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DRAFT MINUTES 
Community Advisory Committee 

Wednesday, July 22, 2026 
 

1. Committee Meeting Call to Order 

Chair Siegal called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. 

CAC members present at Roll: Clara Baumgarten, Najuawanda Daniels, Sean Kim, Jerry 
Levine, Venecia Margarita, Austin Milford-Rosales, Rachael 
Ortega, and Kat Siegal (8) 

CAC Members Absent at Roll: Sara Barz (entered during Item 2), Phoebe Ford (entered 
during Item 6), and Diana Labaro (3)  

2. Chair’s Report – INFORMATION  

Chair Siegal reported on ongoing public outreach for the Western Addition–Geary 
Boulevard Community Study, the Bayview Caltrain Station Location Study, and the One 
Bay Area Grant (OBAG) Cycle 4 County Program, including upcoming engagement 
opportunities and anticipated CAC actions this fall. She added that CAC members 
interested in a briefing on the Bayview Caltrain Station Location Study before the 
September 9 CAC meeting should contact the Clerk of the Transportation Authority. She 
also thanked outgoing CAC member Sara Barz for her service and contributions to the 
committee. 

Vice Chair Daniels thanked Member Barz for her service on the CAC, appreciated her 
thoughtful leadership and support during committee discussions, and wished her well in 
her future endeavors. 

Member Barz thanked the Chair, Vice Chair, and staff and stated that serving on the CAC 
for the past four years was a pleasure. She added that she had decided not to seek 
reappointment, expressed confidence in her successor, and said she was saddened to 
leave the committee. 

Member Margarita thanked Member Barz for her service, commented that Member Barz 
consistently advocated for the community, and wished her well in her future endeavors. 

During public comment, Roland Lebrun thanked Member Barz for her service. He also 
stated that he was unable to find the meeting link and information about that evening's 
Bayview  Caltrain Station Location Study outreach on the Transportation Authority    
website. [The Bayview Caltrain Station Location Study Update was presented to the 
Bayview Hunters Point Citizen Advisory Committee as Item 5c at its July 22, 2026 meeting. 
The meeting agenda is available at sfplanning.org/event/bayview-hunters-point-citizen-
advisory-committee-meeting-11.] 

 

 

https://sfplanning.org/event/bayview-hunters-point-citizen-advisory-committee-meeting-11
https://sfplanning.org/event/bayview-hunters-point-citizen-advisory-committee-meeting-11
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Consent Agenda  

3. Approve the Minutes of the June 24, 2026 Meeting – ACTION 

4. Investment Report and Debt Expenditure Report for the Quarter Ended June 30, 
2026 – INFORMATION 

There was no public comment on the Consent Agenda. 

Member Margarita moved to approve the item, seconded by Member Milford-Rosales. 

The Consent Agenda was approved by the following vote: 

Ayes: CAC Members Barz, Baumgarten, Daniels, Kim, Levine, Margarita, Milford-
Rosales, Ortega, and Siegal (9) 

Absent: CAC Members Ford and Labaro (2) 

End of Consent Agenda 

5. Community Advisory Committee Ethics Training for Public Meetings— INFORMATION  

Maria Lombardo, Chief Deputy, introduced the item and Amber Maltbie, Legal Counsel, 
presented the item. 

Member Milford-Rosales asked whether tenants with leases longer than one month were 
treated the same as property owners for purposes of the program. He added that the 
language appeared to treat a one-year lease as a real property interest and asked whether 
that interpretation was correct. 

Ms. Maltbie clarified that the provision was not intended to treat fixed-term leases as real 
property interests and added that the wording could be clarified. 

Member Kim asked how CAC members should handle potential conflicts of interest when 
district-specific projects affected areas where they owned businesses. He asked whether 
members should recuse themselves under those circumstances. 

Ms. Maltbie stated that potential conflicts of interest depended on whether a decision 
could have a financial impact on a member's financial interest, not on the district 
represented. She explained that members generally should recuse themselves from 
voting on matters affecting property or businesses within 500 feet of their financial 
interest but would not be required to recuse themselves if the matter was more than1,000 
feet away. 

Member Kim asked whether he would be required to recuse himself from voting on 
transportation projects along Geary Boulevard because he owned a business there. He 
added that Geary Boulevard projects often covered long corridors and questioned how 
he could serve on the CAC if he had to recuse himself from all Geary-related projects. 

