
 

 MINUTES 

MEETING OF THE SAN DIEGO METROPOLITAN TRANSIT SYSTEM 

PUBLIC SECURITY COMMITTEE (PSC) 

April 10, 2026 

 [Clerk’s note: Except where noted, public, staff and Committee member comments are 
paraphrased. The full comment can be heard by reviewing the recording at the MTS website.] 

1. Roll Call 

Chair Montgomery Steppe called the Public Security Committee meeting to order at 1:02 
p.m. A roll call sheet listing Public Security Committee member attendance is attached 
as Attachment A.   

2. Public Comments 

There were no Public Comments.  

3. Approval of Minutes 

Committee Member Hall moved to approve the minutes of the October 9, 2025, MTS 
Public Security Committee meeting. Vice Chair Dillard seconded the motion, and the 
vote was 6 to 0 in favor, with Committee Member Fernandez absent.  

DISCUSSION ITEMS 

4. Special Investigator Program Overview (Dan Brislin) 

Dan Brislin, MTS Director of Transit Security and Passenger Safety, presented on the 
Special Investigator Program Overview. He provided details on: MTS specialized 
positions, special investigator, overview, primary focus: crimes against persons, citation 
case submissions, examples of case results, mentorship and training roles, major 
incident response, organizational impact, future goals, mission statement and K-9 ASKA 
retired. 
 
Public Comment 

There were no Public Comments.  

Committee Comment  

Committee Member Goble asked how cases are handled when incidents occur across 
multiple jurisdictions within the transit system and inquired whether cases are referred to 
the City Attorney with jurisdiction over the location of the incident or if another process is 
followed. Mr. Brislin explained that cases may be referred to either the appropriate 
prosecuting agency or the District Attorney, depending on the circumstances. He noted 
that staff are currently developing procedures in coordination with the District Attorney´s 
Office and are in the process of implementing those procedures. He stated that the 
effectiveness of the process will continue to be evaluated as it is put into practice. 
Committee Member Goble asked whether an incident occurring in the City of El Cajon 
would involve the El Cajon Police Department or a District Attorney investigator. Mr. 
Brislin responded that the department´s investigator would coordinate with detectives or 
supervisors from the jurisdiction where the incident occurred, either by transferring the 
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case or providing support during major incidents. He explained that the department’s 
investigator provides guidance and operational support to the responding agency. 
Committee Member Goble asked whether the process would assist law enforcement 
agencies in identifying individuals who commit offenses across multiple jurisdictions 
within the transit system and help connect related cases. Mr. Brislin responded that this 
type of coordination is one of the primary responsibilities of Ron Bailiff, MTS Special 
Investigator, who works closely with Josh Ortiz, MTS Operational and Crime Data 
Analyst, to identify patterns of criminal activity occurring across multiple jurisdictions. He 
explained that an individual may commit offenses in San Diego, La Mesa, El Cajon or 
other jurisdictions without those agencies being aware of the related incidents and noted 
that the main goal is to bring agencies together, share information, and leverage MTS’s 
unique position across multiple service areas to help identify and connect criminal 
activity occurring throughout the transit system. Committee Member Goble commented 
that an individual could commit a crime at a station within one city, ride the trolley, and 
commit another crime elsewhere on the system, and without communication between 
agencies there may not be a correlation between the incidents. Committee Member 
Goble stated that he hoped that was the type of coordinated approach being pursued. 

