax levels, and how each option addresses the fiscal cliff. Preserving Measure A—a ½ 
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cent countywide sales tax expiring in 2033—is a top priority. SB 63 allows only one regional tax 

measure in 2026, avoiding direct conflict with potential renewal efforts for Measure A, which 

could begin as early as 2028.   SamTrans polled San Mateo County likely voters to identify levels 

of support for 4 potential measures.  The poll supported the following finding: “Six in ten voters 

support a tax increase for local or regional transportation priorities, but only the measure to extend 

Measure A without increase gains support from over two-thirds of likely voters. Any tax measure 

is vulnerable to opposition” (Attachment 18).   

 

 
Source: Attachment 18   

 

The polling also showed support for a potential renewal of Measure A.  An additional positive 

finding was that the poll indicated that 72% of the respondents felt that San Mateo County was 

headed in the right direction.  All polls reflect a moment in time and the actual outcomes can be 

significantly influenced by other future internal and external political or economic variables.   

 

Sales tax considerations include regional competitiveness and local preferences.   San Mateo 

County’s sales taxes range from 9.375% to 9.875% (Attachment 3).  This is within the range of 

sales taxes among adjacent Bay Area Counties (Attachment 19).  

 

Table 1: County Sales Tax Rates 

County  Sales Tax Range 
Alameda  10.25% -10.75% 
Contra Costa  8.75%-10.25% 
San Francisco (a) 8.60% 
Santa Clara  9.12%-9.87% 
San Mateo 9.37%-9.87% 
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(a) As noted above, San Francisco is considering a 1 cent sales tax as part of SB 63.   

 

Table 2 below indicates the existing sales tax rates and the potential rates with ¼ cent and ½ 

increases.   

 

Table 2:  Sales Tax Rates in San Mateo County 

City/Jurisdiction  Existing  1/4 Increase 1/2 Cent Increase 

Atherton, Colma, Foster City, 

Hillsborough, Menlo Park, Millbrae, 

Portola Valley, San Carlos, San 

Mateo County, Woodside 

9.375% 9.625% 9.875% 
 

 

 

 

Burlingame & San Mateo  9.625% 9.875% 10.125% 
 

 

Belmont, Brisbane, Daly City, East 

Palo Alto, Half Moon Bay, Pacifica, 

Redwood City, San Bruno, South San 

Francisco 

9.875% 10.125% 10.375% 

 

 

 

 

  
 

A ¼ cent increase would raise rates to 10.125% in 9 cities, while a ½ cent increase would exceed 

10% in 11 cities.    Local tax levels vary based on jurisdiction priorities. Polling showed minimal 

difference in public support between a ¼ and ½ cent increase (Attachment 18).   

 

Policy Questions 3 & 7: What are the existing and potential accountability and efficiency 

measures? 

 

The measure has the potential to generate between $600 million and $1.8 billion in San Mateo 

County.  Actual amounts will vary based on the underlying economic conditions.  As currently 

written, the existing accountability provisions in SB 63 include: 

a) A limited 10-15 year duration for the measure provides a limited timeframe for ridership to 

return and for transit operators to adjust to potential new ridership environment.    

b) The measure is limited to one attempt in 2026.    

c) The district overseeing the measure will expire after the duration. 

d) MTC shall prepare an independent third-party financial Efficiency Review of AC Transit, 

BART, CALTRAIN, and Muni that will identify a menu of cost-saving efficiencies.   

There will be a Select Committee that will review the Efficiency Review, then the transit 

operators shall identify which recommendations they will implement, and then MTC shall 

approve the Efficiency Review.  

 

For SB 63 text see Attachment 12.   
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C/CAG Accountability Recommendations  

 

C/CAG has consistently articulated the need for accountability.  Below are potential measures for 

consideration that would increase the accountability consistent with the multiple position letters 

provided by the C/CAG Board (See Attachment 4). 

 

1. Service Levels and County Specific Surcharges 

a) Ridership depends on operators providing consistent, timely, and coordinated schedules – 

A service reduction by BART or Caltrain must be regionally equitable and proportional.  

Any disproportionate service reductions or failure to coordinate schedules in a specific 

county will affect funding allocations. 

b) If specific limited funding is provided to support MUNI’s services in and out of San Mateo 

County, no service cuts could be made to the 9 MUNI lines serving San Mateo County for 

the duration of the measure. 

c) There shall be no additional BART surcharges accessed to San Mateo County riders, based 

on county ridership numbers or disproportionately impacting San Mateo County riders. 

d) There shall be Enforceable standards for rail station operations, including cleanliness, 

lighting, and safety. An operator’s failure to meet station standards will result in financial        

penalties, or accessed reimbursement costs for corrective action. 

e) Station Operators shall work with local jurisdictions to enhance the rider experience and 

increase station revenue by permitting retail or commercial services the common areas at 

stations. At intermodal stations operators will also work in good faith to permit more 

shared parking with other operators and commercial business located within a station. 

 

2. Efficiency Review 

a) The Efficiency Review shall include enforceable metrics for efficiency, cost containment, 

and ridership growth to ensure long-term sustainability of transit operations; and specific 

measurable targets to reduce ongoing deficits. 

b) Add at least one regional business representative, and a business representative from each 

taxing county to the Select Committee that will review and comment on the Efficiency 

Review. 

c) Require annual progress reports on the implementation and enforceable metrics of the 

Efficiency Review to be reviewed and recommended by each county’s Sales Tax Authority 

and reviewed and recommended by the Taxing County Committee at least two months 

prior to any annual allocation of funding. 

 

3. Governance 

a) Create a Taxing County Sub-Committee at MTC composed of 2 MTC Commissioners 

from each taxing County.   

b) Require District Board (MTC Commission) to make a unanimous vote to overturn or 

materially deviate from the Taxing Sub-Committee recommendations. 

c) Authorize the Taxing Sub-Committee to review and recommend approval, at its sole 

discretion, the Efficiency Review and annual Efficiency Review progress reports with the 

enforceable metrics.  Annual funding allocations shall be contingent upon the acceptance 
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of the annual progress reports. If the Taxing Sub-Committee does not recommend 

approval, the funding can be withheld in part or total. Funding recipients shall have a 

reasonable time to respond based on direction from the Taxing Sub-Committee. 

d) Ensure each County’s influence on the Taxing Sub-Committee by requiring an 85% vote 

threshold and at a minimum, at least one County representative from each County would 

have to vote to approve and accept the Efficiency Review, annual progress reports, and 

annual budget allocations. 

 

What are the options? 

 

Four policy options have been identified. Options 2-3 were previewed to the SamTrans Board of 

Directors at its July 2, 2025, meeting (Attachment 14). 

 

Option 1: Do not Opt In. 

Option 2: Opt in at a ½ Cent 

Option 3a: Opt in a ¼ cent and fully fund $32M for Caltrain from Regional Measure 

Option 3b. Opt in at ¼ and provide $25M for Caltrain, with the remainder coming from other 

sources.   

 

Tables 3 & 4 below identify the potential funding recipients and amounts by option.   

 

Table 3: Options 1 & 2 

  #1.  Do Not 
Opt In 

#2:  1/2 Cent (b) 

  
YRLY 

$$$(M) % 10 YR 15 YR 
Caltrain  $0 (a)  $32  27% $320  $480  
BART $0  $32  27% $320  $480  
MUNI  $0  $10  8% $100  $150  
MTC  $0  $9  8% $90  $135  
Return To 
Source $0  $37  31% $370  $555  
Total  $0  $120  100% $1,200  $1,800  

 

(a) Approximately $32M placeholder obligation for Caltrain will remain and have to be 

funded from other existing San Mateo County sources. 

(b) The Draft SB 63 Expenditure is generally consistent the percentages in Option 2.   See 

Attachment 20.   
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Table 4: Options 3a and 3b.  

  #3A:  1/4 Cent  #3B:  1/4 Cent  
  YRLY $$$ (M) % 10 YR 15 YR YRLY $$$ % 10 YR 15 YR  
Caltrain  $32  53% $320  $480  $25  42% $250  $375  
BART $23  38% $230  $345  $25  42% $250  $375  
MUNI  $5  8% $50  $75  $5  8% $50  $75  
MTC  $0  0% $0  $0  $5  8% $50  $75  
Return To 
Source $0  0% $0  $0  $0  0% $0  $0  
Total  $60  100% $600  $900  $60  100% $600  $900  

Source: Attachment 14.   

 

Table 5 below has the pros and cons of each option.   

 

 

Table 5: Pros and Cons 

Option 
Sales 

Tax 
Funding 

Return-to-

Source 
Key Pros Key Cons 

1. Do Not Opt 

In 
None 

No funding 

to agencies 
None Maintains current tax rate 

No support for Caltrain, 

BART, or MUNI; local 

funds needed for Caltrain 

share; transit service cuts 

2. Opt In at ½ 

Cent 

½ 

Cent  
$120M/year ~$37M/year 

Fully funds Caltrain; 

significant local funds for 

SamTrans; supports 

BART and regional 

transformative 

investments. 

Raises tax above 10% in 

11 cities; may hinder future 

ballot measures 

3A. Opt In at 

¼ Cent (Full 

Caltrain Share) 

¼ 

Cent 
$60M/year None 

Funds Caltrain/BART; 

limits tax burden 

No return-to-source; 

minimal MUNI/regional 

support 

3B. Opt In at 

¼ Cent (Partial 

Caltrain Share) 

¼ 

Cent  
$60M/year None 

Same as 3A, with lower 

local Caltrain 

contribution 

Same as 3A; remaining 

Caltrain share must be 

sourced locally 

Note: Funding estimates are based on placeholder assumptions; actuals will vary with economic 

conditions and legislative updates. 

 

 

EQUITY IMPACTS AND CONSIDERATIONS 

 

Sales taxes are regressive taxes.  However, the negative impact of incremental additional sales 

taxes would be offset by the continuation and improvement of transit service that lower-income 
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households disproportionately depend on.  In the absence of increased sales taxes, potential 

significant reductions in transit service could have long-term negative impacts on low-income 

households by increasing transportation costs and by reducing access to employment and 

educational opportunities.   

 

Next Steps 

 

At the July 30, 2025, C/CAG Board Meeting, the C/CAG Board of Directors will provide a 

recommendation on whether to opt in to SB 63.   

 

The options are as follows: 

 

1) The C/CAG Board Does not recommend opting into SB 63. 

 

2) The C/CAG Board recommends opting into SB 63 with the following 

parameters/principles (TBD):  

 

a) Tax rate: ¼ or ½ Sales Tax. 

b) Term: 10 or 15 Year  

c) Funding Principles/Details: 

• Caltrain 

• BART 

• MUNI  

• MTC Regional 

• Return to Source 

d) Accountability Provisions: Governance, equity, efficiency review 

 

Attachment 1 has a draft motion that highlights the options.   

 

 

ATTACHMENTS 

 

1. Draft Motion (attached) 

2. Background Information (attached) 

3. County Sales Taxes (Attached)  

4. CCAG Board Letters on Regional Transportation Measure: Available on the C/CAG 

website (See “Additional Agenda Materials” for the relevant Board Meeting) at: 

https://ccag.ca.gov/committees/board-of-directors-2/ 

5. “Could the Bay Area Lose Bart” San Francisco Chronicle, Richard Cano, March 13, 2023    

https://www.sfchronicle.com/ 

6. Kidder Mathews Office Market Trends, Silicon Valley, San Francisco, and Peninsula Q2 

2025;  https://kidder.com/)  
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7. “Here’s how bad S.F.’s return to office is compared to rest of the U.S.” San Francisco 

Chronicle, Danielle Echeverria, April 16, 2025;  https://www.sfchronicle.com/ 

8. Bay Area Council Economic Institute; Bay Watch 2025- Transit Tracker.  

https://www.bayareaeconomy.org/bay-watch/bay-watch-2024-transit-tracker/ 

9. Shortfalls and Fair Share Analysis for the Metropolitan Transportation Commission; May 

30, 2025 Update; MTC Commission Meeting, Wednesday, May 28, 2025; Table 12; 

https://es.mtc.ca.gov/sites/default/files/meetings/attachments/6327/4a_25_0825_2_Attach

ment_A_MGO_MTC_Final_Report_UPDATED_May_30_25.pdf 

10. BART Board Workshop 2025 Facing the Fiscal Cliff;  

https://www.bart.gov/sites/default/files/2025-

04/BART_BoardWorkshop2025_FacingtheFiscalCliff.pdf  

11. Making Bay Area Transit Affordable for Those Who Need It Most By Arielle Fleisher, 

Transportation Policy Associate, SPUR; https://www.spur.org/news/2017-06-26/making-

bay-area-transit-affordable-those-who-need-it-most  

12.   Senate Bill 63 Link to Legislation:  https://legiscan.com/CA/text/SB63/id/3261206 

13. Bay Area Council Economic Institute;  https://www.bayareaeconomy.org/report/bay-area-

return-to-office/ 

14. July 2, 2025, SamTrans Board Meeting; Item 11d4d - Senate Bill 63 Opt In Decision - 

Discussion (PDF, 826.71 KB); https://www.samtrans.com/meetings/2025/07/samtrans-

board-directors 

15. July 2, 2025, SamTrans Board Meeting; Item 11d4b - Caltrain - Transit Agencies 

Presentation (PDF, 1.63 MB); https://www.samtrans.com/meetings/2025/07/samtrans-

board-directors 

16. San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, Balancing our FY 2025 and 2026 

Budget; In Person Listening Session, March 2, 2024; 

https://www.sfmta.com/sites/default/files/reports-and-

documents/2024/03/fy_25_26_budget_listening_session_presentation.pdf  

17. July 2, 2025, SamTrans Board Meeting; Item 11d4b - Muni - Transit Agencies 

Presentation (PDF, 1.27 MB); https://www.samtrans.com/meetings/2025/07/samtrans-

board-directors 

18. July 2, 2025, SamTrans Board Meeting; Item 11.d.4.a. - San Mateo County Polling 

Updates (PDF, 933.51 KB); https://www.samtrans.com/meetings/2025/07/samtrans-board-

directors 

19. Sales Tax Rates:  https://cdtfa.ca.gov/taxes-and-fees/TaxRatesbyCountyandCity.pdf 

20. 7/23/25 Draft Expenditure Plan, Senator Weiner and Senator Arreguin:  Available on the 

C/CAG website (See “Additional Agenda Materials” for the relevant Board Meeting) at: 

https://ccag.ca.gov/committees/board-of-directors-2/ 
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https://www.spur.org/news/2017-06-26/making-bay-area-transit-affordable-those-who-need-it-most
https://www.spur.org/news/2017-06-26/making-bay-area-transit-affordable-those-who-need-it-most
https://legiscan.com/CA/text/SB63/id/3261206
https://www.samtrans.com/media/35542/download
https://www.samtrans.com/media/35542/download
https://www.samtrans.com/media/35539/download
https://www.samtrans.com/media/35539/download
https://www.sfmta.com/sites/default/files/reports-and-documents/2024/03/fy_25_26_budget_listening_session_presentation.pdf
https://www.sfmta.com/sites/default/files/reports-and-documents/2024/03/fy_25_26_budget_listening_session_presentation.pdf
https://www.samtrans.com/media/35540/download
https://www.samtrans.com/media/35540/download
https://www.samtrans.com/media/35535/download
https://www.samtrans.com/media/35535/download
https://cdtfa.ca.gov/taxes-and-fees/TaxRatesbyCountyandCity.pdf
https://ccag.ca.gov/committees/board-of-directors-2/


 

 

 

21. 7/24/25-Caltrain SB 63 Ltr. Available on the C/CAG website (See “Additional Agenda 

Materials” for the relevant Board Meeting) at: https://ccag.ca.gov/committees/board-of-

directors-2/ 
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Attachment 1: Draft Motion  

 

That the C/CAG Board of Directors recommend to SamTrans the following. 