Ms. Maltbie clarified that an exception could apply if a decision affected a member's 
financial interest in the same manner as every other business along Geary Boulevard. She 
explained that conflict-of-interest determinations depended on the specific vote and 
added that the described situation would likely qualify for an exception allowing the 
member to participate because the law was not intended to prevent everyone affected 
from voting.  She noted that this was a good example of why CAC members should reach 
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out to staff in advance to discuss a possible conflict of interest, as staff may need a little 
time to make a determination based on the particular situation. 

There was no public comment.  

6. Adopt a Motion of Support to Approve the State and Federal Legislative Update — 
ACTION  

Amber Crabbe, Senior Public Policy Manager, presented the item per the staff 
memorandum. 

Member Levine stated that he supported the Senate Bill (SB) 1246 but believed it did not 
go far enough because it did not provide local authorities with the ability to enforce traffic 
violations involving autonomous vehicles (AVs). He added that construction contractors 
could be valuable supporters of future legislation because AVs created challenges in 
construction zones by blocking construction vehicle access. 

Ms. Crabbe stated that staff was developing the state and federal legislative advocacy 
program for the upcoming legislative session, which would provide an opportunity to 
consider additional issues while acknowledging that issues would remain to be addressed 
even if SB 1246 passed. 

Member Ortega stated that she would abstain from voting because her husband worked 
for a self-driving company and she believed she may have a financial interest related to 
the matter.  

Member Barz asked whether the intent of SB 1246 was to provide emergency responders 
with greater control over AVs that became immobilized and blocked streets during 
incidents. She also requested an explanation of SB 1216, the budget trailer bill. 

Ms. Crabbe explained that SB 1246 was intended as an initial step to prepare for 
increased AV deployment, such as providing emergency responders with the ability to put 
the car in neutral or turn it off so they could be move if necessary. She added that Mayor 
David Lurie recently issued a letter to the state requesting action to help address his 
concerns around AV interactions with emergency responders. 

Member Barz also requested an explanation of SB 1216 and potential impacts of recent 
Cap-and-Invest program changes on transit capital and operating programs. She asked 
whether SB 1216 would effectively eliminate the availability of Cap-and-Invest funding for 
projects such as the SFMTA Train Control Upgrade Project.  

Ms. Crabbe explained that the Cap-and-Invest expenditure plan was revised by the state 
legislature in 2025 and that transit capital, transit operations, and affordable housing 
programs were assigned to Tier 3 as a lower funding priority in the revised expenditure 
plan. She continued by stating that in early 2026 the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) changed the way Cap-and-Invest revenues were collected. Further, she said that 
because the CARB action would reduce the total available Cap-and-Invest revenue, less 
funding, if any, would likely be available for those Tier 3 programs.  Ms. Crabbe said that 
SB 1216 would delay distribution of the bulk of the Cap-and-Invest funding until the 
legislature identified an alternative way to fund Tier 3. 

Member Barz asked whether SB 1216 was intended to allow the legislature to reconsider 
distribution of the Cap-and-Invest funding. 

Ms. Crabbe confirmed that was correct. 
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Member Margarita asked about SB 1246 and referenced a recent incident in District 9 in 
which she said an AV blocked an ambulance from reaching a resident experiencing a 
stroke. She asked whether the bill would apply retroactively. 

Ms. Crabbe stated that SB 1246 was not intended to apply retroactively. 

Member Baumgarten asked whether SB 1246 provided a mechanism for the public to 
report incidents that AV companies might not have self-reported and whether the bill's 
incident reporting provisions addressed that issue. 

Ms. Crabbe replied saying that the bill did not address public reporting of incidents. 

Member Baumgarten said it would be beneficial to provide a mechanism for the public to 
report AV incidents or require companies to incorporate reporting into their platforms, 
rather than relying on companies to self-report. She indicated support for amendments to 
SB 1246 to establish automatic penalties for violations rather than requiring cities and 
counties to file lawsuits to recover amounts owed. 

Ms. Crabbe clarified that earlier SB 1246 language did not require a civil suit to seek 
penalties, but a subsequent amendment added that requirement to the bill. 