Karen Landers, General Counsel, added that the effort to strengthen coordination with 
the District Attorney’s Office and local law enforcement agencies stemmed from 
situations in which victims of incidents on the transit system chose not to pursue charges 
and explained that this created challenges for the agency, as MTS seeks to maintain a 
safe transit environment, support victims, and prevent similar incidents from reoccurring. 
Ms. Landers stated that the process began through discussions with the San Diego City 
Attorney’s Office regarding whether legislative changes would be necessary for MTS to 
be recognized as a victim in cases where an individual declined to participate in 
prosecution. She added that through those discussions, MTS staff determined that 
additional legislation was not required, and that MTS could be considered a victim when 
criminal activity occurs on the transit system. Ms. Landers explained that MTS and 
prosecuting agencies have worked collaboratively to identify the documentation needed 
to support prosecution efforts and noted that MTS is often able to provide strong 
evidence, including video footage, photographs, reports, and witness statements. She 
expressed that as incidents occur, staff continue refining the process to ensure complete 
case packages can be provided to prosecuting agencies and facilitate a smooth 
transition for victims who may later choose to participate as witnesses. Ms. Landers 
noted that staff, with the support of Mr. Bailiff, have been working to formalize these 
procedures and create a process that can be easily followed by all parties involved. She 
added that MTS frequently works with the San Diego City Attorney’s Office and, when 
necessary, the San Diego Police Department. Ms. Landers explained that other 
jurisdictions may have additional capacity to assist with investigations and that cases 
may also be referred to local law enforcement agencies and the District Attorney’s 
Office, as appropriate. Ms. Landers further stated that MTS is committed to working 
collaboratively with both prosecuting agencies and local law enforcement partners and 
expressed hope that the agency’s efforts with the San Diego City Attorney’s Office will 
continue to develop successfully and that, in the future, MTS may be able to establish 
similar formal process directly with the District Attorney’s Office. Ms. Landers noted that 
MTS faces many of the same challenges as other jurisdictions, particularly those related 
to limited resources within the City of San Diego.  
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Chair Montgomery Steppe thanked MTS staff for the presentation and noted that the 
topic had been discussed by the Committee over the past several years.  

Committee Member Hall sought clarification regarding situations in which a victim 
chooses not to pursue charges and whether MTS could continue moving forward with 
the case and stated that this was an approach he had supported for some time. 
Additionally, Committee Member Hall shared that he regularly reviews incident reports 
and has observed numerous cases involving employees, where victims declined to 
press charges. He expressed support for MTS being recognized as a victim and 
pursuing prosecution when an individual victim chooses not to participate. Committee 
Member Hall asked how the agency handles situations in which an individual who has 
been permanently banned from the transit system is later observed riding transit. Mr. 
Brislin responded that the agency’s current ban process is administrative in nature, 
whereas bans associated with criminal cases sent to the City Attorney’s Office are 
considered criminal bans.  

Committee Member Rodriguez thanked MTS staff for the presentation and stated that he 
found the information very insightful. He expressed his belief that, to continue increasing 
ridership, the agency must provide a safe transit experience and expand the system in a 
manner that supports families and children. Committee Member Rodriguez emphasized 
the importance of maintaining a safe environment for all riders and noted that he has 
personally observed incidents of inappropriate and lewd conduct occurring within the 
transit system, which he found unacceptable. He expressed that he supports efforts to 
enhance public safety, noting that a safe environment is essential to the continued 
growth and success of the public transit system.  

Vice Chair Dillard thanked MTS staff for the report and stated that she was pleased to 
see the addition of the new positions and the enhancements made to the department 
under Mr. Brislin’s leadership. Referring to the discussion regarding the Homeless 
Outreach Team (H.O.T.), Vice Chair Dillard asked whether the program receives 
donations of food, clothing, or other resources. Mr. Brislin shared that Cynthia Rogers, 
H.O.T. Code Compliance Inspector, has been a member of the team since its inception 
and actively seeks donations in her spare time to support outreach efforts. He 
commended Ms. Rogers for her dedication and described her as an engaged and 
outstanding employee. Vice Chair Dillard thanked staff for the information.  

Chair Montgomery Steppe thanked MTS staff once again for the presentation and 
expressed her appreciation for the information provided. She specifically highlighted the 
discussion regarding incidents that occur across multiple jurisdictions and emphasized 
the importance of communication and coordination among law enforcement agencies to 
effectively address issues occurring throughout the transit system.  