 

That the San Mateo County (Does Not Opt in) (Does Opt In) to the Senate Bill 63 contingent on 

the inclusion of the following principles. 

 

1) That it is a 10/15 year measure at a ¼ / ½ cent. 

2) The measure fully meets San Mateo County’s proportionate share of Caltrain’s deficit.   

3) That the measure includes the following accountability provisions.   

 

4. Service Levels and County Specific Surcharges 

a) Ridership depends on operators providing consistent, timely, and coordinated schedules – 

A service reduction by BART or Caltrain must be regionally equitable and proportional.  

Any disproportionate service reductions or failure to coordinate schedules in a specific 

county will affect funding allocations. 

b) If specific limited funding is provided to support MUNI’s services in and out of San Mateo 

County, no service cuts could be made to the 9 MUNI lines serving San Mateo County for 

the duration of the measure. 

c) There shall be no additional BART surcharges accessed to San Mateo County riders, based 

on county ridership numbers or disproportionately impacting San Mateo County riders. 

d) There shall be Enforceable standards for rail station operations, including cleanliness, 

e) lighting, and safety. An operator’s failure to meet station standards will result in financial 

penalties, or accessed reimbursement costs for corrective action. 

f) Station Operators shall work with local jurisdictions to enhance the rider experience and 

increase station revenue by permitting retail or commercial services the common areas at 

stations. At intermodal stations operators will also work in good faith to permit more 

shared parking with other operators and commercial business located within a station. 

 

5. Efficiency Review 

a) The Efficiency Review shall include enforceable metrics for efficiency, cost containment, 

and ridership growth to ensure long-term sustainability of transit operations; and specific 

measurable targets to reduce ongoing deficits. 

b) Add at least one regional business representative, and a business representative from each 

taxing county to the Select Committee that will review and comment on the Efficiency 

Review. 

c) Require annual progress reports on the implementation and enforceable metrics of the 

Efficiency Review to be reviewed and recommended by each county’s Sales Tax 

d) Authority and reviewed and recommended by the Taxing County Committee at least two 

months prior to any annual allocation of funding. 
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6. Governance 

a) Create a Taxing County Sub-Committee at MTC composed of 2 MTC Commissioners 

from each taxing County.   

b) Require District Board (MTC Commission) to make a unanimous vote to overturn or 

materially deviate from the Taxing Sub-Committee recommendations. 

c) Authorize the Taxing Sub-Committee to review and recommend approval, at its sole 

discretion, the Efficiency Review and annual Efficiency Review progress reports with the 

enforceable metrics.  Annual funding allocations shall be contingent upon the acceptance 

of the annual progress reports. If the Taxing Sub-Committee does not recommend 

approval, the funding can be withheld in part or total. Funding recipients shall have a 

reasonable time to respond based on direction from the Taxing Sub-Committee. 

d) Ensure each County’s influence on the Taxing Sub-Committee by requiring an 85% vote 

threshold and at a minimum, at least one County representative from each County would 

have to vote to approve and accept the Efficiency Review, annual progress reports, and 

annual budget allocations. 

 

 

Draft 

 

#  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

16



 

 

 

Attachment 2: Background Information 

 

BART AM and All Day Boardings By County 

 
Source: Attachment 9 

 

CALTRAIN AM and All Day Boardings By County 

 

 
Source: Attachment 9 

 

 

Means of Transportation to Work 

Source:  US Census American Community Survey Data, Courtesy of Joint Venture 

 

San Mateo County (%) 

  2010 2015 2020 2021 2022 2023 

Car, Truck, or Van 81.6% 80.5% 59.4% 58.3% 65.3% 70.6% 

Drove Alone 70.6% 69.8% 52.4% 50.3% 56.0% 60.4% 

Carpooled 11.1% 10.7% 7.0% 8.0% 9.4% 10.2% 

Worked At Home 4.9% 5.0% 29.4% 33.0% 25.4% 18.5% 

Public Transportation  8.4% 9.5% 6.4% 3.6% 4.3% 5.6% 

Bus 3.8% 3.5% 2.6% 1.9% 1.6% 2.7% 

Rail 4.5% 5.9% 3.8% 1.5% 2.5% 2.7% 

Walked 2.8% 2.5% 1.7% 2.6% 2.4% 2.4% 

Bicycle 1.1% 1.3% 0.8% 0.9% 1.3% 1.2% 

Other Means 1.1% 1.1% 0.9% 0.9% 0.9% 1.0% 
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Source:  Caltrans PemS, CA Dept. of Finance, Courtesy of Joint Venture.  
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Sales Tax Rates DRAFT 

Increase Cumulative Increase Cumulative Increase Cumulative

Atherton 6,678 9.375% 9.375% 0.500% 9.875% 0.250% 9.625% 0.125% 9.500%

Colma 1,359 9.375% 9.375% 0.500% 9.875% 0.250% 9.625% 0.125% 9.500%

Foster City 32,703 9.375% 9.375% 0.500% 9.875% 0.250% 9.625% 0.125% 9.500%

Hillsborough 10,962 9.375% 9.375% 0.500% 9.875% 0.250% 9.625% 0.125% 9.500%

Menlo Park 32,478 9.375% 9.375% 0.500% 9.875% 0.250% 9.625% 0.125% 9.500%

Millbrae 22,487 9.375% 9.375% 0.500% 9.875% 0.250% 9.625% 0.125% 9.500%

Portola Valley 4,247 9.375% 9.375% 0.500% 9.875% 0.250% 9.625% 0.125% 9.500%

San Carlos 29,496 9.375% 9.375% 0.500% 9.875% 0.250% 9.625% 0.125% 9.500%

San Mateo County 60,974 9.375% 9.375% 0.500% 9.875% 0.250% 9.625% 0.125% 9.500%

Woodside 5,128 9.375% 9.375% 0.500% 9.875% 0.250% 9.625% 0.125% 9.500%

Burlingame 30,136 9.375% 0.250% 9.625% 0.500% 10.125% 0.250% 9.875% 0.125% 9.750%

San Mateo 103,318 9.375% 0.250% 9.625% 0.500% 10.125% 0.250% 9.875% 0.125% 9.750%

Belmont 26,793 9.375% 0.500% 9.875% 0.500% 10.375% 0.250% 10.125% 0.125% 10.000%

Brisbane 4,648 9.375% 0.500% 9.875% 0.500% 10.375% 0.250% 10.125% 0.125% 10.000%

Daly City 101,471 9.375% 0.500% 9.875% 0.500% 10.375% 0.250% 10.125% 0.125% 10.000%

East Palo Alto 28,586 9.375% 0.500% 9.875% 0.500% 10.375% 0.250% 10.125% 0.125% 10.000%

Half Moon Bay 11,226 9.375% 0.500% 9.875% 0.500% 10.375% 0.250% 10.125% 0.125% 10.000%

Pacifica 37,082 9.375% 0.500% 9.875% 0.500% 10.375% 0.250% 10.125% 0.125% 10.000%

Redwood City 81,495 9.375% 0.500% 9.875% 0.500% 10.375% 0.250% 10.125% 0.125% 10.000%

San Bruno 42,054 9.375% 0.500% 9.875% 0.500% 10.375% 0.250% 10.125% 0.125% 10.000%

South San Francisco 64,323 9.375% 0.500% 9.875% 0.500% 10.375% 0.250% 10.125% 0.125% 10.000%

TOTAL 737,644

State/Countywide Base Sales Tax Rate (2) Effective Date SOURCES 

State 7.250% (1) Dept of Finance 2023

2020 Peninsula Joint Powers Board 

Retail Transactions and Use Tax
0.125%

7/1/2021
(2) CA Dept Tax and Fee Admin;  

SMC Retail  Transations and Use 

Tax
0.500%

4/1/2013
https://www.cdtfa.ca.gov/taxes-and-fees/rates.aspx

SMC Transit District 0.500% 7/1/1982 https://www.cdtfa.ca.gov/formspubs/cdtfa105.pdf

SMC 2018 Transit District 0.500% 7/1/2019 https://www.cdtfa.ca.gov/taxes-and-fees/know-your-rate.htm#:

SMC Transportation Authority 0.500% 1/1/1989 https://www.cdtfa.ca.gov/taxes-and-fees/TaxRatesbyCountyandCity.pdf

State/Countywide Base Sales Tax 9.375%

1/2 Cent 1/4 Cent 1/8 Cent

9.375% 

Existing 

9.625% 

Existing

(B) Local 

Rates Existing Sales 

Tax  (A+B)

9.875% 

Existing 

City/Jurisdiction Population (1) 

(A) 

State/County 

Base

DRAFT 4/10/2519
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C/CAG AGENDA REPORT 
 
Date: July 30, 2025 
 
To: City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County Board of Directors 
 
From: Sean Charpentier, Executive Director 
 
Subject: Open a Public Hearing to review proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Airport 

Land Use Compatibility Plan for the Environs of San Carlos Airport to define criteria 
for childcare facilities within Safety Zone 6 and continue the public hearing to 
September 11, 2025. 

 
 
 (For further information or questions, contact Susy Kalkin at kkalkin@smcgov.org) 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION  
 
It is recommended that the C/CAG Board of Directors, acting as the San Mateo County Airport Land 
Use Commission, open a public hearing to review proposed amendments to the Comprehensive 
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan for the Environs of San Carlos Airport (San Carlos ALUCP) to 
define criteria for childcare facilities within Safety Zone 6 and continue the public hearing to 
September 11, 2025. 
 

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION 
 
Last year an issue surfaced about the lack of guidance provided in the San Carlos ALUCP with 
respect to allowance for childcare uses within Safety Zone 6, Attachment 2, a large area impacting 
substantial portions of San Carlos and Redwood City, and Belmont to a lesser degree.  While 
commercial daycare is listed as a conditionally permitted use within this area, the plan does not 
provide guidance as to what factors to consider in determining consistency, nor does it detail the types 
of conditions that should be imposed.   
 
To address this issue, a working group was convened to review options and develop 
recommendations for consideration of an ALUCP amendment to better define appropriate criteria.  
The working group was comprised of ALUC members, local jurisdiction planning staff members, and 
the manager of the San Carlos Airport, with support of C/CAG staff and consultants from ESA 
Airports.  
 
Working Group Meetings  
 
The working group met three times over the course of several months, with focus on the following: 
 

 Existing Conditions – Develop an accurate understanding of the existing conditions in 
Safety Zone 6 

 Safety Zone 6 Risks – Develop a general understanding of the nature of the risks 
associated with Safety Zone 6 

ITEM 2.2 
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 Handbook Guidance – Identify applicable guidance in the Caltrans Airport Land Use 
Planning Handbook (“Handbook”) 

 Other Considerations – Consider where safety policy criteria relating to childcare 
facilities in Safety Zone 6 might be tightened/loosened depending on the existing urban 
character and degree of relative risk. 

 
As part of this effort, a variety of sources were reviewed, including: 
 

• Caltrans Handbook– The Caltrans Handbook provides guidelines for development of Airport 
Land Use Compatibility Plans (ALUCPs).  As related to safety issues, the Handbook outlines 
how the six safety zones are defined and provides generalized criteria to address specific land 
uses of concern: uses with large number of people within confined spaces (auditoriums, large 
conference facilities, stadiums, theaters, etc.);  uses serving vulnerable populations (hospitals, 
schools, care facilities, childcare centers, etc.); and uses handling hazardous materials (above 
ground fuel storages, biotech uses involving hazardous agents, explosives or fireworks 
manufacturing, etc.) 
 

o Safety Zone 6 is identified as the Traffic Pattern Zone, the area over which “[a]ircraft 
within a regular traffic pattern and pattern entry routes” fly1. Altitudes at which these 
aircraft fly typically range from 1,000 to 1,500 feet above the runway. Accidents 
which occur in the Traffic Pattern Zone are typically pattern accidents in proximity of 
an airport and emergency landings by aircraft on departure. The Handbook indicates 
the risk level in Safety Zone 6 is low. Accordingly, compatibility policies associated 
with Safety Zone 6 are relatively permissive compared to other safety zones. 

 
o The Handbook identifies “Childcare” use as “Limit” within Safety Zone 6 

 “Limit”  means the use is acceptable with limitations on density or intensity, 
which vary based on suburban vs. urban character of surroundings. 
- Suburban – defined as areas characterized by low-rise (1-2 story) 

development and surface parking lots. 
- Urban – defined as areas characterized by mid-rise (up to 5-stories) 

development, generally surface vehicle parking, but potentially some 
parking structures. 

 Density limits 
- Suburban density – suggests a limit of 200-300 people per gross acre 
- Urban density – No limit 

 
• City development plans 

o Cities provided their local plans which generally indicate an expectation of relatively 
intense (urban) development on both east and west sides of US101. 
 

• Childcare facility locations and sizes in study area, Attachment 3 
o At least a dozen childcare facilities exist within Safety Zone 6, including stand-alone 

facilities, public school sites, places of worship and ancillary facilities (within 
commercial developments) 

o Facilities vary in size and intensity – no common site size/capacity pattern was 
discernible. 

 
1 California Department of Transportation, California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook, October 2011, p. 4-25. 
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• State licensing requirements, Attachment 4 

o The State has extensive licensing requirements for childcare facilities.  While this is 
not within the ALUC’s purview, these requirements were provided to the working 
group to demonstrate existing regulations, particularly with regard to emergency 
evacuation and facility operations plan requirements.  
 

• Childcare needs assessment in San Mateo County, Attachment 5. 
o The report identified an existing shortage of 17,000 childcare slots in San Mateo 

County,  with a 22,000-slot deficit projected by 2032. 
 

• Meeting with Caltrans staff 
o Staff and the consultant met with several members of Caltrans Div. of Aeronautics 

staff to discuss this issue.  While Caltrans staff was supportive of our efforts to develop 
appropriate criteria, no additional guidance was offered other than what is already in 
the Handbook. 

