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VTA Daily News Coverage for Monday, January 29, 2018 

1. El Camino bus lane project peters out (Mercury News) 

2. Plan for dedicated El Camino bus lanes fizzles out (Mountain View Voice) 

3. New Chamber of Commerce president lays out ambitious goals (Mercury News) 

4. Many plans just sit on a shelf. Not this one. (Silicon Valley Bicycle Coalition) 

 

El Camino bus lane project peters out (Mercury News) 

The idea had faced widespread opposition over traffic concerns. 

An ambitious plan to create bus-only lanes along the El Camino Real from Santa Clara to Palo 

Alto has petered out. 

The designated bus lanes could have transformed one of the main arteries through Silicon 

Valley but the idea proved highly controversial, with hundreds of residents balking at the idea 

of forcing cars out of at least two lanes. 

“It does not seem to have very widespread support and it raises a lot of concern,” said Cory 

Wolbach, a member of the Palo Alto City Council who sits on the El Camino Real Rapid Transit 

Policy Advisory Board. “I don’t see an appetite for moving forward at this point.” 

Right now, traveling the approximately 17 miles from Santa Clara to Palo Alto takes about 81 

minutes by bus and 44 minutes by car. A Santa Clara County Valley Transportation Authority 

analysis suggested putting two designated bus lanes into the center of the thoroughfare could 

cut the bus time to just 48 minutes, with minimal effects to those traveling by car. In the 

coming years, demand for public transportation is expected to increase and officials have been 

searching for ways to ease traffic woes. 

But from the start, the plan generated enormous pushback from residents along the route who 

feared dedicated bus lanes would force car traffic onto side streets and make gridlock worse 

during rush hour. 

https://www.mercurynews.com/2018/01/29/el-camino-bus-lane-project-peters-out/


Right now, said VTA spokeswoman Brandi Childress, “any substantial infrastructure 

improvement is not moving forward.” 

Childress said traffic studies for the idea have already cost about $10.5 million. Although bus-

only lanes won’t be coming to the El Camino anytime soon, Childress insisted the money wasn’t 

wasted because information about traffic patterns could prove important for future projects in 

the same area. 

Teresa O’Neill, a member of the Santa Clara City Council, wanted more time for her city to have 

a discussion about the bus lanes but acknowledged “there were a lot of residents who were 

very hesitant about the situation.” 

“I’m personally a little disappointed that we didn’t have more discussion,” O’Neill said. “But I 

understand that if several cities to the north were already saying no, then I totally get that for 

VTA, it didn’t make sense.” 

But Glenn Hendricks, mayor of Sunnyvale, isn’t sorry to see the concept go. His city had 

opposed the idea over traffic concerns. And a watered-down alternative plan to have express 

bus lanes run along the righthand curb each direction during peak hours sparked worries about 

enforcement costs and bicycle safety, he said. 

Hendricks suggested installing ticket kiosks along the El Camino to make getting on and off 

buses faster or changing the timing of traffic signals to speed up trips along the busy corridor, 

instead. 

Wolbach wanted the advisory board to study high-occupancy vehicle lanes along the El Camino, 

which buses, shuttles and carpoolers could use. 

“I think it’s at least worth trying a pilot,” Wolbach said. 

But that pilot isn’t going to happen anytime soon. 

“That was going to be quite a heavy lift,” Childress said. 

For now, VTA says it’s improving bus stops and shelters to make what could be increasingly long 

wait times along the busy corridor a little more pleasant for bus riders. 
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Plan for dedicated El Camino bus lanes fizzles out (Mountain View Voice) 

Unpopular BRT project called off after $10.5M in preliminary work 

After years of spinning its wheels, the controversial proposal to build dedicated bus lanes along 

El Camino Real appears to be dead in the water. 

https://www.mv-voice.com/news/2018/01/28/plan-for-dedicated-el-camino-bus-lanes-fizzles-out


Originally proposed more than a decade ago, the $223 million project known as Bus Rapid 

Transit has languished in recent years amid pushback from residents and many elected leaders. 