Action Taken 

Informational item only. No action taken. 

5. Proposed Revisions to Ordinance No. 2 Relating to Proof of Fare Payment by 
Passengers, Ordinance No. 5 Relating to the Enforcement Authorities of 
Designated MTS Employees, and Actions on Transit Vehicles, Transit Facilities, 
Trolley Stations and Bus Stops (Samantha Leslie) 
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Samantha Leslie, MTS Deputy General Counsel, presented on Proposed Revisions to 
Ordinance No. 2 Relating to Proof of Fare Payment by Passengers, Ordinance No. 5 
Relating to the Enforcement Authorities of Designated MTS Employees, and Actions on 
Transit Vehicles, Transit Facilities, Trolley Stations and Bus Stops. She provided details 
on: Board Adoption Ordinances, Ordinance No. 5, assaults against MTS employees and 
passengers, trespassing, weapons, Ordinance No. 13, Ordinance No. 2, and staff 
recommendation. 
 
Public Comment 

There were no Public Comments.  

Committee Comment  

Chair Montgomery Steppe thanked MTS staff for the presentation and commented that 
the proposed amendments appeared to be primarily ordinance updates and 
housekeeping measures that align with the agency’s ongoing efforts to modernize the 
system. She asked whether the proposed trespassing ordinance would require the 
posting of signs or whether the ordinance itself would be sufficient for enforcement 
purposes. Ms. Leslie responded that, in some areas of MTS right-of-way, signage is 
already posted indicating “No Trespassing” and explained that such signage may be 
used in conjunction with the ordinance when individuals enter unauthorized areas, 
particularly near rail facilities. Ms. Leslie noted that Mr. Brislin could provide additional 
clarification regarding enforcement practices and confirmed that trespass-related 
situations generally involve posted signage and explained that enforcement under Penal 
Code Section 602 is subject to different requirements and thresholds. Chair Montgomery 
Steppe reminded the committee that action was needed on the item. 

Action Taken 

Committee Member Hall moved to accept that the Public Security Committee move 
forward a recommendation to the MTS Board of Directors to adopt the proposed 
amendments to: 1) Ordinance No. 2 (An Ordinance Requiring Proof of Fare Payment by 
Passengers using the San Diego Trolley) (Attachment A); 2) Ordinance No. 5 (An 
Ordinance relating to the Enforcement Authorities of Designated MTS Employees) 
(Attachment B); and 3) MTS Ordinance No. 13 (An Ordinance Regarding Prohibited 
Conduct Onboard Transit Vehicles and Prohibited Actions on or About a Transit Facility, 
Trolley Station or Bus Stop) (Attachment C).  Vice Chair Dillard seconded the motion, 
and the vote was 6 to 0 in favor with Committee Member Fernandez absent. 

6. Administrative Penalty Program under Public Utilities Code section 99580 for Fare 
Evasion and Passenger Conduct Violations (Karen Landers) 

Karen Landers, MTS General Counsel, presented on Administrative Penalty Program 
under Public Utilities Code section 99580 for Fare Evasion and Passenger Conduct 
Violations. She presented on: Passenger safety & comfort and financial sustainability, 
passenger conduct- rules for riding, MTS’s fare enforcement model: hybrid, 
administrative penalty program, PSC direction, draft Ordinance No. 14 (Section 99580 
Penalty Program) administrative penalty, eligible violations, excluded violations, 
disqualifying factors, other features, estimated costs, timeline if PSC votes to proceed, 
and staff recommendation. 
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Public Comment 

There were no Public Comments.  