 
After thoughtful discussion, the working group generally agreed to the following factors:  
 

• The areas west of US 101 qualify as “urban” in character, while the east side is generally less 
developed or developed at lower intensities, qualifying more as “suburban” in character. 

• The flight tracks are generally concentrated over the east of US 101 area.  
• Childcare facilities ancillary to a commercial use (ex. within a business park) can be subject to 

different standards than standalone facilities due to the presence of additional adults available 
to assist in case of an emergency. 

 
Based on these factors, the working group recommended the following amendments, as shown more 
specifically in Attachment 1:  
 

• Permit childcare uses in the areas west of US 101 based on Handbook criteria for “Urban” 
areas. 

• Conditionally permit childcare uses in areas east of US 101 as follows:  
o Limit the intensity of standalone childcare centers to 300 people per acre, consistent 

with the Handbook criteria for “Suburban” areas.  
o Permit childcare centers that are ancillary to a place of business. 

 
Airport Land Use Committee 
 
The Airport Land Use Committee considered the draft amendments at its meeting on June 26, 2025.  
The working group members all noted their concurrence with the proposed amendments, and the 
Airport Land Use Committee unanimously recommended C/CAG Board/ALUC adoption. 
 
Process – Next Steps 
 
In accordance with C/CAG policy, adoption of a state-mandated countywide plan such as the San 
Carlos ALUCP requires introduction at an initial meeting and adoption at a subsequent meeting.    
Therefore, this hearing, which was publicly noticed in the San Mateo Daily Journal on July 18, 2025, 
is intended to provide an opportunity for initial comment and discussion, with a recommendation to 
continue the public hearing to the next Board meeting on September 11, 2025, for final action.   
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EQUITY IMPACTS AND CONSIDERATIONS 
 
The C/CAG Board of Directors is the designated Airport Land Use Commission for San Mateo 
County, which is mandated by State law to develop and administer ALUCPs for each airport in its 
jurisdiction.  The overall purpose of developing ALUCP policies and procedures, and the companion 
ALUCP consistency review process, is to minimize the public’s exposure to excessive noise and 
safety hazards while providing for the orderly expansion of airports.  This planning effort is applied to 
all areas located within a geographic sphere known as the Airport Influence Area (AIA).  While not 
specifically directed at disadvantaged communities, the AIA for San Carlos Airport includes many 
locations within either an MTC Equity Priority Community and/or C/CAG Equity Focus Area. 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS  
 
1. Proposed Amendments to the San Carlos ALUCP re. Childcare in Safety Zone 6 
2. Safety Zone 6 Exhibit 
 
The following attachments are available on the C/CAG website (See “Additional Agenda Materials” 
for the relevant CMEQ meeting) at: https://ccag.ca.gov/committees/congestion-management-and-
environmental-quality-committee/ ) 
 
3. List & map of childcare facilities within general Study Area 
4. California State Requirements for Child Care – Summary 
5. San Mateo County Child Care Needs Assessment 2022 and 2032: Supply and Demand Summary 
6. Nonresidential Intensity memo 
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Proposed Amendments to the San Carlos ALUCP to address 
Childcare Use within Safety Compatibility Zone 6

Proposed changes shown in red/double underline 

• Amend Chapter 3, Section 3.1 Definitions to include “Ancillary Use”

- Ancillary Use: A use that is customarily associated with, and is incidental and
subordinate to, the primary use and located on the same lot as the primary use and 
occupies not more than thirty percent (30%) of the gross floor area. 

• Amend Chapter 4, Section 4.2.2 Safety Compatibility Policy 4 – Land Uses of Particular
Concern as follows:

Safety Compatibility Policy 4 - Land Uses of Particular Concern

Land uses which pose the greatest concern are those in which the occupants have
reduced effective mobility or are unable to respond in emergency situations.  Children’s
schools, day care centers, hospitals, nursing homes, and other uses in which the
majority of occupants are children, elderly, and/or handicapped shall be prohibited
within Zones 1 through 5.  High capacity and medium capacity indoor assembly rooms
shall be prohibited in Zones 1 through 5.

a. For the purposes of these criteria, children’s schools include all grades through
grade 12.

b. Day care centers and family day care homes are defined by state law. Non-
commercial day care centers ancillary to a place of business are permitted in
Zones 2 through 5 provided that the overall use of the property meets the
intensity criteria indicated in Table 4-4. Family day care homes are permitted in
any location where residential development is permitted and the intensity of the
day care home is ≤14 people. Commercial day care centers are conditionally
compatible in Zone 6.

1. Southwest of US 101 (west side of US101): Commercial day care centers
are permitted within Safety Compatibility Zone 6.

2. Northeast of US101 (east side of US 101):
i. Standalone commercial day care centers are permitted within

Safety Compatibility Zone 6 subject to a maximum intensity of 300
people per gross acre.

ii. Commercial day care centers ancillary to a place of business, as
defined in Chapter 3 (“Ancillary Use”), are permitted.

(Renumber remaining subsections c-h accordingly.) 

Attachment 1
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C/CAG AGENDA REPORT 

Date: July 30, 2025 

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

From: Sean Charpentier, Executive Director 

Subject: Review legislative update and, if appropriate, recommend approval of C/CAG 
legislative policies, priorities, or positions. (A position may be taken on any 
legislation, including legislation not previously identified in the legislative update. 
Action is only necessary if recommending approval of a policy, priority, or position.) 

(For further information, contact Dan Sternkopf at dsternkopf@smcgov.org) 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

RECOMMENDATION

C/CAG staff recommend that the C/CAG Board of Directors review the legislative update and, if 
appropriate, recommend approval of C/CAG legislative policies, priorities, or positions. (A position 
may be taken on any legislation, including legislation not previously identified in the legislative update. 
Action is only necessary if recommending approval of a policy, priority, or position.) 

FISCAL IMPACT 

N/A 

SOURCE OF FUNDS 

N/A 

BACKGROUND 

See Attachment 1 for a Legislative Update from Shaw Yoder Antwih Schmelzer & Lange. 

EQUITY IMPACTS AND CONSIDERATIONS 

The C/CAG Legislative Committee considers equity in its positions on legislation and has included 
equity language in the annual Legislative Priorities document for C/CAG Board review and approval. 
Decisions made in relation to transportation, housing, stormwater, and climate resilience have the 
potential to impact our most vulnerable communities in San Mateo County. 

ATTACHMENTS 

1. C/CAG Legislative Update, July 11, 2025 from Shaw Yoder Antwih Schmelzer & Lange

ITEM 2.3 
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Below are informational links: 
• Recent Joint ABAG MTC Legislation Committee Agendas 
• California State Association of Counties (CSAC) bill positions and tracking 
• California Associations of Councils of Government (CALCOG) bill tracking 
•  Full Legislative search is available for specific bills at http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/ 
• 2025 California State Calendar of Legislative Deadlines 
San Mateo County Delegation 

• Legislation from Assemblymember Marc Berman 
• Legislation from Assemblymember Diane Papan 
• Legislation from Assemblymember Catherine Stefani 
• Legislation from Senator Josh Becker 
• Legislation Senator Scott Wiener 

 
• Bill Tracker for C/CAG by SYASL: C/CAG Bill Tracking 
• Current client roster for Shaw Yoder Antwih Schmelzer & Lange - 

https://syaslpartners.com/clients/ 
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July 11, 2025 
 
To: Board of Directors 

City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County 
 
From: Matt Robinson, Andrew Antwih and Lizzie Cootsona  

Shaw Yoder Antwih Schmelzer & Lange 
  
Re: STATE LEGISLATIVE UPDATE – July 2025 

 
 

Legislative Update 
The Legislature is currently hearing bills in policy commitees and has un�l July 18 to do so. July 18 also 
marks the start of the Legislature’s month-long Summer Recess, with members returning to their 
districts un�l August 18. Once they reconvene from Summer Recess, fiscal commitees will have un�l 
August 29 to hear and pass bills to the floor of each house. The Legislature will recess the first year of 
the two-year 2025-26 Legisla�ve Session on September 12. For informa�on about key legisla�ve and 
budget deadlines, please see the 2025 Legisla�ve Calendar available here. 
 
Final Budget Actions 
On June 27, Governor Newsom signed into law the Budget Act of 2025, which consisted of the main 
spending bill, amendments to the main spending bill in what is known as a “Budget Bill Jr.,” and several 
budget trailer bills. Following this initial action, the Governor signed additional trailer bills on June 30 
related to housing and infrastructure. As you are aware, the Department of Finance initially published 
trailer bill language in May that would establish a fee mechanism for vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 
mitigation, which would permit a project with a VMT mitigation requirement under CEQA to satisfy its 
VMT mitigation requirement by contributing an unspecified amount to the Transit-Oriented 
Development (TOD) Implementation Fund, which would then be available to the Department of Housing 
and Community Development (HCD) to provide financing for transit-oriented housing developments and 
related infrastructure projects, consistent with HCD’s existing Transit-Oriented Development 
Implementation Program, located within the same region. This program was included in AB 130 
(Committee on Budget), the housing trailer bill that was signed by the Governor. C/CAG submitted a 
comment letter asking for a tighter nexus requirement in the law to ensure investments would return to 
San Mateo County, but this was ultimately not included and may instead be addressed through the 
guideline development process.  
 
While the final budget agreement didn’t include the C/CAG-supported $2 billion investment in transit 
proposed by Senator Jesse Arreguín of Berkeley and Assemblymember Mark Gonzalez of Los Angeles, it 
did include a $750 million emergency loan program for select Bay Area transit agencies (AC Transit, 
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BART, Caltrain, and SF Muni). The Budget Act conditions this funding on several things, including that 
agencies have approved repayment plans and that SB 63 (Wiener and Arreguín) is signed by the 
Governor.  
 
Additionally, the Budget Act staves off transit cuts initially proposed by the Governor in the May Revise 
and maintains $1.078 billion in Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund (GGRF) commitments for the Transit 
Intercity Rail and Capital Program (TIRCP) and the Zero-Emission Transit Capital Program (ZETCP) funds. 
As a technical matter, the preservation of this funding is not reflected in appropriations from the GGRF 
just yet. Those appropriations will be made later this summer as part of the larger Cap-and-Invest 
Expenditure Plan. The Budget Act also appropriates $1.196 billion in General Fund for TIRCP.  
 
Finally, the Budget Act includes the Governor’s proposal to sweep $31.7 million in unspent funding for 
three affordable housing programs. However, unlike previous iterations of the budget that included no 
additional funding for affordable housing, the final agreement appropriates $500 million to the 
Homeless Housing, Assistance, and Prevention (HHAP) program in 2026-27. This is down from the $1 
billion in HHAP funding that has been allocated in the last four budgets. Additionally, the Public 
Resources Trailer Bill (SB 131) places several parameters and accountability measures for Round 7 of the 
HHAP program. 
 
Bay Area Regional Measure 
The Bay Area Regional Measure, ensconced in SB 63 (Wiener and Arreguín), con�nues to move through 
the legisla�ve process. This bill seeks to generate addi�onal revenue to support the Bay Area’s public 
transit systems. A�er passing the Senate Floor on June 2, the bill passed to the Assembly, where it was 
heard in its first policy commitee – the Assembly Transporta�on Commitee – on July 7. The bill passed 
the Commitee on a party-line vote of 11-4, with Assembly Member Papan suppor�ng. However, before 
passing, the author accepted Commitee amendments that priori�ze the opera�ons of the San Francisco 
Bay Ferry (WETA) service and the East Bay bus systems over funding for transit transforma�on, while 
also reducing the transit transforma�on pot from 10 percent to 5 percent. Addi�onally, because the 
legisla�on is not in its final form, the author and the Chair agreed that the bill would again be heard in 
the Commitee before the end of the Legisla�ve Session, which is September 12.  
 
The bill next goes to the Assembly Revenue and Taxa�on Commitee, and it will be heard on July 14. If 
the bill passes its final policy commitee, it will move to the Assembly Appropria�ons Commitee and 
then to the Assembly Floor. Once on the Assembly Floor, it will be pulled back to the Assembly 
Transporta�on Commitee for a hearing on the substance.  
 
The bill, as currently dra�ed, would authorize a ci�zens’ ini�a�ve, which may only require a simple 
majority vote, for a sales tax of one-half cent in Alameda and Contra Costa Coun�es, and up to one cent 
in San Francisco County. These taxes could be applied for 10-15 years. The bill is currently a three-
county measure (Alameda, Contra Costa, San Francisco) but provides a path for San Mateo and Santa 
Clara coun�es to opt-in before August 11, 2025.  
 
The bill now proposes to allocate revenues to AC Transit, BART, Caltrain, Muni, County Connec�on, Tri 
Delta Transit, LAVTA, Union City Transit, WestCAT and SF Bay Ferry, and those revenues may only be 
used for transit opera�ons. The measure would also provide up to 5 percent (down from 10 percent) of 
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the revenues for transit transforma�on to be controlled by MTC and up to 1 percent of revenues for 
administra�on of the regional measure for the Transporta�on Revenue Measure District Board. The bill 
also currently requires performance audits of the major transit systems facing fiscal cliffs (AC Transit, 
BART, Caltrain, SF Muni), as well as provisions for stronger regional network management and 
authorizes a regional network manager to implement the network management framework in exchange 
for access to SB 63 funds. 
 
On July 3, the SamTrans and San Mateo County Transporta�on Authority submited a leter outlining 
their principles for “op�ng in” to the regional measure. These principle include: requirements that BART 
and Muni maintain reasonable service levels in San Mateo County and maintain certain standards at San 
Mateo County BART sta�ons; local monitoring and oversight of funding agreements; return-to-source 
funds for the County’s public transit systems, governance standards for the life of the measure; full 
funding for Caltrain, and no consolida�on of Caltrain or SamTrans.   
 
Bills with Positions  
SB 71 (Wiener) CEQA Exemptions for Clean Transportation Projects – SUPPORT 
This bill would extend indefinitely the current January 1, 2030 sunset date established by SB 922 
(Wiener, 2022) for statutorily authorized CEQA exemptions for transit and transportation projects, add 
additional project-types to the list of exemptions (transit operational analysis, bus stops, bus shelters), 
and make substantive procedural changes surrounding board actions (i.e. board process for establishing 
a project’s cost estimate). To see the votes on this bill, please click here.  
 
SB 239 (Arreguín) Brown Act Teleconferencing Advisory Bodies – SUPPORT REQUEST AMENDMENTS 
This bill would authorize a subsidiary body to use alternative teleconferencing provisions and would 
impose requirements for notice, agenda, and public participation. The bill would require the subsidiary 
body to post the agenda at the primary physical meeting location. The bill would require the members 
of the subsidiary body to visibly appear on camera during the open portion of a meeting that is publicly 
accessible via the internet or other online platform and would require the subsidiary body to list a 
member of the subsidiary body who participates in a teleconference meeting from a remote location in 
the minutes of the meeting. The bill would require the legislative body that established the subsidiary 
body electing to use teleconferencing pursuant to these provisions to establish the subsidiary body by 
charter, ordinance, resolution, or other formal action to make specified findings by majority vote, before 
the subsidiary body uses teleconferencing for the first time and every 12 months thereafter. The bill 
would require the subsidiary body to approve the use of teleconference by a two-thirds vote before 
using teleconferencing. Elected officials serving on a subsidiary body would be required to post their 
location and open the location to the public when participating remotely. This bill was moved to the 
inactive file in the Senate and is now a two-year bill. To see the votes on this bill, please click here. 
 