Valley Transportation Authority officials say they are now pulling the plug on the idea after 

gaining insufficient support from cities along the El Camino corridor, even for a scaled-down 

version to test out the idea. 

"It just wasn't being well-received," said Brandi Childress, VTA spokeswoman. "We were having 

a really difficult time getting consensus on this corridor for taking a lane of traffic." 

In the end, studies and engineering for the Bus Rapid Transit project have cost a total of $10.5 

million, Childress said. Even though the project is now shelved, that money wasn't wasted, she 

said. The studies and analysis of traffic patterns could still be useful for future improvements 

along El Camino, she said. 

The original idea for Bus Rapid Transit called for an elaborate series of new bus stops and 

infrastructure that would dedicate two of El Camino's six traffic lanes primarily for bus traffic. 

Once completed, the project would have streamlined bus service, potentially making it a viable 

transit option for more commuters. 

Overall travel time for a ride from Palo Alto down to San Jose would have been reduced by 

about 40 minutes, according to VTA studies. 

The same VTA studies predicted that regular traffic along El Camino would experience no 

significant disruption despite losing two traffic lanes. Many observers found that claim hard to 

believe. 

As the dedicated bus lane project moved forward in 2015, it drew fierce resistance. Many 

residents warned the project would divert traffic into their neighborhoods. Those 

opponents cried betrayal after a thin majority of the Mountain View City Council came out in 

support of the idea. In the days following, critics launched an effort to recall the council's 

supporters, but that backlash eventually lost steam. 

While Mountain View was officially on board with the plan, most other cities along the route 

were not. VTA officials decided to drastically scale back the plan. They presented plans for a 

cheaper pilot program that would create dedicated bus lanes only during peak commute hours 

on El Camino. 

But by that point, the project's limited political support had evaporated. No city government 

along the route endorsed the proposal, and even Mountain View's council came out in 

opposition. 

The final blow for Bus Rapid Transit came last week. Los Altos Councilwoman Jeannie Bruins, 

who chairs the project's advisory committee, wrote to VTA officials that the project was 

infeasible and should be brought to an end. 

https://mv-voice.com/news/2015/04/30/el-camino-bus-plan-faces-backlash
https://www.mv-voice.com/news/2015/04/22/flipping-a-u-turn-mv-leaders-endorse-dedicated-bus-lanes
https://www.mv-voice.com/news/2015/04/22/flipping-a-u-turn-mv-leaders-endorse-dedicated-bus-lanes
https://mv-voice.com/news/2016/04/07/scaled-back-bus-lanes-plan-gets-lukewarm-response
https://mv-voice.com/news/2016/04/07/scaled-back-bus-lanes-plan-gets-lukewarm-response


The project's demise probably won't be mourned by anyone, said Mountain View Mayor Lenny 

Siegel, who also sat on the advisory committee. 

"The whole idea was weak in the first place, and we couldn't salvage it," he said. "Now we have 

to look for more imaginative solutions for getting people to work or school." 

For Siegel, the challenge now is to convince VTA officials to consider other North County transit 

improvements, even though Bus Rapid Transit failed. He is now working to build support for an 

elevated transit system along the Highway 85 corridor. Mountain View city staff is also studying 

a new automated transit system to connect the North Bayshore area with the city's downtown. 
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New Chamber of Commerce president lays out ambitious goals (Mercury News) 

For new Cupertino Chamber of Commerce President Andrew Walters, housing, redevelopment, 

transportation and support for local businesses are all high on his 2018 agenda. 

“We need to increase the customer traffic in Cupertino, we need to decrease the traffic on the 

roads and we need to increase the number of people that can live here so there’s not so much 

driving back and forth,” Walters said in an interview following his Jan. 17 swearing-in ceremony. 

Mayor Darcy Paul and Chamber Chief Executive Officer Anjali Kausar oversaw the ceremony at 

Cupertino Community Hall. 

Walters, administrative officer of the San Jose Water Company, has served on the Chamber 

board for three years, including a stint as vice president of finance. 