Committee Comment  

Chair Montgomery Steppe asked whether MTS staff anticipated renewing the agency’s 
current security contract. Ms. Landers responded that discussions regarding the contract 
were ongoing and noted that the current agreement is scheduled to expire at the end of 
the calendar year. Chair Montgomery Steppe commented that she views the agency’s 
public safety efforts as a part of a broader ecosystem. She referenced the committee’s 
previous discussions regarding violations that most significantly impact an individual’s 
sense of safety while using the transit system. She stated that, with respect to fare 
evasion, much of the feedback she has received centers on fostering a culture in which 
all riders are expected to pay their fare and ensuring that the committee supports that 
objective.  

Chair Montgomery Steppe also noted the committee’s continued efforts to balance 
accountability by minimizing the long-term impacts that fines and penalties may have on 
individuals seeking to regain stability, such as obtaining housing or re-entering the 
workforce. She continued by stating that addressing these issues required distinguishing 
between the various types of violations and their respective impacts on the transit 
system. Chair Montgomery Steppe expressed that the discussion demonstrated the 
importance of fare payment while also recognizing that an administrative process could 
provide accountability without resulting in a criminal record, reserving criminal 
enforcement as a last resort. She also clarified that MTS would continue to have the 
authority to issue exclusion orders prohibiting individuals from using the transit system 
and that violations that are not eligible for the administrative process could still be 
addressed through the criminal process. She asked what occurred after the 21-day 
deadline expired and no response was received. Ms. Landers provided background on 
the current process, explaining that under the applicable statute, an individual has 21 
days from the date a citation is issued to request an initial review and contest the citation 
and upon receiving a timely request, MTS would review the circumstances surrounding 
the citation, take into consideration the basis of the appeal, and then issue a written 
response. She further explained that while there is no set deadline for MTS to complete 
the initial review, staff would generally anticipate issuing a decision within approximately 
10 days and if the appeal is successful, the citation would be dismissed. Ms. Landers 
noted that if the initial review upholds the citation, the patron will have an additional 21-
days to request an administrative hearing, if no hearing is requested within that 
timeframe, the initial review decision becomes final.  

Chair Montgomery Steppe asked whether the $75 citation amount would then become 
due. Ms. Landers confirmed and explained that the initial review process effectively 
extends the timeframe for payment of the $75 citation. She further stated that, under the 
current statute, individuals requesting an administrative hearing are required to prepay 
the citation amount before the hearing can be scheduled. Ms. Landers noted that the 
agency is required to adopt a policy establishing criteria for demonstrating the inability to 
pay and once sufficient documentation is provided, MTS may defer the required 
prepayment of the citation until after the administrative hearing. She added in case the 
appeal is denied, additional options may be made available, including community 
service, deferred payment, or an installment payment plan for the applicable fine. 
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Chair Montgomery Steppe thanked MTS staff for the presentation and stated that she 
had initially considered extending the appeal timeline but concluded that the existing 
process appeared sufficient. She recalled that discussions regarding the administrative 
fare enforcement program have been ongoing since 2019 and acknowledged MTS 
leadership for initiating the American Public Transportation Association (APTA) peer 
review conducted in September 2020. She noted that one of the recommendations 
resulting from the peer review was the implementation of an administrative fare 
enforcement program, along with other initiatives promoting a more inclusive and holistic 
approach to public safety. Chair Montgomery Steppe commended MTS staff for their 
responsiveness in advancing those recommendations and stated that she supports 
moving the proposed administrative process forward to the full Board and expressed her 
support for the proposed timeline. She also encouraged the committee to consider the 
agency’s upcoming security services contract and the costs associated with 
implementing the program. Chair Montgomery Steppe referred to the recent budget 
discussions at the Executive Committee. She made mention of the agency’s current 
financial challenges and emphasized the importance of identifying funding sources for 
the estimated $400,000 annual implementation cost. She concluded by stating that she 
supports prioritizing the administrative program and believes the proposed timeline will 
allow the committee to continue thoughtful discussions regarding implementation and 
funding. 