Member Milford-Rosales asked whether the bill's $10,000 civil penalty for blocking 
emergency vehicles for more than 30 minutes had already been negotiated or whether it 
could still be amended to reduce the 30-minute threshold. He referenced a recent AV 
outage that blocked traffic and SFMTA T-Third service and noted that incidents that last 
less than 30 minutes could still have significant consequences.  

Ms. Crabbe noted that it was late in the legislative process because bills needed to be 
approved by the Legislature by the end of August. She said staff would raise the issue with 
the bill's author. She added that SB 1246 was a first step and that staff would also consider 
CAC comments when developing future legislative priorities around Avs. 

Member Milford-Rosales said he supported SB 1246 and looked forward to future efforts 
to strengthen AV regulation. He then asked staff to provide a summary of the status of SB 
1167 and its definitions for electric bicycles, specifically how the bill distinguished 
between electric bicycles and more dangerous motorized vehicles. 

Martin Reyes, Principal Transportation Planner, Government Affairs, stated that the 
Transportation Authority currently had a support position on SB 1167 (Blakespear). He 
explained that the bill clarified the definition of an electric bicycle and established 
prohibitions on manufacturers marketing vehicles as electric bicycles when they did not 
meet the bill's definition. He stated that staff reviewed approximately 10 e-bike bills at the 
beginning of the legislative session covering a range of issues. He explained that most of 
the bills were no longer proceeding, while SB 1167 and another e-bike bill by 
Assemblymember Wilson continued to move forward. He added that he could provide 
additional information after the meeting. 

Chair Siegal stated that she supported the recommended support if amended position on 
SB 1246, although she was disappointed that the bill had been weakened and hoped it 
would serve as a starting point for future efforts. She thanked staff for monitoring SB 1216 
and working with stakeholders and urged the Board to take stronger action to help secure 
funding for affected programs. She explained that the funding supports SFMTA capital 
projects as well as Muni's free and discounted fare programs. 
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During public comment, Edward Mason stated there should be legislation to require 
licenses for bicyclists and scooters. He recommended charging AV manufacturers a fee to 
test vehicles in San Francisco. 

Member Milford-Rosales moved to approve the item, seconded by Member Barz. 

The item was approved by the following vote: 

Ayes: CAC Members Barz, Baumgarten, Daniels, Ford, Kim, Levine, Margarita, Milford-
Rosales, and Siegal (9) 

Absent: CAC Member Labaro (1) 

Abstention: CAC Member Ortega (1) 

7. San Francisco Transportation Plan 2050+ Update — INFORMATION  

Rachel Hiatt, Deputy Director for Planning, introduced the item and Suany Chough, 
Assistant Deputy Director for Planning, presented the item. 

Member Ford asked whether the proposed $80 billion investment plan would serve as a 
distributional guideline for allocating funding after 2050, including directing 67% of the 
funds to transit operations. 

Ms. Chough explained that the investment plan covers the period through 2050 and 
establishes funding priorities but does not commit funding to specific projects or 
programs. She added that the proposed funding levels were based on identified needs 
and were intended to address those needs. 

Member Ford referenced her experience with an annual planning process and stated that 
she viewed the SFTP as identifying goals without clearly describing the actions that would 
achieve them. She asked how the plan would improve transportation reliability given its 
stated objectives. 

Ms. Chough explained that the SFTP is a long-term funding plan and therefore does not 
provide project-level implementation details. She added that the plan identifies broad 
funding priorities, including transit maintenance, and assumes funding levels for agencies 
such as SFMTA, BART, and Caltrain over the next 25 to 30 years. 

Ms. Hiatt explained that the SFTP’s funding needs and investment priorities were 
developed from detailed estimates for individual projects and project categories, 
including transit maintenance, major transit projects, bicycle infrastructure, and roadway 
maintenance that were developed for Plan Bay Area, the region’s long-range 
transportation plan.  

Member Ford asked whether the SFTP included a list of planned, cost-estimated, and 
prioritized projects organized by the plan's goals and whether the investment plan 
identified how much of the documented need could be funded based on available 
resources. 

Ms. Chough explained that the SFTP identifies some individual projects but that most of 
the funding is organized by program rather than by specific projects, such as individual 
curb ramps. 