Walters said the Chamber will tackle housing, transportation and local business issues and work 

with the City Council to advocate for solutions; he declined to name specific projects it would 

support. 

“We are underdeveloped in housing in terms of what the community needs,” Walters said, 

noting that rising housing costs are pushing many families out of the city. 

“How can young families afford to own a house here?” he asked. “Who’s going to attend our 

schools if the young families are not here?” 

A recent demographer’s report delivered to the Cupertino Union School District Board of 

Education underscored his point. It projects that student enrollment will drop by more than 

1,200 over the next five years and cites soaring housing prices as a major reason. 

Walters also addressed the ongoing city-led effort to craft a redevelopment plan for the 58-acre 

Vallco Shopping Mall site. “We need to get the projects into the planning process. They will be 

put through the full rigor of the planning process,” he said. “It needs to move forward.” 

https://www.mercurynews.com/2018/01/29/new-chamber-of-commerce-president-lays-out-ambitious-goals/


The City Council in November decided to hire three firms to help craft a specific plan for the 

Vallco property that will establish a framework for future development proposals there. 

Turning to transportation, Walters said more should be done to connect Cupertino to regional 

transit hubs such as San Jose’s Diridon Station to ensure workers throughout the region can 

easily commute to and from Cupertino. 

He said the Chamber will support projects that generate enough money from fares to better 

sustain themselves. “We need to integrate with local employers to make sure we are providing 

the type of transportation that employees will actually use, because building something that 

nobody uses, that’s what’s been done so far,” he added. 

Chamber staff identified the ongoing study of transportation improvements to State Route 85 

as one area of interest. The study, being overseen by the Santa Clara Valley Transportation 

Authority, is focusing on bus rapid transit, light rail transit and possible future transportation 

technologies. 

As for the struggling local retail sector, he said that’s of particular concern. 

“We have a lot more turnover than we want because there’s not enough people going out and 

supporting the local businesses, and there’s just too much competition,” he said, pointing to 

the rise of online retail sites such as Amazon and competition from neighboring cities as major 

challenges. “So the best way to solve that is to bring more people. 

“We want to provide the right environment for people to go out and want to come to our town 

and want to stay here. That’s what our businesses need desperately,” he added. 

One solution could be a tax incentive for businesses that provide evening entertainment, he 

suggested. 

“We’re excited to work with the community this year and work with city hall and the council, 

and I hope that we will accomplish very exciting things for the community in this process,” 

Walters said. 

During last week’s ceremony, Mayor Paul also swore in two new board members, Hanh Nguyen 

of Kaiser Permanente and Vivian Wong of Boston Private. Eight other board members were 

reinstated. 

Pacific Workplaces’ Keith Warner, who was last year’s board president, became the board’s vice 

president of finance. 

The other returning board officers are Mike Rohde of Main Street Cupertino, Sandy James of 

Sand Hill Property Company, Rich Abdalah of Abdalah Law Offices, and Kevin McClelland of 

Leeward Financial & Insurance Services. 
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Many plans just sit on a shelf. Not this one. (Silicon Valley Bicycle Coalition) 

When San Jose updated its General Plan seven years ago, it made a very big and bold decision. 

That decision was to grow the percent of trips taken by bike from the current 1% to 15% by the 

year 2040. 

I was an appointed member of the General Plan Task Force and I remember that battle as a few 

of us worked hard to get this target adopted. Opponents to the goal argued it was too high, 

that it didn’t make sense to have goals they thought could not be achieved. In the end we won 

and the 15% goal was adopted. 

As a result, that goal has kicked the City’s efforts to get more folks riding bikes into high gear. 

Green paint at intersections, buffered bike lanes, bike lane implementation in conjunction with 

pavement maintenance and now the City’s Better Bikeway Network…these are all just a few 

ways that the City is pedaling at high speed towards achieving the General Plan’s 15% goal. 