Committee Member Hall asked how the costs associated with the proposed 
administrative fare enforcement program compare to the agency’s current process. Ms. 
Landers responded that the proposed program would represent new implementation 
costs. She explained that the current Diversion Program generates approximately 
$12,000 in annual revenue, with an additional $20,000 to $40,000 received through the 
Court. Ms. Landers noted that this revenue would no longer be collected under the 
proposed model, as MTS would instead collect the administrative fines directly, which 
are expected to range from $75 to $125. She stated that staff’s analysis reflects the new 
program costs after accounting for the anticipated change in revenue. Ms. Landers 
further explained that there would be a one-time cost of $375,000, with annual costs 
estimated to range between $340,000 and $500,000. Committee Member Hall asked for 
clarification regarding the potential revenue impact, noting that if the program remained 
unchanged, the agency would continue to receive approximately $20,000 to $40,000 
from the Court. He asked whether implementing the proposed program would result in 
the agency losing approximately $460,000 in revenue. Ms. Landers clarified that the 
estimated impact would be approximately $460,000 plus or minus $40,000, noting that 
the $465,000 estimate did not include revenue that would continue to be received from 
the Courts. Committee Member Hall asked whether, after the third violation, the citation 
would be referred to the Court or if Security staff would continue to issue citations. Ms. 
Landers stated that, under the current draft ordinance, citations would be referred to the 
Court after the third citation and explained that individuals would be eligible to participate 
in, or choose not to participate in, the administrative penalty program for their first two 
citations; the third and any subsequent citations would no longer be eligible for the 
program and would proceed through the Court process. Committee Member Hall asked 
whether a patron’s PRONTO card would be suspended if they failed to pay their first 
citation and continued using their card. Ms. Landers responded that PRONTO card 
suspension would not be a consequence addressed under the administrative penalty 
program. Committee Member Hall expressed concern that the proposed program could 
result in significant financial losses to the agency, estimating the impact could approach 
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$1 million over two years. Ms. Landers acknowledged that the program would involve 
additional costs. Committee Member Hall stated that he could not support the proposal.  

Committee Member Goble asked whether, if a patron does not pay the fine or contest 
the citation within 21 days, the additional $125 collection fee would mean that the 
citation would be referred to a collection agency. Ms. Landers explained that, because 
MTS does not have the capacity to continue pursuing and collecting outstanding fines 
indefinitely, the agency would follow a process similar to other agencies by attempting 
internal collection efforts up to a certain point, including applying late fees to encourage 
payment. She stated that under the proposed process, if payment is not received within 
90 days of the initial reminder notice, the outstanding amount would increase to a total of 
$125. Ms. Landers added that, as part of the program management process, the agency 
anticipates that a collections vendor would then assume responsibility for further 
collection efforts.  

Ms. Cooney noted that she had connected Chair Montgomery Steppe’s suggestion 
regarding the security contract with the possibility of exploring a turnkey third-party 
operation. She explained that the agency could consider whether this type of service 
could be incorporated as an option within the security contract. Ms. Cooney stated that 
these options would require further development and were not fully developed for the 
current meeting and added that one potential approach could be to delegate 
administration of the program to a third party, thereby removing those responsibilities 
from the agency.  

Committee Member Goble explained that his concern was related to the potential 
unintended consequences of referring unpaid citations to a collection agency. He noted 
that an individual’s unpaid balance could potentially follow them if the collection agency 
reports the delinquency to credit bureaus, which could impact their ability to obtain 
housing, such as renting an apartment, or securing financing, such as a vehicle loan. 
Committee Member Goble stated that he was seeking clarification on the potential 
impact of sending unpaid fines to an outside collection agency and whether defaults 
would be reported to the credit agencies. He noted he had raised this concern in 
October and asked whether any additional research had been conducted on this matter. 
Ms. Cooney stated that the intent of the collection process would be to encourage 
payment of outstanding fines. Committee Member Goble acknowledged the purpose of 
the process but emphasized that his concern was focused on Chair Montgomery Steppe 
point regarding the potential long-term impact on individuals if the debt was reported or 
followed them over time. Ms. Cooney clarified that the process would not involve a 
criminal component. Committee Member Goble agreed but noted that an unpaid 
collection item could still create challenges for individuals when applying for credit or 
other financial services. 