AB 259 (Rubio) Brown Act Teleconferencing – SUPPORT  
Existing law authorizes local agencies to use teleconferencing for board/council members under certain 
circumstances (illness, caring for others, travel, etc.) as long as a quorum of the members participate in 
person from the same location identified on the agenda and that the location is open to the public and is 
within the local agency’s jurisdiction. Existing law establishes limits on the number of meetings members 
may participate in via teleconference to two meetings per year if the legislative body regularly meets 
once per month or less. These provisions currently sunset on January 1, 2026. This bill would extend the 
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sunset date and the alternative teleconferencing procedures until January 1, 2030. To see the votes on 
this bill, please click here. 
 
AB 650 (Papan) Housing Element Compliance – SUPPORT 
AB 650 proposes a three-pronged approach: start the RHNA process earlier, allowing cities to begin 
planning sooner; require HCD to provide clear feedback and guidance; and offer relief to good actor 
cities in the form of a stay on the builder’s remedy while they are awaiting a response from HCD. By 
bolstering clarity in the housing review process, local jurisdictions will be able to develop housing plans 
on time that comply with California’s complex laws, thus readying themselves for much-needed housing 
production. To see the votes on this bill, please click here. 
 
AB 1085 (Stefani) License Plate Obstruction – SUPPORT 
Existing law prohibits a person from obstructing a license plate that inhibits the plate’s recognition by an 
electronic device in connection with a toll road, high-occupancy toll lane, toll bridge, or other toll facility.  
Existing law also prohibits the sale of a product or device that obscures a license plate. This bill would 
further expand on the list of obscuring devices to include a shade or tint that obstructs the reading or 
recognition of a license and would increase the penalty for the manufacture of these products from 
$250 to $1,000. To see the votes on this bill, please click here. 
 
Bills of Interest 
SB 63 (Wiener) Regional Measure – WATCH 
This bill seeks to generate additional revenue to support the Bay Area’s public transit systems by way of 
a regional transportation measure. o see the votes on this bill, please click here. 
 
SB 79 (Wiener) Transit Oriented Development – WATCH 
This bill would require that a residential development proposed within one-half or one-quarter mile of a 
transit-oriented development stop be an allowed use on any site zoned for residential, mixed, 
commercial, or light industrial development, and further requires that the development be eligible for 
streamlined, ministerial approval. SB 79 also exempts from CEQA residential, commercial, and mixed-
use projects on land owned by a public transit agency. The bill further exempts from CEQA projects for 
rail facilities, including the “construction, reconfiguration, or rehabilitation of stations, terminals, rails, 
platforms, or existing operations facilities, which will be exclusively used by zero-emission or electric 
trains.” If a project done pursuant to this exemption requires the construction of off-site storage and 
maintenance facilities distinct from the principal project site, the project would be separate and not 
exempt. SB 79 passed off the Senate Floor during the House of Origin Deadline with 21 Aye votes – none 
to spare. It now awaits referral in the Assembly. To see the votes on this bill, please click here. 
 
SB 601 (Allen) Waste Discharge – OPPOSE 
This bill expands the NPDES/WDR permits under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act to cover 
previously unregulated waterways as defined by the Clean Water Act, now including “nexus waters” to 
essentially mean any waters of the state not designated as navigable under federal law, except for 
wetlands, which are protected under the State Wetland Policy. The bill would thereby significantly 
increase the types and number of regulated waterways and the costs to municipalities of implementing 
new water quality objectives for the expanded nexus waters. Importantly, it would also expand citizen 
suit provisions under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act applicable to all newly regulated 
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nexus waters, creating significant risk of liability and associated costs to municipalities and public utility 
rate payers. To see the votes on this bill, please click here. 
 
SB 707 (Durazo) Brown Act Reform – WATCH 
This bill would make a number of changes to the Brown Act, while also covering elements of the 
legislation C/CAG is supporting. This bill would authorize the legislative body of a local agency to use 
teleconferencing during a proclaimed state of emergency or local emergency if certain conditions are 
met, including that it determines that meeting in person during the emergency would present health 
and safety risks. This bill also includes similar remote participation authority for just cause as constituted 
by AB 2449 (Rubio), but unlike AB 259 (Rubio), it sunsets this authority in 2030. This bill would also 
create a process for subsidiary bodies to meet remotely, similar to the requirements for AB 2449 
meeting. However, certain members participating remotely can count toward the in-person quorum 
requirements (ADA, under 18, etc.). This bill contains several other provisions related to the Brown Act. 
To see the votes on this bill, please click here. 
 
AB 736 (Wicks) Affordable Housing Bond – WATCH 
This bill proposes the Affordable Housing Bond Act of 2026, which seeks to authorize $10 billion in 
bonds to address California's housing crisis. If approved by voters during the June 2, 2026 statewide 
election, the funds would support a range of affordable housing initiatives, including rental housing 
programs, homeownership assistance, farmworker housing grants, and tribal housing projects. Specific 
allocations include $5 billion for multifamily housing programs, $1.7 billion for supportive housing with 
operating subsidies, $800 million for portfolio reinvestment programs, and $1 billion for 
homeownership opportunities through existing programs like CalHome. Additional funding would target 
energy efficiency improvements, acquisition and rehabilitation of unrestricted housing units with 
affordability restrictions, and tribal community rebuilding efforts. The act is designed as an urgency 
statute to enable immediate implementation and preparation for bond issuance upon voter approval. 
To see the votes on this bill, please click here. 
 
For a full list of bills we are tracking for C/CAG, please click here.  
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  C/CAG 
 

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 
 
 

C/CAG BOARD MEETING NOTICE 
MINUTES 

 
Meeting No. 384 

 
June 12, 2025 

 
***HYBRID MEETING - IN-PERSON AND BY VIDEOCONFERENCE*** 

 
This meeting of the C/CAG Board of Directors was held in person and by teleconference. 
Members of the public was able to participate in the meeting remotely via the Zoom platform and 
in person. 

 
1.0 CALL TO ORDER/ ROLL CALL  
 

Vice Chair Michael Salazar called the meeting to order at 6:38 p.m.  Roll call was taken. 
 

 
AGENCY: 

 
IN-PERSON: 

 
ABSENT: 

 
REMOTE 
AB 2449 

REMOTE 
Publicly 

Accessible 
Teleconference 

Location: 
Atherton Elizabeth Lewis    
Belmont Julia Mates    
Brisbane Coleen Mackin    
Burlingame Peter Stevenson    
Colma Thomas Walsh    
Daly City Juslyn Manalo    
East Palo Alto  Absent   
Foster City Stacy Jimenez    
Half Moon Bay Debbie Ruddock    
Hillsborough Sophie Cole    
Menlo Park  Absent   
Millbrae Anders Fung    
Pacifica Greg Wright    
Portola Valley Mary Hufty    
Redwood City Elmer Maritnez-Saballos    
San Bruno Michael Salazar    
San Carlos  Absent   
San Mateo Lisa Diaz Nash    
South San Francisco Eddie Flores    
Woodside  Absent   
San Mateo County  Absent   

ITEM 3.1 
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C/CAG EX-OFFICIO (NON-VOTING) MEMBERS 
 

AGENCY: 
 

IN-PERSON: 
 

ABSENT: 
 

REMOTE 
AB 2449 

REMOTE 
Publicly 

Accessible 
Teleconference 

Location: 
SMCTA  Absent   
SMCDT  Absent   

 

C/CAG Staff Present (In-Person): Members of the Public (In-Person): 
Sean Charpentier – Executive Director Amy Linehan – SamTrans 
Melissa Andrikopoulos – Legal Counsel Carolyn Mamaradlo– SamTrans 
Mima Crume – Clerk of the Board Jessica Epstein – SamTrans 
Audrey Shiramizu  
Dan Sternkopf Members of the Public (Remote): 
Jeff Lacap Carlos Romero – East Palo Alto, Councilman 
Kaki Cheung Gina Papan – MTC Commissioner 
Susy Kalkin Adina Levin 
 Krysta Waldrop 
C/CAG Staff Present (Remote): Michael Crocker 
Eva Gaye Parag Mehta 
Van Ocampo Sheena Patel 

 
 Other members of the public were in attendance remotely via the Zoom platform or in person. 
 
2.0 PRESENTATIONS / ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 

2.1 Receive a presentation on the US101/SR 92 Long Term Direct Connector Project. 
 

Staff provided an overview of the project, describing it as one of the most critical and 
heavily used interchanges in the region, currently facing significant congestion and 
operational challenges, particularly during peak commute hours. These issues have caused 
cut-through traffic in surrounding communities. 
 
It was noted that the project is currently in the environmental review (PA&ED) phase, with 
several alternatives under consideration. C/CAG has been involved in this project since 
2012, beginning with feasibility studies, and the San Mateo County Transportation 
Authority (TA) is leading the current phase. 
 
Carolyn Mamaradlo, Senior Project Manager with the TA, and Amy Linehan, Government 
and Community Affairs Officer, presented an update on the project’s progress, proposed 
alternatives, and public participation plan. They emphasized no current decisions have been 
made, no homes or parks would be acquired under current alternatives, and ongoing 
outreach efforts aim to ensure transparency and community input. 
 
The Board asked questions and provided comments on property impacts, equity concerns 
related to tolling and surge pricing, impacts on other local projects such as the 19th Avenue 
Complete Streets Project, and the need for improved and consistent communication with 
affected communities. 
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Public Comment: 
 
Michael Crocker, Foster City resident, supported the no-build option, citing environmental, 
safety, and financial concerns. He urged reducing car dependency.  

   
3.0 ACTION TO SET AGENDA AND APPROVE CONSENT AGENDA ITEMS 

This item is to set the final consent and regular agenda, and to approve the items listed on the consent 
agenda. All items on the consent agenda are approved by one action. There will be no separate 
discussion on these items unless members of the Board, staff, or public request specific items to be 
removed for separate action. 
 
3.1 Approval of minutes of regular business meeting No. 383 dated May 8, 2025. 
  APRROVED 
 
3.2 Receive a copy of the executed agreement with Evan Brooks Associates (EBS) for the 

development of the C/CAG Title VI Implementation Plan, in an amount not to exceed 
$24,975.50. APRROVED 

 
3.3 Review and approval of Resolution 25-33 authorizing the C/CAG Chair to execute 

Amendment No. 6 to the Agreement with the City of South San Francisco for fiber conduit 
purchase of the Smart Corridor Extension Project, modifying Exhibit A and extending the 
contract term to June 30, 2026, at no additional cost. APRROVED 

 
3.4  Review and approval of the reallocation, budget adjustment, and time extension of 

Transportation Development Act Article 3 Funds for the City of Burlingame’s Murchison 
Drive, Trousdale Drive, and Davis Drive Project. APRROVED 

 
3.5  Review and approval of Resolution 25-34 determining that proposed amendments to the 

Genentech Master Plan, South San Francisco General Plan and Zoning Map to incorporate 
additional properties totaling approximately 18 acres into the 207-acre Genentech Campus 
in South San Francisco are consistent with the Comprehensive Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan for the Environs for San Francisco International Airport.  

  APRROVED 
 
3.6 Review and approval of Resolution 25-35 determining that proposed general plan, specific 

plan and zoning map amendments related to an office/life science campus at 131 Terminal 
Ct., and redesignation of five additional sites along Terminal Ct. and Produce Ave. in 
South San Francisco are consistent with the Comprehensive Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan for the Environs for San Francisco International Airport. 

  APRROVED 
 
3.7 Review and approval of Resolution 25-36 authorizing the C/CAG Executive Director to 

execute a Cooperative Agreement with the San Mateo County Department of Housing for a 
Joint Workplan for Housing-Related Activities for FY 2025-26 in an amount not to exceed 
$175,000. APRROVED 

 
3.8 Review and approval of the project list for funding under the Joint C/CAG and San Mateo 

County Transportation Authority Shuttle Program for FY 2025/2026 and FY 2026/2027, 
and approval of Resolution 25-37 authorizing the C/CAG Executive Director to execute a 
shuttle funding agreement with the City of Daly City for an amount not to exceed $929,908 

35



 
 

for the two-year period. APRROVED 
3.9 Review and approval of the Finance Committee’s recommendation of no change to the 

investment portfolio and accept the Quarterly Investment Report as of March 31, 2025.  
  APRROVED 
 
3.10 Review and approval of Resolution 25-38 authorizing the prefunding of Other Post-

Employment Benefit (OPEB)  in an amount not to exceed $55,000 for Fiscal Year 2024/25 
through the California Employers’ Retiree Benefit Trust Program (CERBT) of CalPERS.
 APRROVED 

 
3.11 Fiscal Year 2025/26 Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) (40%) Program for San 

Mateo County: 
             

3.11.1 Review and approval of Resolution 25-39 authorizing the C/CAG Executive 
Director to execute a Program Manager Funding Agreement with the Bay Area 
Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) for the Fiscal Year 2025/26 
Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) Program in an amount up to 
$1,062,800. APRROVED  

 
3.11.2 Review and approval of Resolution 25-40 authorizing the C/CAG Executive 

Director to execute a funding agreement with Commute.org in an amount up to 
$600,000 under the Fiscal Year 2025/26 Transportation Fund for Clean Air 
(TFCA) Program to provide services related to the Countywide Voluntary Trip 
Reduction Program. APRROVED  

 
3.11.3 Review and approval of Resolution 25-41 authorizing the C/CAG Executive 

Director to execute a funding agreement with Commute.org in an amount up to 
$66,000 under the Fiscal Year 2025/26 Transportation Fund for Clean Air 
(TFCA) Program fund for the BART Shuttle Program. APRROVED 

 
3.11.4 Review and approval of Resolution 25-42 authorizing the C/CAG Executive 

Director to execute a funding agreement with the Town of Hillsborough in an 
amount up to $306,060 under the Fiscal Year 2025/26 Transportation Fund for 
Clean Air (TFCA) Program fund for the Rapid Electric Vehicle Chargers Project.
 APRROVED  

 
3.12 Review and approval of Resolution 25-43 authorizing the C/CAG Executive Director to 

execute an agreement with Commute.org in an amount up to $550,494 using Congestion 
Relief Plan (CRP) Funds to support the FY 2025/26 Countywide Voluntary Trip Reduction 
Program.  APRROVED 

 
3.13  Review and approval of Resolution 25-44 authorizing the C/CAG Executive Director to 

execute a funding agreement with the San Mateo County Transit District (SamTrans) for the 
allocation of Measure M Funds to support the countywide transit operations and senior 
transportation programs in an amount up to $1,200,000 for Fiscal Year 2025/26.   