Chief Deputy Director Maria Lombardo explained that the SFTP serves as a 30-year 
investment vision for San Francisco rather than a programming document that assigns 
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funding to specific projects. She stated that most transportation funding was already 
committed to existing purposes, such as transit operations, leaving only a limited amount 
of discretionary funding where this was a choice about how to use that funding. She 
continued by reiterating that the SFTP, like Plan Bay Area, generally organizes investments 
into broad funding categories, with limited project-specific exceptions – typically for major 
capital projects with air quality impacts, and that it serves as a guide for future funding 
priorities and project selection.  She ended by noting that programming or assigning 
funds to specific projects typically happen through efforts such as the Prop L 5-Year 
Prioritization Programs 

Member Barz asked why staff prepared a long-range transportation plan. 

Ms. Chough explained that the SFTP was developed in part to satisfy regional planning 
requirements and to inform Plan Bay Area. She stated that staff used regional growth and 
revenue projections to develop the plan, establish local priorities, and provide input to 
the regional planning process. She added that inclusion in the regional plan was required 
for some projects to qualify for certain funding sources. 

Ms. Lombardo added that the update before the CAC was a minor update and that it was 
occurring during a period of uncertainty regarding transit funding as multiple Bay Area 
operators – including Muni, BART, and Caltrain, continued to struggle with lower revenues 
and travel behavior changes post-pandemic. She explained that previous versions of the 
SFTP informed reauthorization of the local sales tax that led to Prop K and Prop L.  She 
stated that future major updates would likely be used to inform consideration of new local 
or other revenue sources, but this minor update had less focus on that area given efforts 
already underway to address the transit fiscal cliff such as the regional and local measures 
on the November ballot. 

Member Barz stated that a 30-year planning horizon was difficult to compare with shorter-
term planning processes and asked whether staff prepared the long-range transportation 
plan because it was required as part of the regional transportation planning process led 
by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) pursuant to state and federal 
requirements. 

Ms. Hiatt confirmed Member Barz's understanding and explained that the SFTP brings 
together the funding needs and priorities of multiple transportation modes and 
operators, including Caltrans, into a single countywide planning process. She added that 
individual operators prepare their own capital improvement plans, while the SFTP allows 
priorities to be evaluated across agencies and transportation modes. 

Member Barz asked how public outreach influenced the SFTP and whether the feedback 
resulted in changes to the plan or staff’s planning priorities. 

Ms. Chough explained that the draft investment plan was revised to reflect lower 
projected revenues since it needed to be financially constrained. She stated that public 
outreach reinforced staff’s recommendation to maintain high levels of investment in transit 
operations, transit maintenance, and street and freeway maintenance, and that feedback 
supporting reliable transit helped shape the Vision Plan's investment priorities. 

Member Barz stated that, based on the outreach results, she would have prioritized 
additional investment in expanded transit service and said that staff should bring future 
funding tradeoffs and investment options to the CAC for discussion before finalizing 
recommendations. She added that the discussion improved her understanding of the 
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purpose of the SFTP and encouraged staff to involve the CAC more directly in future 
decision-making. 

Ms. Hiatt explained that major transit expansion priorities are evaluated during major 
updates to the SFTP and explained that the current investment scenario was based on 
priorities established during the 2022 major update and the San Francisco Transit 
Strategy. She added that the investment scenario included funding for several major 
transit expansion projects at varying levels and that some projects received only partial 
funding to support continued advancement. She concluded by noting that the next major 
update would provide an opportunity to reconsider San Francisco's transit expansion 
priorities and said that the Board already directed staff to consider that issue. 

Member Ortega stated that she agreed with Members Ford and Barz regarding the need 
for greater emphasis on major transit improvements. She said that she would like the next 
major update to include a comprehensive review of SFMTA's transit network, including 
whether routes should remain primarily downtown-oriented. She also asked how the SFTP 
accounted for long-term inflation, population projections, and post-pandemic recovery 
trends in developing its 30-year funding assumptions. 

Ms. Chough explained that the minor update relied on MTC projections [which the 
Transportation Authority provided input to] rather than a comprehensive reassessment of 
costs and revenues and that those projections resulted in about a 12% reduction in 
anticipated revenues. She stated that the next major update would include a ground-up 
analysis of costs and revenues. She added that the current plan expressed costs in 
constant 2020 dollars and that the next major update would use MTC's year-of-
expenditure methodology. 