Chair Montgomery Steppe stated that she would prefer an individual to have a collection 
item that could be disputed or resolved by providing proof of payment, rather than having 
criminal conviction that could follow them in a different way and carry additional stigma. 
She acknowledged that there would still be consequences but emphasized that the 
distinction lies in the type and severity of those consequences. Chair Montgomery 
Steppe stated that Committee Member Goble’s concern was well taken. 

Committee Member Goble asked for clarification regarding whether the proposed 
provision would apply to three fare evasion violations specifically or to any combination 
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of violations listed in the ordinance. Ms. Landers noted that the Committee and Board 
have discretion to determine whether eligibility for the administrative program would end 
after any two violations followed by a third violation of any type, or whether the violations 
would need to be the same type of offense. Committee Member Goble provided an 
example, asking whether a patron who received citations for two different violations (fare 
evasion and eating in a prohibited area) and later received another fare evasion citation 
would be considered to have reached the threshold for ineligibility, or whether the 
violations would need to be identical. Ms. Landers clarified that under the current draft 
ordinance, the provision would apply specifically to repeated fare evasion violations; she 
explained that if a patron received a fare evasion citation, a citation for another violation, 
and then a second fare evasion citation, they would still be eligible to participate in the 
administrative program for the second fare evasion violation. She added, if the patron 
later received a third fare evasion citation, they would no longer be eligible for the 
administrative program.  

Ms. Cooney added that many individuals may receive multiple citations for different 
types of violations occurring at the same time, and the intent of the provision is to 
address repeat offenders of the same violation rather than unrelated offenses. 
Committee Member Goble stated that the clarification was helpful and asked if in the 
current citation process, specifically what occurs when an individual cannot be identified 
and a citation cannot be issued. Ms. Landers explained that a challenge with the current 
citation process is accurately identifying individuals, as some citations involve incorrect 
or incomplete identifying information. She noted that if a citation cannot be linked to a 
specific individual, it may ultimately be dismissed during the administrative or Court 
process. Ms. Landers added that new electronic citation software could improve 
identification and tracking capabilities, but issues such as similar names and 
discrepancies in personal information would continue to require reconciliation.  

Committee Member Goble asked whether a significant component of the proposed 
program cost was the ability to track an individual’s citation history. Ms. Landers 
confirmed that while citations are entered into the Automated Regional Justice 
Information System (ARJIS), additional review is often needed to determine whether 
multiple citations belong to the same individual. Committee Member Goble noted that 
the proposed program would provide real-time access to citation history, allowing staff to 
determine whether an individual is receiving a first, second or subsequent violation. He 
questioned the value of the program in relation to its projected cost, noting that the 
program would primarily apply to the first two violations, as subsequent violations would 
proceed through the Court process. Committee Member Goble referenced the estimated 
citation volume of 1,000 to 2,000 citations per month and compared the projected annual 
program cost of $340,000 to $465,000 with the current citation related revenue of 
approximately $20,000 to $40,000. He expressed concern regarding the cost-
effectiveness of the program, noting that the estimated cost per citation appeared high 
and questioned whether alternative approaches could achieve the same objective at a 
lower cost. Committee Member Goble noted that the primary function of the proposed 
program is the ability to track repeat offenders, noting that the agency currently lacks the 
ability to consistently monitor how frequently an individual may be misusing the system. 
He explained that individuals may receive a waiver for their first violation, making the 
program primarily applicable to a second violation, as subsequent violations would 
proceed through the Court process. He expressed concern regarding the financial 
impact of implementing the program, particularly given the agency’s current budget 
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challenges and questioned whether the cost of approximately $350,000 to $465,000 
annually could be justified for the purpose of tracking frequent offenders, especially if 
individuals could choose not to pay the administrative penalty without significant 
consequences. Committee Member Goble concluded that the projected costs would 
accumulate over time and questioned the effectiveness of the program if individuals 
ultimately chose to disregard the $125 penalty and requested additional clarification on 
the value and intended outcomes of the proposed program. 