  APRROVED 
 
3.14  Review and approval of Resolution 25-45 establishing July 1, 2025, as the maturity date for 

the operating loan provided to the San Mateo County Express Lanes Joint Powers 
Authority (SMCEL-JPA), to facilitate repayment at the beginning of the fiscal year.  
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 APRROVED 
3.15 Review and approval of Resolution 25-46, authorizing the C/CAG Executive Director to execute 

Amendment No. 1 to the agreement with Gray Bowen Scott for on-call consultant services for 
Federal and State funded project coordination and grant administration, increasing the amount by 
$60,000 to a revised not to exceed amount of $360,000, and extending the term through June 30, 
2026. APRROVED 

 
3.16 Review and approval of the reallocation and time extension of $350,000 in Transportation 

Development Act Article 3 Funds for the City of Half Moon Bay’s Pacific Coast bicycle 
connectivity north project. APRROVED 

 
3.17 Review and approval of Resolution 25-47 authorizing the C/CAG Executive Director to 

execute Task Order EOA-18 with EOA, Inc. for an amount not to exceed $2,210,000 for 
technical support services to the San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention 
Program for Fiscal Year 2025-26. APRROVED 

 
3.18 Review and approval of Resolution 25-48 authorizing the C/CAG Executive Director to 

execute Amendment No. 2 to the Agreement with Geosyntec Consultants and Amendment 
No. 1 to the Agreement with Climate Resilient Communities, reallocating $10,000 in grant 
funds from the Climate Resilient Communities project budget to the Geosyntec Consultants 
project budget to accommodate additional planned community workshop support from 
Geosyntec Consultants, for a new total amount not to exceed $468,321 under the 
Agreement with Geosyntec Consultants and a new total amount not to exceed $215,400 
under the Agreement with Climate Resilient Communities. APRROVED 

 
3.19 Review and approval of Resolution 25-51 amending the Stormwater Committee guidelines 

by designating Paige Saber, Senior Civil Engineer as the alternate representative for the 
City of Redwood City.  APRROVED 

 
3.20  Receive a copy of the Actuarial Valuation of Other Post-Employment Benefit (OPEB) 

Programs as of June 30, 2023, and GASB 75 Report for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2025.
 APRROVED 

 
 Board Member Lewis MOVED to approve the consent agenda items 3.1 through 3.20.  

Manalo SECONDED.  MOTION CARRIED 16-0-0 
 

4.0 REGULAR AGENDA  
  
4.1 Review and approval of Resolution 25-50 adopting the final C/CAG Program Budget and 

Member Fees for Fiscal Year 2025/26. (Special voting procedures apply).   APPROVED  
 
 Mr. Charpentier provided an overview of the draft budget previously presented in May 

and summarized minor updates, including a slight increase to the beginning balance due 
to updated expenditure assumptions. He addressed questions raised in May regarding 
federal funding risks, stormwater funding challenges, and declining Measure M vehicle 
license fee revenue. Staff noted that a $400,000 Safe Streets for All grant remains the 
highest federal funding risk and reported ongoing efforts to secure additional stormwater 
funding through grants and partnerships. 
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 The Board discussed shuttle program funding and last-mile connectivity. Staff noted a 
new TA study is underway to assess shuttle needs. 

   
 Board Member Manalo MOVED to approve item 4.1.  Board Member Lewis 

SECONDED.  
 

 A Special Voting Procedure was taken by roll call. MOTION CARRIED 16-0-0.  
 Results: 16 Agencies approving.  This represents 76% of the agencies, representing 79% 

of the population. 
 

Ayes: Noes: Absent: 
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   
South San Francisco   
  Woodside 
  San Mateo County 

 
 
4.2 Review legislative update and, if appropriate, recommend approval of C/CAG legislative 

policies, priorities, or positions. (A position may be taken on any legislation, including 
legislation not previously identified in the legislative update. Action is only necessary if 
recommending approval of a policy, priority, or position.) 

 
 Executive Director Sean Charpentier reported on State legislative items discussed at the 

Legislative Committee, including the State budget and pending bills. Staff recommended 
the Board take action on the following items: 

 
 Support a $2 billion funding request for transit operations in the State budget, or 

alternatively support the proposed $750 million loan program for transit agencies such as 
Caltrain, BART, Muni, and AC Transit. 

 
 Support preserving Cap-and-Trade funds for transit agencies in San Mateo County and 

authorize sending a “me too” letter in coordination with regional partners. 
 
 Request legislative language specifying that VMT mitigation funds be spent in the county 
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where impacts are generated and authorize sending a letter if necessary. 
 
 Oppose SB 601 (stormwater bill) due to significant cost and liability impacts to 

municipalities. 
 
 Board members discussed the recommendations and expressed support. 
 

Board Member Ruddock MOVED to approve all four legislative actions and authorized 
staff to prepare and send letters as recommended. Board Member Stevenson SECONDED. 
MOTION CARRIED 16-0-0 

 
 SB 63 – Regional Transit Measure: 
  
 Jessica Epstein from SamTrans presented SB 63, a regional transit funding measure 

allowing counties to opt in. She outlined funding options, agency deficits, Measure A 
renewal considerations, and the need to balance regional and local priorities. 

 
 Board members raised concerns about remote work impacts on ridership, potential sales tax 

increases for cities, funding accountability, and future deficits. They discussed how 
additional sales taxes could affect Measure A renewal and the distribution of funds among 
agencies. Members emphasized keeping transit systems operational as many residents rely 
on them for work, childcare, and daily needs, noting potential traffic and quality-of-life 
impacts if services are reduced. 

 
 Public Comment: 
  
 Carlos Romero supported a multi-county measure to address funding gaps and urged 

structural changes for agency efficiency. Adina Levin, Michael Crocker, and Krysta 
Waldrop supported funding regional transit services, citing mobility, congestion relief, and 
environmental benefits. 

 
 Staff noted a special Board meeting is planned for July 30 to consider a recommendation to 

SamTrans on opting into the regional measure. 
 
 Presentation and discussion only; no Board action was taken. 

 
5.0 COMMITTEE REPORTS 
 

5.1 Chairperson’s Report – None  
 
5.2 Board Members Report/Communication – None  
 

6.0 EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S REPORT 
 
 Executive Director Sean Charpentier reported on the following items: 
 
 Earlier this year, the Board approved an exemption policy for the countywide TDM policy. Staff 

issued a letter exempting the City of Brisbane from the C/CAG goal because the city adopted its 
own TDM policy that is 20% more stringent. 

 

39



 
 

 MTC is currently recruiting for its Community Advisory Committees. Staff encouraged Board 
members to distribute the recruitment flyer to interested residents to ensure strong representation 
from San Mateo County. The deadline to apply is July 14. 

 
 Mr. Charpentier shared that he recently completed the San Mateo County Leadership Council’s 

Leadership CORE program, with his client activity focusing on PBID work for Daly City along 
Mission and El Camino. His commitment statement from the program was: “I commit to work 
with integrity, transparency, and purpose to make San Mateo County, and hopefully the world, a 
better place for all of us.” 

 
 He announced that the 84/101 interchange project, a major multimodal effort in Redwood City, is 

recommended for funding through TCEP. This funding would complete the financing needed to 
move the project into construction. 

 
7.0 COMMUNICATIONS - Information Only 

 
7.1 Written Communication – 6 Letters  
 

8.0 PUBLIC COMMENT ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 54954.3, members of the public who wish to speak on matters 
not on the agenda will be given an opportunity to address the Board. Members of the public will 
have two minutes each to address the Board, unless a different time limit is established by the Chair. 
Please refer to the instructions at the end of this agenda for details regarding how to provide public 
comments.  
 
Gina Papan made a public comment regarding MTC’s Transit Oriented Communities (TOC) 
guidelines. She urged Board members to ensure their city staff review the guidelines carefully, 
noting that the requirements may appear simple but are complex and could require cities to allocate 
funding for implementation. She emphasized the importance of reviewing details before city 
councils approve TOC policies. 
 

9.0 ADJOURNMENT – 8:51 p.m. 
 
The next regular meeting scheduled for July 10, 2025, will be replaced by a special meeting later 
in the month to review polling results. The tentative date for the special meeting is July 30, 2025. 
Board members were asked to confirm their availability. 
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Item 3.2 
 

C/CAG AGENDA REPORT 
 
Date: July 30, 2025 
 
To: City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County Board of Directors 
 
From: Sean Charpentier, Executive Director 
 
Subject: Review and approval of Resolution 25-52 determining that the Tanforan Planned 

Development, a 44-acre transit-oriented, mixed-use redevelopment plan for the 
Tanforan Shopping Center in San Bruno, is inconsistent with the Noise Compatibility 
Policies of the Comprehensive Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan for the Environs 
of San Francisco International Airport. 

 
 (For further information please contact Susy Kalkin at kkalkin@smcgov.org) 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
  
That the C/CAG Board of Directors, acting as the San Mateo County Airport Land Use Commission, 
approve Resolution 25-52 determining that the Tanforan Planned Development, a 44-acre transit-
oriented, mixed-use redevelopment plan for the Tanforan Shopping Center in San Bruno, is 
inconsistent with the Noise Compatibility Policies of the Comprehensive Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan for the Environs of San Francisco International Airport. 
 
BACKGROUND/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
In November 2022, the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) reviewed the City of San Bruno 
Draft 2023-2031 Housing Element Update and adopted Resolution 22-96 determining it to be 
inconsistent with the noise compatibility policies of the Comprehensive Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan for the Environs of San Francisco International Airport (SFO ALUCP) due to its 
inclusion of housing opportunity sites located within the CNEL 70 dB aircraft noise contour, in 
conflict with SFO ALUCP noise compatibility policies. In January 2023, the City of San Bruno 
adopted a resolution overriding the ALUC determination.   
 
In March 2024, the ALUC reviewed proposed changes to San Bruno’s General Plan and Zoning 
Ordinance to redesignate/rezone several parcels to allow for residential use, including sites within the 
Tanforan Shopping Center which are located within the CNEL 70 dB airport noise contour.  The 
ALUC adopted Resolution 24-11 determining this action inconsistent with the noise compatibility 
policies of the SFO ALUCP, and San Bruno subsequently adopted a resolution overriding that 
determination. 
 
San Bruno has now received an application for a zoning amendment to establish a Planned 
Development (PD) for the Tanforan Shopping Center, intended to guide redevelopment of the 44-acre 
Tanforan Shopping Center (plus an additional parcel north of Sneath Lane), into a transit-oriented, 
mixed-use development including housing, retail uses, life-science laboratory uses, office uses, and 
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potentially a hotel.  The PD application outlines permitted uses; development standards, including 
maximum heights, residential densities, maximum square footage, parking requirements, setbacks, 
and lot coverage; and allowable interim uses.   

The PD also includes a section entitled, “Airport Land Use Compatibility”, which acknowledges that 
the development is situated in SFO Airport Influence Areas A and B, lies within both the CNEL 70 
dB airport noise contour and Safety Compatibility Zone 4, and is also within the FAA Regulation Part 
77 sphere of influence.  It establishes that: 

“All future development shall conform with the relevant height, aircraft noise, and safety 
policies and compatibility criteria contained in the most recently adopted version of the 
Comprehensive Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan for the environs of San Francisco 
International Airport, with the exception of projects deemed appropriate by the City Council, 
and to the extent necessary, approved through the Local Agency Override process, consistent 
with the Public Utilities Code Section 21675.1 (d).” 

More specifically, this section includes the real estate disclosure requirements outlined in the SFO 
ALUCP;  identifies requirements to ensure future residential development would achieve a 45 dB 
interior noise level; requires the granting of an avigation easement to the City and County of San 
Francisco, as proprietor of SFO, as a condition of approval of any conditionally compatible noise 
sensitive use; and  addresses airspace protection policies for both structure height and “other flight 
hazards”. 

The City of San Bruno has referred this proposal to C/CAG, acting as the Airport Land Use 
Commission, for a determination of consistency with relevant airport / land use compatibility criteria 
in the SFO ALUCP, pursuant to California Public Utilities Code (PUC) Section 21676(b).  

DISCUSSION 

I. SFO ALUCP Consistency Evaluation 

Four airport / land use compatibility factors are addressed in the SFO ALUCP that relate to the 
proposed PD Zoning Amendment. These include policies for: (a) noise compatibility, (b) safety 
compatibility, (c) airspace protection and (d) real estate disclosure requirements. The following 
sections address each factor. 

(a) Noise Compatibility 

As shown on Attachment 2E, the entire site is located within the CNEL 70 dB aircraft noise 
contour.  SFO ALUCP Table IV-1 - Noise/Land Use Compatibility Criteria, Attachment 3, 
identifies uses that are either compatible, conditionally compatible, or not compatible within various 
aircraft noise contours.  

The proposed PD would permit residential use on many of the parcels, all of which are in the CNEL 
70 dB aircraft noise contour.  Per Table IV-1, residential use is deemed “not compatible” in the 
CNEL 70-75 dB noise exposure contour range. (The only exception applies to existing lots of record 
zoned for residential use as of the effective date of the SFO ALUCP (November 8, 2012), which 
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does not apply to the subject proposal.)  In addition, SFO ALUCP Policy NP-4.4 clearly states: “The 
rezoning of land for residential use within the CNEL 70 dB contour shall be considered incompatible 
and inconsistent with this ALUCP.” 
 
Therefore, the proposed PD, which allows for residential development within the CNEL 70 dB 
contour, is determined to be inconsistent with the noise policies of the SFO ALUCP. 
 
The PD also identifies several uses that are identified as conditionally consistent within the CNEL 
70 dB noise contour, including lodging (hotels/motels), auditoriums, and libraries.  Per the ALUCP, 
these uses can be allowed subject to the requirements that 1) they be sound insulated to reduce 
interior noise levels to 45 dB, and 2) that an avigation easement be granted to the City/County of San 
Francisco as operator of the airport.  The PD includes these requirements as footnotes in the Use 
Table, and also includes the following text in the “Noise Impact Reduction” section of its Airport 
Land Use Compatibility Chapter: 
  

1. Building materials shall be selected, including sound-rated windows, doors and walls, and 
residential units be designed such that interior noise levels be below 45 dBA CNEL. 

2. Project applicants shall retain an acoustical engineer to conduct a noise analysis and generate 
a Noise Reduction Plan that determines the treatments and measures necessary to ensure 
interior noise levels (attributable to exterior sources) in any habitable room associated with a 
residence be 45 dBA or less. 

3. Approval of new residential development or introduction of other conditionally compatible 
noise sensitive uses, as identified in the Comprehensive Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 
for the environs of San Francisco International Airport (SFO ALUCP) Table IV-1, in areas 
situated within the CNEL 65 dB aircraft noise contour as depicted in the SFO ALUCP shall 
be required to grant an avigation easement to the City and County of San Francisco, as 
proprietor of SFO, prior to issuance of either a building or occupancy permit. 