Member Ortega stated that clearly identifying the use of constant-dollar and year-of-
expenditure cost estimates would help improve understanding of project budgets. She 
said that staff should address opportunities to lower project costs in future updates, where 
appropriate, and explain any such efforts. She also said that staff should include an 
overlay graph comparing the unconstrained and constrained investment scenarios to 
illustrate the differences more clearly. 

Member Baumgarten stated that she appreciated the SFTPs long-term vision. She asked 
whether improvements to transit reliability, frequency, and on-time performance identified 
through public outreach were funded through the transit operations budget or a different 
funding category. 

Ms. Chough explained that improvements to transit reliability were supported through 
both transit operations and major transit projects. She stated that lower-cost 
improvements, such as transit priority lanes, signal priority, boarding islands, and other 
Muni Forward improvements, helped improve transit speed and reliability, while major 
transit projects, such as new routes and grade separations, fell under the major transit 
projects category. 

Member Baumgarten stated that she believed the SFTP reflected the interests of District 
3. She asked how community members could continue providing input as the plan 
evolved and whether future opportunities for public feedback would be available so CAC 
members could help share information with their communities. 

Ms. Chough explained that the next major update would provide the primary opportunity 
for public input on the SFTP. She said that staff would pursue more robust outreach, 
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particularly in communities with large populations of non-English speakers, by meeting 
residents where they are, such as at community events and farmers markets. She added 
that staff would welcome the CAC's assistance in promoting outreach efforts and 
engaging community members in future planning activities. 

Ms. Lombardo explained that the SFTP primarily was intended to guide funding levels for 
broad program categories rather than specific projects, while the CAC also had 
opportunities to provide input on prioritizing specific projects and locations through 
separate planning and fund programming processes such as the sales tax 5-Year 
Prioritization Programs.  

Member Kim stated that improving transit reliability required evaluating post-pandemic 
travel demand and adjusting transit service accordingly. He explained that recent 
experiences with Caltrain and SFMTA service following major events illustrated the need 
to better align service frequency and operating schedules with actual demand, including 
evenings and weekends. He added that transit operations funding should include analysis 
of travel patterns and demand to support service planning. 

Chair Siegal asked for the total cumulative unfunded need in the updated SFTP.  Ms. 
Chough replied that she could follow up with that information.  Chair Siegal then stated 
that she valued the SFTP as a public resource that informed her understanding of funding 
priorities and supported discussions about future revenue sources. She added that she 
looked forward to reviewing the final, more detailed report. 

During public comment, Edward Mason stated that he questioned assumptions regarding 
job growth and major transit investments based on his views about demographic trends, 
travel behavior, and broader societal conditions. He added that changing transportation 
preferences, including the use of rideshare services, should be considered when 
evaluating transportation needs. He asked whether new major transit projects were 
affordable given those concerns. 

Roland Lebrun stated that he believed the current approach to transportation planning 
was ineffective and advocated for a more coordinated regional strategy. He added that he 
supported developing a single integrated transportation corridor extending from Gilroy 
to the North Bay under one managing entity. He also stated that Link21 should be 
included in those regional planning efforts. 

Other Items  

8. Introduction of New Business – INFORMATION 

Member Levine asked for an update on the Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit project comparing 
current conditions with conditions before the project was completed. He asked staff to 
prepare a study for CAC members, rather than a presentation, reporting on the project's 
results as of 2026. 

Member Margarita asked whether staff could evaluate the Silver Avenue area in District 9, 
including Sweeny Street between Silver Avenue and Princeton Street, to identify potential 
safety improvements. She stated that the area lacked sufficient traffic-calming measures 
and referenced a pedestrian fatality and multiple hit-and-run collisions. She said that staff 
should pursue preventive improvements to slow traffic and improve pedestrian safety. 

There was no public comment.  
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9. Public Comment 

During public comment, Roland Lebrun stated that he experienced audio and video 
issues while attending meetings of the Transbay Joint Powers Authority (TJPA). He said 
that the Transportation Authority's meeting audio and video setup worked well and he 
encouraged staff to share the camera arrangement and audiovisual technology with the 
TJPA.. 

10. Adjournment 

The meeting was adjourned at 8:25 p.m. 