Chair Montgomery Steppe acknowledged Committee members’ concerns and explained 
that the option to simply allow individuals to pay the fare had previously been removed 
by the Board and stated that the intent behind the proposed approach is to establish 
accountability and create a consequence for individuals who do not pay or otherwise 
resolve their citation. She clarified that while the administrative enforcement model 
would include consequences for nonpayment, the intent is to avoid creating a criminal 
consequence that could have more significant and long-lasting impacts on an individual. 
Chair Montgomery Steppe noted that financial collections can be disputed or resolved, 
whereas a criminal conviction carries a different level of stigma and difficulty to address. 
She stated that the proposed program would also provide the agency with the ability to 
collect and analyze data regarding citation patterns and individual violations, rather than 
having limited visibility once citations are referred outside the agency. Chair Montgomery 
Steppe expressed that improved data collection could help the agency better understand 
system usage and identify trends and recognized the financial concerns raised by 
Committee Members and stated that the decision ultimately represents a broader values 
discussion. She explained that, in her view, there can be costs associated with creating 
a system that is more equitable and fair for the public and emphasized that her support 
for the program is based on the belief that the consequences for violations should be 
proportional and appropriate to the type of violation. Chair Montgomery Steppe added 
that over time, the agency has increasingly distinguished between fare compliance 
issues and other types of misconduct, noting that this distinction was less defined when 
she first joined the Board. She stated that the proposed program reflects the principle 
that enforcement measures should align with the nature of the violation and 
acknowledged that Committee Members may view the issue differently based on their 
responsibilities and priorities but reiterated that her support for the program is grounded 
in this broader values perspective.  

Committee Member Goble expressed concern that the proposed program would require 
a third violation to proceed to Court, noting that the current Diversion Program allows 
individuals to resolve multiple violations through alternatives such as payment or 
community service without creating a criminal record. He stated that removing these 
options for subsequent violations could result in unintended consequences and may 
discourage individuals from taking responsibility through alternative resolutions.  

Chair Montgomery Steppe acknowledged the concern and noted that the proposed 
administrative model would continue to provide resolution options, although they may 
differ from the existing Diversion Program. She stated that she was open to considering 
amendments to address the concern, including reconsidering the requirement for a third 
citation to proceed to Court.  

Committee Member Goble stated that the lack of continued alternatives after a third 
citation was a primary reason he could not support the proposed program.  



Public Security Committee  
April 10, 2026 
Page 10 of 11 

 
Committee Member Hall expressed similar concerns, noting that the process could 
create both criminal and financial consequences for individuals. 

Committee Member Foster asked whether, if the item was approved by the Committee, if 
it would proceed to the Board for further discussion and provide an opportunity to 
consider potential modifications, including changes to the provision requiring a third 
violation to proceed to Court. Ms. Landers responded that due to the anticipated size of 
the May Board agenda, staff were targeting a June or July Board meeting for 
consideration if directed by the Committee. Committee Member Foster seconded the 
motion, stating that doing so would allow the discussion to continue at the Board level. 
Ms. Landers requested discretion to make non-substantive edits to the draft ordinance 
prior to Board consideration to improve clarity.  

Chair Montgomery Steppe indicated her support for that request.  

Committee Member Hall recommended to MTS staff that the Board presentation 
includes a comparison of the projected annual program costs and current citation-related 
revenue over a multi-year period.  

Committee Member Foster also requested additional comparative information, including 
benchmarking a summary of the proposed program and the existing Diversion Program, 
to help address concerns raised during the discussion. Ms. Landers agreed to prepare 
additional presentation materials.  