 
(b) Safety Compatibility  
 
Attachment 2D depicts the Safety Compatibility Zones, and demonstrates that most of the PD site, 
aside from a portion of Block 2 located in the southwest corner of the project area, is located with 
Safety Zone 4 (Outer Approach / Departure Zone).  SFO ALUCP Table IV-2, Safety Compatibility 
Criteria, Attachment 4, identifies uses that should either be avoided or are incompatible within 
Safety Zone 4.   
  
Incompatible uses include Biosafety Level 3 & 4 facilities, children’s schools, large childcare 
centers (more than 14 children), hospitals, nursing homes, stadiums and arenas.  To ensure 
consistency, all uses identified in the PD Permitted Land Use Table that could be construed to 
include an incompatible use (ex. “Research and Development”, “Utilities, major”, “Community 
Facilities”, and “Parks and Recreation”) include a footnote to clarify that these uses must comply 
with the ALUCP Safety Compatibility Policies.    
 
Per Table IV-2, uses to avoid in Safety Compatibility Zone 4 include hazardous uses other than 
Biosafety Level 3 & 4 facilities, and critical public utilities.  Hazardous Uses, such as Biosafety level 
2 uses (which encompasses the “Research and Development” use included in the PD’s list of 
permitted uses) are determined to be “not incompatible”, but are classified as uses that should be 
avoided “unless no feasible alternative is available”.  In addition, the safety compatibility criteria 
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state that where such use is allowed, habitable structures need to be provided with at least 50% more 
exits than required by codes.  The provision for these additional exits is included in the PD.  
However, to ensure ALUCP consistency, it is recommended that in its deliberations on the PD 
approval that the City of San Bruno make a specific determination as to whether there are feasible 
alternatives to the proposed Biosafety level 2 use.  Accordingly, the following condition is 
recommended: 
 

 Prior to approval, the San Bruno City Council shall make a specific finding that there is 
no feasible alternative for the proposed inclusion of Biosafety level 2 use within the 
Planned Development. 

 
Subject to the above noted condition, the proposed PD would be consistent with the SFO ALUCP 
safety policies. 
 
(c) Airspace Protection 
 
The SFO ALUCP airspace protection policies establish maximum heights for the compatibility of 
new structures, the need for compliance with federal regulations requiring notification of the Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) of certain proposed construction or alterations of structures, and 
address other incompatible site characteristics, especially as they pertain to building materials or 
features that reflect and create bright lights or glare or which may attract wildlife (ex. large flocks of 
birds), which can pose serious safety hazard to pilots and aircraft. 
 
Structure Heights 
Per SFO ALUCP Airspace Policy AP-3, in order to be consistent, the maximum height of a structure 
must be the lower of (1) the height shown on the critical aeronautical surfaces map (Exhibits IV-17 
& IV 18), or (2) the maximum height determined by the FAA not to be a “hazard to air navigation” 
by the FAA in an aeronautical study prepared pursuant to the filing of Form 7460-1. 
 
As shown on Exhibit IV-17 of the SFO ALUCP, Attachment 2F, the elevations of the critical 
aeronautical surfaces over the PD sites range from approximately 125 to 145 feet above mean sea 
level (AMSL).  Additionally, per SFO ALUCP Exhibit IV-11, Attachment 5, development projects 
on any of these sites exceeding 30 ft. in height would require the filing of Form 7460-1 with the 
FAA and subsequent issuance of a Determination of No Hazard to Air Navigation. 
 
Heights in the PD generally are limited to a maximum of 79’7” or lower, depending on ALUCP 
height conformance requirements. The PD includes the following language to ensure that building 
heights will adhere to the requirements of the ALUCP: 
 

“In no case may any building, or any portion of any building, exceed any height limits 
imposed by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and SFO ALUCP Land 
Use Compatibility Plan. To ensure heights are compatible with the ALUCP, all structures, 
including rooftop appurtenances, must be the lower of 1) the height shown on the SFO 
critical aeronautical surfaces map or 2) the maximum height determined not to be a “hazard 
to air navigation" by the FAA. In addition to FAA review, City Staff shall work in 
consultation with C/CAG to verify conformance of all buildings with the critical aeronautical 
surfaces.” 

 

44



While this language addresses the overall height concern, the requirements to file Form 7460-1 with 
the FAA are not clearly identified in the PD, so it is recommended that the following wording be 
included:   
 

 Prior to issuance of a building permit, project sponsors shall file Form 7460-1 with the 
FAA and present evidence to the City either of a determination by the FAA that the 
project is exempt from such filing, or a determination that the project will result in “no 
hazard to air navigation. 

 
Other Hazards 
 
Within AIA B, certain land use characteristics are recognized as hazards to air navigation and, per 
Airspace Protection Policy AP-4, need to be evaluated to ensure compatibility with FAA rules and 
regulations, including sources of glare, distracting lights, sources of dust, sources of electrical 
interference, uses that produce thermal plumes, and uses that may attract wildlife, particularly large 
flocks of birds.  The PD addresses this policy by including provisions to prohibit design features that 
would conflict with ALUCP Policy AP-4. 
 
Adherence to these requirements will ensure that future projects will comply with applicable 
Airspace Protection policies. 
 
(d)  Real Estate Disclosure  
 
Consistent with the requirements of the SFO ALUCP, the PD includes a requirement that all new 
developments shall comply with the real estate disclosure requirements of California Business and 
Professions Code Section 11010(b(13). The following statement must be included in the notice of 
intention to offer the property for sale: 
 

“NOTICE OF AIRPORT IN VICINITY: This property is presently located in the vicinity of 
an airport, within what is known as an airport influence area. For that reason, the property 
may be subject to some of the annoyances or inconveniences associated with proximity to 
airport operations (for example: noise, vibration, or odors). Individual sensitivities to those 
annoyances can vary from person to person. You may wish to consider what airport 
annoyances, if any, are associated with the property before you complete your purchase and 
determine whether they are acceptable to you.” 

 
 
II. Requirements for Override of Determination of Inconsistency with ALUCP 
 
PUC Section 21675.1(d) provides that local agencies may override airport land use commission 
determinations. The override process has three steps: 
 

1. The local agency must hold a public hearing on the proposed override action; 
 

2. The local agency’s governing body must make specific findings that the proposed local 
action is consistent with the purposes of the airport land use commission statutes; 
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3. The local agency’s governing body must approve the override action by a two-thirds vote; 
the override action must include adoption of the specific findings identified in Step 2, above.  

 
A local agency override of an airport land use commission determination of inconsistency has two 
consequences:  
 

1. The proposed land use action may proceed, subject to local agency review and permitting 
processes, as if it had been found consistent with the SFO ALUCP by the Board. 
 

2. If a city or county overrides a decision of the airport land use commission relating to a 
publicly owned airport that is not operated by that city or county, the agency operating the 
airport “shall be immune from liability for damages to property or personal injury caused by 
or resulting directly or indirectly from the public agency’s decision to override the 
commission’s action or recommendation.”  

 
 
III. Mitigation in Case of City of San Bruno Override 
 
If the City of San Bruno overrides an ALUC determination of inconsistency with the SFO 
ALUCP, it is recommended that the city address the following:   
 
 Prior to approval, the San Bruno City Council shall make a specific finding that there 

is no feasible alternative for the proposed inclusion of Biosafety level 2 use in the 
Planned Development. 
 

 Add the following text to the PD: 
 

Prior to issuance of a building permit, project sponsors shall file Form 7460-1 with the 
FAA and present evidence to the City either of a determination by the FAA that the 
project is exempt from such filing, or a determination that the project will result in “no 
hazard to air navigation. 

 
San Francisco International Airport (SFO) Staff Comment Letter 
 
SFO Planning and Environmental Affairs staff provided comments on Tanforan Planned 
Development, Attachment 6.  They note the airport does not support the proposed rezoning 
and urge San Bruno to abandon plans to introduce housing within the CNEL 70 dB contour, 
noting “Developing residential uses within the CNEL 70 dBA contour would expose residents 
to persistent noise from aircraft operations. This noise exposure is not mitigable for residential 
uses due to the nature of that development type, which is characterized by operable windows, 
access to open space, and other design elements which preclude effective mitigation”. 
 
Airport Land Use Committee 
 
The Airport Land Use Committee discussed this item at its June 26, 2025 meeting, and 
recommended that it be determined inconsistent with the noise compatibility policies of the 
SFO ALUCP.  
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EQUITY IMPACTS AND CONSIDERATIONS 
 
The C/CAG Board of Directors is the designated Airport Land Use Commission for San Mateo 
County, which is mandated by State law to develop and administer ALUCPs for each airport in its 
jurisdiction.  The overall purpose of developing ALUCP policies and procedures, and the companion 
ALUCP consistency review process, is to minimize the public’s exposure to excessive noise and 
safety hazards while providing for the orderly expansion of airports.  This planning effort is applied 
to all areas located within a geographic sphere known as the Airport Influence Area (AIA).  While 
not specifically directed at disadvantaged communities the AIA for SFO includes many locations 
within either an MTC Equity Priority Community and/or C/CAG Equity Focus Area. 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 

1. Resolution 25-52 
 

The following attachments are available on the C/CAG website (See “Additional Agenda 
Materials” for the relevant Board Meeting) at: https://ccag.ca.gov/committees/board-of-
directors-2/ 

 
2. Application Materials 

A: Proposed Land Use Plan 
B: Master Site Plan 
C: Existing Site Plan 
D: SFO ALUCP Exh. IV-8 – Safety Compatibility Zones 
E: SFO ALUCP Exh. IV-6 – Noise Contours 
F: SFO ALUCP Exhibit IV-17 – Critical Aeronautical Surfaces 
G: Building Height Exhibits 
H: Site Elevations 
I: Grading Plan 

3. SFO ALUCP Table IV-1 – Noise/Land Use Compatibility Criteria 
4. SFO Table IV-2 – Safety Compatibility Criteria 
5. SFO ALUCP Exh. IV-11 – FAA Notification Area 
6. SFO Comment letter dated June 20, 2025  
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RESOLUTION 25-52 

 
RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE CITY/COUNTY ASSOCIATION OF 

GOVERNMENTS OF SAN MATEO COUNTY, ACTING AS THE SAN MATEO COUNTY AIRPORT LAND 
USE COMMISSION,  DETERMINING THAT THE TANFORAN PLANNED DEVELOPMENT, A 44-ACRE 

TRANSIT-ORIENTED, MIXED-USE REDEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR THE TANFORAN SHOPPING CENTER 
IN SAN BRUNO, IS INCONSISTENT WITH NOISE COMPATIBILITY POLICIES OF THE 

COMPREHENSIVE AIRPORT LAND USE COMPATIBILITY PLAN FOR THE ENVIRONS OF SAN 
FRANCISCO INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT. 

 
 

RESOLVED, by the Board of Directors of the City/County Association of Governments of 
San Mateo County (C/CAG), in its capacity as the San Mateo County Airport Land Use Commission 
(ALUC), that, 

 
WHEREAS, in accordance with the requirements of California Public Utilities Code Section 

21676(b) a local agency general plan, zoning ordinance and/or any affected specific plan must be 
consistent with the applicable airport/land use criteria in the relevant adopted Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan; and 

 
WHEREAS, San Bruno has received an application for a zoning amendment to establish a 

Planned Development (PD) for the Tanforan Shopping Center, intended to guide redevelopment of the 
44-acre Tanforan Shopping Center (plus an additional parcel north of Sneath Lane), into a transit-
oriented, mixed-use development including housing, retail uses, life-science laboratory uses, office 
uses, and potentially a hotel, and has referred the proposal to the ALUC for a determination of 
consistency with the Comprehensive Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan for the Environs of 
San Francisco International Airport (SFO ALUCP); and  
 

WHEREAS, three airport/land use compatibility factors are addressed in the SFO ALUCP that 
relate to the proposed PD zoning amendment: (a) noise compatibility, (b) safety compatibility, and (c) 
airspace protection, as discussed below: 

 
a. Noise Compatibility - The project site is located almost entirely within the CNEL 70 dB 

aircraft noise contour.  As outlined in SFO ALUCP Table IV-1 - Noise/Land Use 
Compatibility Criteria, with a limited exception, residential land use is deemed “not 
compatible” in the CNEL 70-75 dB noise exposure contour range. [The exception applies to 
existing lots of record zoned for residential use as of the effective date of the SFO ALUCP 
(November 8, 2012), which does not apply to the subject proposal.]  In addition, SFO 
ALUCP Policy NP-4.4 states: “The rezoning of land for residential use within the CNEL 70 
dB contour shall be considered incompatible and inconsistent with this ALUCP.”   

 
The proposed amendments, which rezone properties for residential use within the CNEL 70 
dB contour, are incompatible and inconsistent with the SFO ALUCP noise compatibility 
policies. 
 

b. Safety Compatibility - Most of the PD site, aside from a small area in the southwest corner 
of the project area, is located with Safety Zone 4 (Outer Approach / Departure Zone).  SFO 
ALUCP Table IV-2, Safety Compatibility Criteria, identifies uses that should either be 

Attachment 1 
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avoided or are incompatible within Safety Zone 4, including Biosafety Level 3 & 4 
facilities, children’s schools, large childcare centers (more than 14 children), hospitals, 
nursing homes, stadiums and arenas.  The PD Permitted Land Use Table includes notes on 
particular uses that could be construed to constitute an incompatible use to clarify that these 
uses must comply with the ALUCP Safety Compatibility Policies. 
  
Hazardous Uses, such as biosafety level 2 uses (which encompasses the life sciences/R&D 
use) are determined to be “not incompatible” but are classified as uses that should be 
“avoided unless no feasible alternative is available”.  To ensure safety compatibility, prior 
to approval, the San Bruno City Council should make a specific finding that there is no 
feasible alternative for the proposed inclusion of Biosafety level 2 use within the Planned 
Development. 

 
c. Airspace Protection - The SFO ALUCP airspace protection policies establish maximum 

heights for the compatibility of new structures, outline the responsibilities to comply with 
federal regulations requiring notification of the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) of 
certain proposed construction or alterations of structures, and address other incompatible 
site characteristics, especially as they pertain to building materials or features that reflect 
and create bright lights or glare or which may attract wildlife (ex. large flocks of birds), 
which can pose serious safety hazard to pilots and aircraft. 
 
1. Structure Heights – Per SFO ALUCP Airspace Policy AP-3, in order to be consistent, 

the maximum height of a structure must be the lower of (1) the height shown on the 
critical aeronautical surfaces map (Exhibits IV-17 & IV 18), or (2) the maximum height 
determined by the FAA not to be a “hazard to air navigation” by the FAA in an 
aeronautical study prepared pursuant to the filing of Form 7460-1. 

