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C/CAG LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE 

Meeting No. 385 

Date: Wednesday, July 30, 2025 

Time: 6:30 p.m. 

Primary Location: 1250 San Carlos 
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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 Joint meeting of the C/CAG Board of Directors/Legislative Committee 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 Receive presentation and discuss whether to “opt-in” to Senate Bill 63 (Senators 

Weiner and Arreguin) (Title: San Francisco Bay Area: Local Revenue Measure: 

Transportation Funding). INFORMATION p. 1 

2.2 Review legislative update and, if appropriate, discuss recommendation of C/CAG 

legislative policies, priorities, or positions. POSSIBLE 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


3.0 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.  

4.0 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

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


 

 

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. 

 

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: Receive presentation and discuss 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: 

 

Receive presentation and discuss 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 

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

ITEM 2.1 
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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. 

• Hybrid work arrangements rose from 44% to 63%, with most hybrid employees working 
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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 

likely be referred to the Suspense File.  
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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. 

 

Opt-In Process and Schedule 
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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 

Mateo County does not opt in to SB 63, San Mateo County will need to meet is obligation 
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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 

cent countywide sales tax expiring in 2033—is a top priority. SB 63 allows only one regional tax 
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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% 

(a) As noted above, San Francisco is considering a 1 cent sales tax as part of SB 63.   
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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.   

 

 

C/CAG Accountability Recommendations  
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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 

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

 

#  
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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

https://www.cdtfa.ca.gov/taxes-and-fees/rates.aspx
https://www.cdtfa.ca.gov/formspubs/cdtfa105.pdf
https://www.cdtfa.ca.gov/taxes-and-fees/know-your-rate.htm#:
https://www.cdtfa.ca.gov/taxes-and-fees/TaxRatesbyCountyandCity.pdf


  

 
 

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 2.2 
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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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https://ct35.capitoltrack.com/public/0/report/run?id=ee308bf5-eace-44dc-9ab1-048724e7c453
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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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