Chair Montgomery Steppe requested that staff also evaluate potential collection services 
through the security contract and include information on related security contract costs. 
She reiterated her strong support for the proposed administrative process while 
acknowledging that several policy and financial considerations remain to be evaluated 
before Board consideration.  

Vice Chair Dillard stated that the projected financial impacts of the proposed program 
may not fully account for the potential deterrent effect of administrative enforcement. 
She suggested that if implemented, the program could encourage greater fare 
compliance by discouraging fare evasion, which could result in increased fare revenue 
over time and noted that this potential benefit should be considered as part of the overall 
evaluation of the program.  

Committee Member Hall reiterated his request for comparative information, including a 
side-by-side comparison of the proposed administrative program and the existing 
Diversion Program.  

Committee Member Goble requested historical data presented at a previous meeting 
regarding participation in the Diversion Program, including the number of participants 
who completed Diversion, paid the $25 administrative fee, or did not resolve their 
citations, to provide additional context for the Board’s consideration.  

Chair Montgomery Steppe acknowledged the requests for additional information and 
noted that staff would have additional time to prepare the requested materials before the 
item is presented to the Board. She thanked the Committee for the discussion, and with 
no further comments, called a vote on the motion. 

Action Taken 
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Chair Montgomery Steppe moved to consider forwarding the recommendation to the 
San Diego Metropolitan Transit System (MTS) Board of Directors to adopt proposed 
Ordinance No. 14 Establishing Administrative Penalties, Fees, and Hearing Procedures 
for Specified Violations Under Public Utilities Code Section 99580. Committee Member 
Foster seconded the motion, and the vote was 4 in favor (Committee Member Foster, 
Committee Member Rodriguez, Chair Montgomery Steppe, and Vice Chair Dillard) to 2 
opposed (Committee Member Hall and Committee Member Goble) and Committee 
Member Fernandez absent. 

OTHER ITEMS 

7. Committee Member Communications 

There was no Committee Member Communications and Other Business discussion.  

8. Next Meeting Date   

The next Public Security Committee meeting is scheduled for July 10, 2026, at 1:00 p.m.  

*Clerk’s note: this meeting was subsequently cancelled. The next meeting will be held on 
October 9, 2026, at 1:00pm.  

9. Adjournment 

Chair Montgomery Steppe adjourned the meeting at 2:32 p.m. 
 
 
 
/S/ Monica Montgomery Steppe 

 

/S/ Jasiel Estolano 

Chairperson 
San Diego Metropolitan Transit System 

 Committee Clerk  
San Diego Metropolitan Transit System 

   
Attachment: A. Roll Call Sheet 

 



SAN DIEGO METROPOLITAN TRANSIT SYSTEM 
PUBLIC SECURITY COMMITTEE MEETING 

ROLL CALL 

MEETING OF (DATE):   April 10, 2026 CALL TO ORDER (TIME):   1:02 pm 
    
    ADJOURN: 2:32 pm 

 
 

REPRESENTING BOARD MEMBER ALTERNATE 
PRESENT 

(time arrived) 
ABSENT 
(time left) 

Chair Montgomery 
Steppe  ☒ no alternate 1:02 pm 2:32 pm 

Vice Chair Dillard ☒ no alternate 1:02 pm 2:32 pm 

Committee 
Representative Fernandez ☐ no alternate ABSENT ABSENT 

Committee 
Representative Foster ☒ no alternate 1:02 pm 2:32 pm 

Committee 
Representative Goble ☒ no alternate 1:02 pm 2:32 pm 

Committee 
Representative Hall ☒ no alternate 1:02 pm 2:32 pm 

Committee 
Representative Rodriguez ☒ no alternate 1:02 pm 2:32 pm 

      

 COMMITTEE CLERK: /S/ Jasiel Estolano 

 
 