 
Per Exhibit IV-17 of the SFO ALUCP, the elevations of the critical aeronautical 
surfaces over the PD sites range from approximately 125 to 145 feet above mean sea 
level (AMSL).  Additionally, per ALUCP Exhibit IV-11, development projects on any 
of these sites exceeding 30 ft. in height would require the filing of Form 7460-1 with 
the FAA and subsequent issuance of a Determination of No Hazard to Air Navigation. 

 
Heights in the PD generally are limited to a maximum of 79’7” or lower, and the PD 
includes language to ensure that building heights will adhere to the requirements of the 
ALUCP. 

 
2. Other Hazards – Within AIA B, certain land use characteristics are recognized as 

hazards to air navigation and, per Airspace Protection Policy AP-4, need to be evaluated 
to ensure compatibility with FAA rules and regulations, including sources of glare, 
distracting lights, sources of dust, sources of electrical interference, uses that produce 
thermal plumes, and uses that may attract wildlife, particularly large flocks of birds.  
The PD addresses this policy by including provisions to prohibit design features that 
would conflict with ALUCP Policy AP-4. 

 
Adherence to these requirements will ensure that future projects will comply with 
applicable Airspace Protection policies; and 
 

WHEREAS, consistent with the requirements of the SFO ALUCP, the PD includes a 
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requirement that all new developments comply with the real estate disclosure requirements of 
California Business and Professions Code Section 11010(b(13); and  
 

WHEREAS, at its June 26, 2025 meeting, based on the factors listed above, the Airport Land 
Use Committee recommended that the C/CAG Board of Directors, acting as the Airport Land Use 
Commission, determine that the proposed amendments be found inconsistent with the noise 
compatibility policies of the SFO ALUCP; and, 

  
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, by the Board of Directors of the City/County Association 

of Governments for San Mateo County, acting as the San Mateo County Airport Land Use 
Commission, that the Tanforan Planned Development, a 44-acre transit-oriented, mixed-use 
redevelopment plan for the Tanforan Shopping Center in San Bruno, is inconsistent with noise 
compatibility policies of the Comprehensive Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan for the Environs of 
San Francisco International Airport. 

 
PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED, THIS 30TH DAY OF JULY 2025. 
 
 
 
 
  
Adam Rak, Chair 
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C/CAG AGENDA REPORT 
 
 
Date: July 30, 2025 
 
To: City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County Board of Directors 
 
From: Sean Charpentier, C/CAG Executive Director 
 
Subject: Review and approval of Resolution 25-53 amending the Stormwater Committee 

guidelines by designating Brian Nguyen, Assistant Civil Engineer as the alternate 
representative for the City of Belmont. 

 
(For further information or questions, contact Dan Sternkopf at dsternkopf@smcgov.org) 

________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
RECOMMENDATION  
 
That the C/CAG Board review and approve Resolution 25-53 amending the Stormwater Committee 
guidelines by designating Brian Nguyen, Assistant Civil Engineer as the alternate representative for 
the City of Belmont. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT 
 
There is no fiscal impact related to this item.  
 
SOURCE OF FUNDS 
 
Not applicable. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
C/CAG’s Stormwater Committee was convened in November 2012 and was created to provide 
policy input and recommendations to the C/CAG Board of Directors on issues pertaining to 
compliance with the Municipal Regional Stormwater Permit, administered by the San Francisco 
Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Water Board). The Committee is comprised 
of director-level staff from C/CAG’s 21 member agencies, each city and the County represented by 
one seat, and a non-voting staff from the Regional Water Board. 
 
At the October 12, 2023 C/CAG Board meeting, the Board approved the addition of alternates to 
the Stormwater Committee. The Stormwater Committee Guidelines also include the named 
executive level position(s) from each jurisdiction in the Committee roster. The C/CAG Board 
approved the appointment of these positions, automatically enlisting jurisdiction staff fulfilling 
these roles onto the Committee. This streamlines the appointment process, reducing the need for 
City Managers to recommend and the CCAG Board of Directors to approve a new member every 
time when there is a staffing change.  For unique positions or situations where there are multiple 
positions (for example if a city has two Assistant Public Works Directors), the C/CAG Board makes 
individual named appointments.   
 
The table below is an example.   

   ITEM 3.3 
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Member Agency TAC & Stormwater 

Committee Member  
Alternate 

City A Public Works Director City Engineer, or Assistant or 
Deputy Public Works Director 

 
Recently, the City of Belmont submitted a formal request to change the appointed alternate on the 
Stormwater Committee, as reflected in Attachment 3.  The changes are reflected below: 
 
Member Agency Stormwater Committee 

Member  
Alternate 

City of Belmont Public Works Director Assistant Civil Engineer, Brian 
Nguyen 

  
Staff recommends that the C/CAG Board review and approve Resolution 25-xx adopting the revised 
membership guidelines for the Stormwater Committee (Attachment 1 and 2 respectively). 
 
EQUITY IMPACTS AND CONSIDERATIONS 
 
This item is necessary for the administration/operations of C/CAG.    
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 

1. Resolution 25-53 
2. Stormwater Committee Guidelines (redlined) 
3. Letter recommending Stormwater Representative from Afshin Oskoui, City Manager  
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ITEM 3.3 - ATTACHMENT 1 

 
  

RESOLUTION 25-53 
 
 

RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE CITY/COUNTY ASSOCIATION OF 
GOVERNMENTS OF SAN MATEO COUNTY ADOPTING THE AMENDED MEMBERSHIP GUIDELINES 

TO FOR THE STORMWATER COMMITTEE. 
 

RESOLVED, by the Board of Directors of the City/County Association of Governments of 
San Mateo County (C/CAG), that 

 
WHEREAS, C/CAG’s existing bylaws designate a Stormwater Committee; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Stormwater Committee is comprised of director-level staff who make technical 

and policy recommendations to the C/CAG Board of Directors related municipal stormwater permit 
compliance; and 
 

 WHEREAS, the Stormwater Committee Guidelines were last updated on December 22, 2020, 
September 21, 2023, September 12, 2024, March 13, 2025 and June 12, 2025; and  

 
WHEREAS, at the request of the City of Belmont, C/CAG is amending the Stormwater Committee 

roster by designating Brian Nguyen, Assistant Civil Engineer as the City’s alternate representative on 
the Committee.   
 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board of Directors of the City/County 
Association of Governments of San Mateo County hereby adopts the amended membership guidelines 
for the Stormwater Committee. 

 
PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED, THIS 30TH DAY OF JULY 2025. 
 
 
 

  
Adam Rak, Chair 
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ITEM 3.3 – ATTACHMENT 2 

Stormwater Committee Guidelines 
 

Established: November 8, 2012 
Revised: December 22, 2020/September 21, 2023/September 12, 2024/February 13, 
2025/March 13, 2025/June 12, 2025/July 30, 2025 

 
Description 
The Stormwater Committee provides policy and technical advice and recommendations to the 
C/CAG Board of Directors and direction to technical subcommittees on all matters relating to 
stormwater management and compliance with associated regulatory mandates from the State 
Water Resources Control Board and San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

 
The following are the general issues typically addressed by the Committee: 

 
• Review and provide recommendations for the Countywide Water Pollution Prevention 

Program (Countywide Program)’s annual budget as part of the overall C/CAG budget 
approval process. 

• Authorize submittal of countywide and regional compliance documents on behalf of their 
respective agencies for activities performed via C/CAG through the Countywide Program 
or the Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association. 

• Convey relevant program and compliance information and direction to appropriate staff 
and departments within their jurisdictions. 

• Form ad-hoc work groups to address particular stormwater-related issues on an as-needed 
basis. 

• Discuss and provide policy recommendations on stormwater issues, such as: 
o funding stormwater compliance activities at the local and countywide level; 
o unfunded mandate test claims; 
o permit appeals and litigation; 
o reissuance of the Municipal Regional Permit; 
o permit requirements, especially those related to new and redevelopment, monitoring, 

and pollutants of concern, including trash, mercury, PCBs, and pesticides; 
o training and technical support needs for municipal staffs 
o legislation and statewide policy issues impacting member agencies 

 
Membership 
The Stormwater Committee includes director-level staff with decision-making authority for 
implementing stormwater management programs within the member agencies in compliance 
with requirements in the Municipal Regional Permit.  There is one representative from each of 
the 21 member agencies and one non-voting executive management representative from the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board staff. 

 
Term Limits 

• There are no term limits for the Stormwater Committee. Members can remain on the 
Committee indefinitely or until a member voluntarily relieves themselves from the 
membership. 

 
Chair and Vice Chair 

• The Chair and Vice Chair for the Stormwater Committee are annually nominated and 
voted upon by Committee members at a regularly scheduled meeting. The Chair 
manages the Committee meetings by calling the meeting to order, leading the Committee 
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through the agenda topics, monitoring meeting discussion to ensure all discussion 
remains on topic, and leading the motion and approval of all action items. The role of the 
Vice Chair is to support the Chair and act as a stand in should the Chair be unable to 
attend a meeting. 

• There are no term limits. 

Selection and Appointment Process 

To streamline the process and ensure continuous representation, the Roster Table can include 
designated positions and/or individually named appointments.  The Roster Table also 
includes a Primary Member and an Alternate Member. 

 
The C/CAG Board of Directors shall approve all appointments of Primary and Alternate 
Members. 

 
Designated positions are executive level positions where there may be only one position (ie 
Public Works Director) in the agency or there may be multiple positions (i.e., having 
multiple Deputy Public Works Directors). 

 
The C/CAG’s Board of Directors will approve the appointment of these designated positions, 
effectively automatically appointing the staff member filling the designated position. 

 
For designated positions where there are multiple positions, the jurisdiction or agency will 
need to propose a member by name, and the C/CAG Board will need to approve such 
appointment on an individual basis. 

 
The City Manager or equivalent will notify the C/CAG Executive Director of any changes to 
the personnel filling the designated positions, or changes to the named positions themselves. 
The C/CAG Board will approve changes to the designated positions or name as necessary. 

 
Interim or Acting appointments by the appropriate Executive to the designated positions 
where there is only one position (i.e., Public Works Director) are acceptable. 

 
Primary Members 

• Primary Stormwater Committee members for C/CAG’s member agencies shall be the 
Public Works Director, City Engineer/Managing Engineer (or equivalent) held by a 
single person, or a staff member holding a comparable executive position identified 
by the jurisdiction or agency with responsibility for compliance under the Municipal 
Regional Permit. 

• The Regional Water Quality Control Board member shall be the Watershed 
Management Supervisor or a specified staff holding a comparable executive position 
identified by the Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

 
Alternate Members 

• Each agency can have an alternate member. 
• The alternate for C/CAG’s member agencies can be the City Engineer/Managing 

Engineer or Assistant or Deputy Director of Public (or equivalent) held by a single 
person, or a staff member holding a comparable executive position identified by the 
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jurisdiction or agency with responsibilities for compliance under the Municipal 
Regional Permit. 

• The alternate for the Regional Water Quality Control Board member can be the 
Watershed Management Manager or a staff member holding a comparable executive 
position identified by the Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

• The alternate has the authority to cast votes in lieu of the primary member. 
• Attendance of an alternate member will not be recorded as attendance for the primary 

member. 
 

The Roster Table below identifies the primary and alternate Stormwater Committee 
members, either by designated position or by name, where necessary, of the 2023 
Stormwater Committee: 

 
 
 
 
Member Agency 

Primary 
Stormwater 
Committee 
Member 

 
 
 
Alternate 

City of Atherton (Vice 
Chair) 

Director of Public 
Works 

 
Associate Engineer, Tim Au 

 
City of Belmont 

Director of Public 
Works 

 
Assistant  Civil Engineer, Brian Nguyen 

 
City of Brisbane 
(Chair) 

Director of Public 
Works/City 
Engineer 

 
 
Regulatory Compliance Manager 

 
City of Burlingame 

Director of Public 
Works 

 
Environmental Compliance Manager 

 
City of Daly City 

Director of Public 
Works 

 
City Engineer 

 
City of East Palo Alto 

City Engineer  
Environmental Services Aide 

 
City of Foster City 

Director of Public 
Works 

 
Manager of Engineering 

City of Half Moon 
Bay 

Director of Public 
Works 

 
Associate Engineer 

 
City of Menlo Park 

Director of Public 
Works 

 
Assistant Public Works Director 

 
City of Millbrae 

Director of Public 
Works 

 
City Engineer/Deputy Public Works Director 

 
 
City of Pacifica 

Deputy Director of 
Public Works/City 
Engineer Director of Public Works 

City of Redwood City Engineering and 
Transportation 
Director 

Senior Civil Engineer, Paige Saber 
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City of San Bruno 

Director of Public 
Works 

Deputy Director of Public Works, Hae 
Won Ritchie 
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City of San Carlos 

Director of Public 
Works 

 
City Engineer 

 
City of San Mateo 

Director of Public 
Works 

Deputy Public Works Director, Katherine 
Sheehan 

 
City of South San 
Francisco 

Director of Public 
Works/City 
Engineer 

 
 
Deputy Public Works Director 

 
San Mateo County 

Director of Public 
Works 

Deputy Director Engineering & Resource 
Protection 

 
 
Town of Colma 

Director of Public 
Works and 
Planning 

 
 
Deputy Public Works Director/City Engineer 

 
Town of Hillsborough 

Director of Public 
Works 

 
Deputy Director of Public Works 

Town of Portola 
Valley 

Director of Public 
Works 

 
Building Director 

 
 
Town of Woodside 

Director of Public 
Works/Town 
Engineer 

 
 
Deputy Town Engineer 

 
Regional Water 
Board 

Watershed 
Management 
Supervisor 

 
 
Watershed Management Manager 
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C/CAG AGENDA REPORT 
Date: July 30, 2025 

To: C/CAG Board of Directors 

From: Sean Charpentier, Executive Director 

Subject: Review and approval of Resolution 25-54 approving Change Order 2 to existing 
Agreement with Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) for the SMCEW 
program adding $1,330,250 for a new not to exceed total of $4,115,250 and 
extending the end date of the agreement to December 31, 2027.   

(For further information contact Sean Charpentier at scharpentier@smcgov.org) 
______________________________________________________________________________ 

RECOMMENDATION 

Review and approval of Resolution 25-54 approving of Change Order 2 to existing Agreement  
with Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) for the SMCEW program adding $1,330,250 for 
a new not to exceed total of $4,115,250 and extending the end date of the agreement to December 
31, 2027.   

FISCAL IMPACT 

These recommendations allow C/CAG to receive an additional $1,330,250 from PGE  for the 
period January 1, 2026 through December 31, 2027 for the SMCEW program.  Associated 
C/CAG Board action 3.5 provides $1,210,250 for County of San Mateo to administer the 
SMCEW program.  Expenses for the administration of the SMCEW program and C/CAG staff 
time related to SMCEW are reimbursed.  

