
 

 

 

  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 SPECIAL JOINT MEETING NOTICE 
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Meeting No. 385 
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***HYBRID MEETING - IN-PERSON AND BY VIDEOCONFERENCE*** 

 

This meeting of the C/CAG Board Special Joint Meeting with the C/CAG Legislative Committee 

was held both in person and via teleconference. Members of the public were able to participate 

remotely through the Zoom platform or attend in person. 

 

1.0 CALL TO ORDER/ ROLL CALL  

 

Chair Adam Rak called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.  Roll call was taken. 

 
 

AGENCY: 

 

IN-PERSON: 

 

ABSENT: 

 

REMOTE 

AB 2449 

REMOTE 

Publicly 

Accessible 

Teleconference 

Location: 

Atherton Elizabeth Lewis    

Burlingame Andrea Pappajohn    

Millbrae Anders Fung    

Foster City Stacy Jiminez    

Pacifica Greg Wright    

San Bruno Michael Salazar    

San Carlos Adam Rak    

South San Francisco Eddie Flores    

San Mateo County Lisa Gauthier    

MTC Gina Papan - Chair    

 

 Other members of the public were in attendance remotely via the Zoom platform or in person. 

 

2.0 PRESENTATIONS / ANNOUNCEMENTS 

 

Staff requested a change to the agenda order for the Special Joint Meeting, proposing to switch 

Items 2.1 and 2.2. 
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Board Member Manalo MOVED approval to switch Items 2.1 and 2.2.  Board Member 

Lewis SECONDED.  MOTION CARRIED 21-0-0 

 

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

legislative policies, priorities, or positions.                                  NO ACTION TAKEN 

 

 Staff explained that Item 2.2 was moved earlier in the agenda to allow a smoother transition 

into the Board’s discussion and action on SB 63 (Item 2.1). A legislative update was 

included in the packet. 

  

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 

 

 C/CAG staff presented an overview of Senate Bill 63, a regional transportation funding 

measure co-sponsored by Senators Wiener and Arreguin. SB 63 proposes a sales tax of 

either ¼ or ½ cent to address declining farebox revenues post-pandemic and support 

regional transit operations. 

 

 The measure is intended to appear on the November 2026 ballot and would require a 

majority vote (50% +1) for passage. It is structured as a citizens' initiative and currently 

includes San Francisco, Alameda, and Contra Costa counties. San Mateo and Santa Clara 

counties must decide whether to opt in. 

 

Key Points from Staff Presentation: 

• Transit ridership has not fully recovered (Caltrain at 55%, BART at 41% of 2019 

levels). 

• A ½-cent tax would raise approximately $120M annually; a ¼-cent tax would raise 

$60M. 

• San Mateo County’s financial obligations include: 

o Caltrain (through JPB participation) 

o BART and Muni, based on boarding share 

• Polling indicates public support for both tax levels. 

• “Return to source” revenue under a ½-cent option would generate approximately 

$47M annually for SamTrans. 

• Staff recommended a ½-cent opt-in contingent on clear accountability and return-to-

source provisions. 

 

Accountability Framework 

Assemblymember Diane Papan has proposed a Regional Oversight Committee 

(ROC) to ensure performance-based funding, with metrics including cleanliness, 

safety, equitable access, and regional equity. Proposed ROC members would include 

representatives from SamTrans, TA, C/CAG, the County Board (non-supervisor), and 

the County Controller. 

 

Board and Committee Discussion 

Members raised the following key concerns and comments: 

• Equity and Service Coverage: Representatives from Coastside jurisdictions 

(Pacifica, Half Moon Bay, Brisbane) emphasized the need for return-to-source funds 

to support underserved communities, including microtransit and last-mile service 
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enhancements. 

• Structural Reform: Members called for long-term transit governance reform and

greater system integration across agencies.

• Accountability: Members expressed skepticism regarding past performance,

particularly by BART, and stressed the need for enforceable accountability measures

before opting in.

• Return to Source Usage: SamTrans noted that return-to-source funding would

support strategic initiatives including zero-emission fleet conversion, yard expansion,

and resilience investments. A public process will guide the use of these funds.

Staff Recommendation 

C/CAG staff recommended that the SamTrans Board opt San Mateo County into the 

SB 63 measure at the ½-cent tax level, subject to: 

• Inclusion of clear performance and accountability standards.

• Strong return-to-source provisions for local control and equity.

• Alignment with C/CAG's legislative and policy priorities.

Next Steps 

• SamTrans Board will consider the opt-in decision at its August 6 meeting.

• C/CAG will transmit its recommendation and accountability framework to the

SamTrans Board and San Mateo County state delegation.

Public Comments 

Members of the public expressed broad support for San Mateo County opting into SB 

63 at the ½-cent sales tax level. Comments emphasized the urgency of funding to 

prevent transit service cuts, the need for regional coordination, and the importance of 

accountability. 

• SPUR, SAMCEDA, and Seamless Bay Area representatives praised San Mateo

County’s engagement and urged support for regional solutions with clear oversight.

• Transportation Authority Chair Romero noted the TA’s recommendation to

participate in SB 63 while reviewing proposed accountability language, warning

against unilateral standards.

• Residents from Menlo Park, Foster City, and San Francisco shared personal

experiences as transit users and emphasized that high-quality, well-funded transit

benefits the region socially, economically, and environmentally.

• Multiple speakers stressed that transit is essential for daily life and that deteriorating

service would push riders back to driving, worsening congestion.

Legislative Committee Chair Gina Papan

Chair Papan outlined the rationale behind proposed amendments to SB 63 to ensure 

San Mateo County receives fair representation and return on investment. She 

emphasized that: 

• San Mateo County is uniquely impacted, being asked to contribute substantially to

out-of-county transit agencies (e.g., BART and Muni) without proportional

representation or guaranteed benefits.

• Unlike prior measures such as RM3, SB 63 lacks built-in return-to-source formulas or

local oversight protections.

• Without safeguards, the bill could institutionalize a flow of funds to outside agencies

without service guarantees for San Mateo County residents.

She urged the Board to:
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• Support the staff recommendation to opt in at the ½-cent level.

• Simultaneously advocate for the proposed amendments, which include enforceable

accountability, equitable service improvements, and a stronger voice for San Mateo

County.

• Use this opportunity to send a unified message to state legislators and SamTrans

regarding local priorities, especially around Coastside service and return-to-source

investments.

Chair Papan concluded by noting that these accountability amendments have been 

requested for weeks and should be advanced now to strengthen the measure before it 

reaches voters. 

Following public comments and final remarks, the joint meeting of the C/CAG Board 

of Directors and Legislative Committee was adjourned. A five-minute break was 

taken before commencing the C/CAG Special Board Meeting. 

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.  

No other public comments were received. 

4.0 ADJOURNMENT – 7:28 p.m. 
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