SOURCE OF FUNDS 

Funding for the SMCEW program is provided by the PG&E LGP Program, which is funded by 
the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) from Public Goods Funds.  

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION 

The San Mateo County Energy Watch local government partnership program between C/CAG 
and PG&E launched over 15 years ago in 2008. The program focuses on energy efficiency and 
may also promote electrification, EV charging, and energy resilience at customer sites. C/CAG 
with PG&E, and the County’s Sustainability Department (SUST) with C/CAG, are in contract 
for SUST to manage and staff the Program through December 2025. The contract with PG&E is 
being negotiated for a calendar year 2026 and 2027 extension. This program cycle, the SMCEW 
team has coordinated with both internal and external partners to provide technical and financial 
assistance in the small business, public school, and municipal sectors. The program regularly 
collaborates with Peninsula Clean Energy. 

The SMCEW LGP with PG&E began on January 1, 2009 using Public Goods Funds under the 
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auspices of the CPUC. Since the original program cycle, which ended on December 31, 2009, 
PG&E has contracted with C/CAG for the SMCEW for seven additional program cycles: 
calendar years 2010-2012, 2013-2014, 2015, and 2016-2018; January 2019 - June 2020; fiscal 
years 2020-21 through 2022-23, and July 2023 through December 2025.  
 
In order to receive funding beyond December 31, 2025, County staff submitted a proposal to 
PG&E in February 2025 outlining proposed enhancements to the existing scope of work based 
on input from stakeholders to determine current needs.  PG&E gave approval for the following 
scope: the SMCEW program will continue to refer local governments, special districts, K-12 
public school districts, and small businesses to PG&E programs for technical support and 
financing to support implementation of energy efficiency and decarbonization projects during the 
2026-27 extension period. The type of small businesses will be broadened beyond those 
considered “hard to reach” or in disadvantaged community areas. In addition, the program will 
provide more systematic technical and administrative support to help local government, special 
district, and K-12 public school district facilities staff plan decarbonization projects.  

The SMCEW program will also continue to partially fund the Regionally Integrated Climate 
Action Planning Support (RICAPS) climate collaborative program, which supports all 
jurisdictions in the county with comprehensive and tailored technical support for developing and 
implementing climate action plans, including, but not limited to, community greenhouse gas 
emissions inventories and climate action measure quantification tools. RICAPS hosts monthly 
full-group meetings for jurisdiction staff as well as working groups dedicated to advancing 
specific decarbonization projects.  The program also supports efforts to adopt policies and long-
term strategic planning for countywide energy efficiency and emission reduction efforts. 

Success of the program has been tracked by key performance indicators (KPIs) for the main 
customer segments served (local governments, special districts, K-12 public school districts, and 
small businesses). KPIs include the number of customer contacts, as well as the number of 
monthly RICAPS climate collaborative meetings and quarterly Public Sector Facilities Working 
Group meetings held for municipal and school staff countywide.  
 
Two agreements make the SMCEW program possible: an agreement between C/CAG and PG&E 
to provide the funding and establish the scope, and a staffing agreement between C/CAG and the 
County of San Mateo to administer the program.  
 
C/CAG-PG&E Agreement 
 
On May 14, 2020, the C/CAG Board approved Resolution 20-18 authorizing the C/CAG Chair to 
execute a new agreement between C/CAG and PG&E for the SMCEW LGP for fiscal years 
2020-21 through 2022-23 for $972,000. On January 12, 2023, the C/CAG Board approved 
Resolution 23-05 authorizing the C/CAG Chair to execute Change Order 1 adding $1,813,000 to 
the existing agreement for an amount not to exceed $2,785,000 and extending the end date of the 
agreement to December 31, 2025. This recommendation will authorize the Executive Director to 
execute Change Order 2 adding $1,330,250 for an amount not to exceed $4,115,250 and 
extending the end date of the agreement to December 31, 2027. 
 
C/CAG-San Mateo County Staffing Agreement 
 

Since the SMCEW LGP began, C/CAG has contracted with the County of San Mateo for 
management and staffing of the program.  
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Since the County has successfully supported the SMCEW program, meeting goals and 
developing the program, C/CAG desires to amend the existing agreement with the County to add 
funding for the County to administer the program and extending the end date of the agreement. 
This recommendation will add $1,210,250 for an amount not to exceed $3,855,850 and extend 
the end date of the agreement to December 31, 2027. 
 
Staff presented the PGE contract amendment to the Congestion Management and Environmental 
Quality (CMEQ) Committee on May 19, 2025.  The CMEQ committee recommended approval.  
Staff presented the PGE contract amendment and the SMCEW amendment with the County to 
the July 16, 2025 RMCP Committee, which recommended both for C/CAG BOD approval.   
 
EQUITY IMPACTS AND CONSIDERATIONS 
 
The C/CAG San Mateo County Energy Watch program provides energy efficiency opportunities 
to hard-to-reach small business customers, defined as renting of leasing space, English as a 
second language, and fewer than ten employees. The Energy Watch program engages with and 
funds the efforts of community-based organizations working in communities on behalf of the 
Program. 
   
ATTACHMENTS 
 

(1) Resolution 25-54. 
 

The following attachments are available on the C/CAG website (See “Additional Agenda 
Materials” for the July 30, 2025 Board Meeting) at: https://ccag.ca.gov/committees/board-of-
directors-2/ 

 
 

(2) Draft Change Order 2 to existing Agreement with Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) for 
the SMCEW Program 
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RESOLUTION NO. 25-54 

RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE CITY/COUNTY 
ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS OF SAN MATEO COUNTY AUTHORIZING 
THE C/CAG EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO EXECUTE CHANGE ORDER 2 TO AN 

EXISTING AGREEMENT BETWEEN C/CAG AND PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC 
COMPANY FOR THE SAN MATEO COUNTY ENERGY WATCH PROGRAM, 
ADDING $1,330,250 FOR A NEW TOTAL NOT TO EXCEED $4,115,250 AND 

EXTENDING THE AGREEMENT END DATE TO DECEMBER 31, 2027 

RESOLVED, by the Board of Directors of the City/County Association of Governments 
of San Mateo County (C/CAG) that: 

WHEREAS, the C/CAG Board adopted Resolution No. 08-46 at its October 2008 
meeting authorizing the C/CAG Chair to execute the first funding Agreement between C/CAG 
and Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) for the 2009 San Mateo County Energy Watch 
(SMCEW); and  

WHEREAS, since the original program cycle PG&E has contracted with C/CAG for the 
SMCEW for seven additional program cycles: calendar years 2010-2012, 2013-2014, 2015, and 
2016-2018; January 2019 - June 2020; fiscal years 2020-21 through 2022-23, and July 2023 
through December 2025 (current program); and  

WHEREAS, the C/CAG Board adopted Resolution 20-18 on May 14, 2020 authorizing 
the C/CAG Chair to execute a new agreement between C/CAG and PG&E for the SMCEW LGP 
for fiscal years 2020-21 through 2022-23 for $972,000 and the C/CAG Board approved 
Resolution 23-05 on January 12, 2023 authorizing the C/CAG Chair to execute Change Order 1 
adding $1,813,000 to the existing agreement for an amount not to exceed $2,785,000 and 
extending the end date of the agreement to December 31, 2025; and 

WHEREAS, PG&E has offered to extend the agreement for funding adding an amount 
of $1,330,250 and extending the end date to December 31, 2027; and 

WHEREAS, the County, C/CAG, and PG&E wish to continue to provide energy 
efficiency and decarbonization programs for municipalities, special districts, K-12 public school 
districts, and small businesses, and for RICAPS technical support to cities and the County for 
climate action planning across San Mateo County. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Directors of the 
City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County that the Executive Director is 
authorized to execute Change Order 2 to an existing agreement between C/CAG and Pacific Gas 
and Electric company for the San Mateo County Energy Watch program, adding $1,330,250 for 
a new total not to exceed $4,115,250, and extending the agreement end date to December 31, 
2027. Be it further resolved that the C/CAG Executive Director is authorized to continue 
negotiating and sign all documents necessary to effectuate the agreement, subject to approval of 
County Counsel. 

PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED THIS 30TH DAY OF JULY 2025. 

____________________________________ 
Adam Rak, Chair 64



C/CAG AGENDA REPORT 

Date: July 30, 2025 

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

From: Sean Charpentier, Executive Director 

Subject: Review and approval of Resolution 25-55 approving Amendment No. 3 to the 
existing agreement between C/CAG and the County of San Mateo for staffing and 
managing the SMCEW program, adding $1,210,250 for a new not to exceed total 
of $3,855,850, and extending the end date of the agreement to December 31, 2027. 

(For further information contact Sean Charpentier at scharpentier@smcgov.org) 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

RECOMMENDATION 

Review and approval of Resolution 25-55 approving of Amendment No. 3 to the existing  
agreement between C/CAG and the County of San Mateo for staffing and managing the  
SMCEW program, adding $1,210,250 for a new not to exceed total of $3,855,850, and extending 
the end date of the agreement to December 31, 2027.    

FISCAL IMPACT 

This recommendation provides $1,210,250 for County of San Mateo to administer the SMCEW 
program.  Expenses for the administration of the SMCEW program and C/CAG staff time related 
to SMCEW are reimbursed.  

SOURCE OF FUNDS 

Funding for the SMCEW program is provided by the PG&E LGP Program, which is funded by 
the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) from Public Goods Funds.  

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION 

The San Mateo County Energy Watch local government partnership program between C/CAG 
and PG&E launched over 15 years ago in 2008. The program focuses on energy efficiency and 
may also promote electrification, EV charging, and energy resilience at customer sites. C/CAG 
with PG&E, and the County’s Sustainability Department (SUST) with C/CAG, are in contract 
for SUST to manage and staff the Program through December 2025. The contract with PG&E is 
being negotiated for a calendar year 2026 and 2027 extension. This program cycle, the SMCEW 
team has coordinated with both internal and external partners to provide technical and financial 
assistance in the small business, public school, and municipal sectors. The program regularly 
collaborates with Peninsula Clean Energy. 

Two agreements make the SMCEW program possible: an agreement between C/CAG and PG&E 

ITEM 3.5 
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to provide the funding and establish the scope, and a staffing agreement between C/CAG and the 
County of San Mateo to administer the program.  
 
Agenda Item 3.3 on July 30, 2025 C/CAG Board Agenda recommends approval of Change 
Order 2 with PGE to receive an additional $1.3 million, approximately, for funding another two 
years of the San Mateo County Energy Watch SMCEW program.   
 
C/CAG-San Mateo County Staffing Agreement 
 
Since the SMCEW LGP began, C/CAG has contracted with the County of San Mateo for 
management and staffing of the program. Since the County has successfully supported the 
SMCEW program, meeting goals and developing the program, C/CAG desires to amend the 
existing agreement with the County to add funding for the County to administer the program and 
extending the end date of the agreement. This recommendation will add $1,210,250 for an 
amount not to exceed $3,855,850 and extend the end date of the agreement to December 31, 
2027. 
 
Staff presented the PGE contract amendment to the Congestion Management and Environmental 
Quality (CMEQ) Committee on May 19, 2025.  The CMEQ committee recommended approval.  
Staff presented the PGE contract amendment and the SMCEW amendment with the County to 
the July 16, 2025 RMCP Committee, which recommended both for C/CAG BOD approval.   
 
EQUITY IMPACTS AND CONSIDERATIONS 
 
The C/CAG San Mateo County Energy Watch program provides energy efficiency opportunities 
to hard-to-reach small business customers, defined as renting of leasing space, English as a 
second language, and fewer than ten employees. The Energy Watch program engages with and 
funds the efforts of community-based organizations working in communities on behalf of the 
Program. 
   
ATTACHMENTS 
 

1. Resolution 25-55. 
 
The following attachments are available on the C/CAG website (See “Additional Agenda 
Materials” for the July 30, 2025 Board Meeting) at: 
https://ccag.ca.gov/committees/board-of-directors-2/ 
 
 

2. Draft SMCEW Staffing Agreement Amendment No 3 -  
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RESOLUTION 25-55 

RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE CITY/COUNTY ASSOCIATION
OF GOVERNMENTS OF SAN MATEO COUNTY AUTHORIZING THE C/CAG 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO EXECUTE AMENDMENT NO.3 TO AN AGREEMENT
BETWEEN C/CAG AND COUNTY OF SAN MATEO SUSTAINABILITY DEPARTMENT
FOR STAFF SERVICES FOR THE SAN MATEO COUNTY ENERGY WATCH PROGRAM

ADDING $1,210,250 FOR A NEW AMOUNT NOT TO EXCEED $3,855,850 AND 
EXTENDING THE END DATE OF THE AGREEMENT TO DECEMBER 31, 2027

RESOLVED, by the Board of Directors of the City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo 
County (C/CAG) that: 

WHEREAS, for past program cycles, C/CAG and the County of San Mateo have entered into 
agreements for staff support for the San Mateo County Energy Watch (SMCEW) program from 
calendar year 2009 through December 2025; and 

WHEREAS, C/CAG entered into the current staff services agreement with the County by 
Resolution 20-19 on May 14, 2020, with subsequent amendments to the agreement, including 
Amendment No.1 by Resolution 21-74 on October 14, 2021 and Amendment No.2 by Resolution 23-
30 on May 11, 2023; and 

WHEREAS, a three-fiscal-year program cycle was fully funded by the C/CAG – PG&E Local 
Government Partnership contract, authorized to be executed by the C/CAG Chair by Resolution 20-
18, also on May 14, 2020, and Contract Change Order 1 was authorized to be executed by the C/CAG 
Chair by Resolution 23-05 on January 12, 2023, and Contract Change Order 2 will be authorized to 
be executed by the C/CAG Executive Director by Resolution 25-54 on July 30, 2025 to extend the 
C/CAG-PG&E contract to December 31, 2027 for an amount not to exceed $4,115,250; and 

WHEREAS, County staff have successfully managed and staffed the San Mateo County Energy 
Watch to the satisfaction of C/CAG; and 

WHEREAS, C/CAG desires to amend the existing agreement to allow the County to charge for 
staffing and direct consulting for the SMCEW program, adding additional funding for County staffing 
of the program and extending the end date of the agreement; and 

WHEREAS, the program is anticipated to be fully funded by the existing C/CAG – PG&E 
SMCEW program contract through December 31, 2027. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, by the Board of Directors of the City/County 
Association of Governments of San Mateo County that the Executive Director is authorized to execute 
Amendment No.3 to an agreement between C/CAG and the County for staff services for the San 
Mateo County Energy Watch program adding $1,210,250 for a new amount not to exceed $3,855,250 
and extending the end date of the agreement to December 31, 2027. Be it further resolved that the 
C/CAG Executive Director is authorized to continue negotiating and sign all documents necessary to 
effectuate the agreement, subject to approval of County Counsel. 

PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED, THIS 30TH DAY OF JULY, 2025. 

Adam Rak, Chair 67
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