On Saturday, 30 SVBC supporters were joined by Councilmembers Raul Peralez and Dev Davis 

plus Valley Transportation General Manager Nuria Fernandez to learn about all the new things 

the City is doing to achieve this goal. This was the third ride in a series of SVBC organized city 

infrastructure rides, the first of which took place in Los Gatos and Menlo Park/Palo Alto. 

Lead by Department of Transportation staff John Brazil and Jessica Zenk, riders were treated to 

a behind the scenes look at bike infrastructure Downtown as well as the nitty gritty challenges 

of getting these projects built. 

The tour touched on: 

 The challenges of creating better bike access on Julian going under the tracks. 

 The City’s first contra flow protected bike lane on St. John. 

 Fourth Street’s parking protected bike lane as well as the future for San Fernando. 

 The back-in angled parking protected bike lane on Second street. Wow! 

 The Lincoln Avenue Road Diet 

 And the brand new bike lanes on Park, including a robust discussion about the bike lane 

that’s hanging out in the middle of the street right after Sunol. 

San Jose residents are blessed to have strong policy goals that have set the direction, a City 

Council that is solidly committed to achieving those goals, and smart, empowered staff that 

wake up every day eager to make San Jose a great place to live, work and play. 

We’re planning the next infrastructure tour in Cupertino so stay tuned. 
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https://bikesiliconvalley.org/2018/01/many-plans-just-sit-shelf-not-one/
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From: VTA Board Secretary  
Sent: Wednesday, January 31, 2018 11:59 AM 
To: VTA Board of Directors 
Subject: From VTA: January 30 and 31, 2018 Media Clips 
 

 

VTA Daily News Coverage for Tuesday, January 30,  

and Wednesday, January 31, 2018 

1. El Camino BRT (KPIX Ch. 5) 

2. El Camino BRT (KCBS Radio) 

3. Marshman: After 30 years, an editor bids farewell to journalism–but not to San Jose 

(East Bay Times) 

4. 1966 BART Headline Gives Perspective and Context on High-Speed Rail (Streetsblog) 

5. Trump calls for $1.5 trillion infrastructure package (Progressive Railroading) 

 

January 30: 

El Camino BRT (KPIX Ch. 5) 

(Link to video)     (Link to Video) 

 

El Camino BRT (KCBS Radio) 

(Link to audio) 
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San Francisco Office Begins Work on VTA’s BART Phase II Corridor TOD Strategy Study (Perkins + 

Will news release) 

Transit-supported jobs and housing have a mutually supportive relationship for the continued 

economic success of the Bay Area. Transformative infrastructure such as the Bay Area Rapid 

Transit system (BART) extension to Santa Clara County is a game changer. With the system 

already supporting nearly half of the Bay Area’s transit passenger miles, BART’s role to the 

http://mms.tveyes.com/MediaCenterPlayer.aspx?u=aHR0cDovL21lZGlhY2VudGVyLnR2ZXllcy5jb20vZG93bmxvYWRnYXRld2F5LmFzcHg%2FVXNlcklEPTQ2OTk3OCZNRElEPTkyOTg0MjQmTURTZWVkPTE4NDkmVHlwZT1NZWRpYQ%3D%3D
http://mms.tveyes.com/MediaCenterPlayer.aspx?u=aHR0cDovL21lZGlhY2VudGVyLnR2ZXllcy5jb20vZG93bmxvYWRnYXRld2F5LmFzcHg%2FVXNlcklEPTQ2OTk3OCZNRElEPTkyOTg0MjQmTURTZWVkPTE4NDkmVHlwZT1NZWRpYQ%3D%3D
http://mms.tveyes.com/MediaCenterPlayer.aspx?u=aHR0cDovL21lZGlhY2VudGVyLnR2ZXllcy5jb20vZG93bmxvYWRnYXRld2F5LmFzcHg%2FVXNlcklEPTQ2OTk3OCZNRElEPTkyOTg0MTUmTURTZWVkPTgxNjYmVHlwZT1NZWRpYQ%3D%3D
http://mms.tveyes.com/MediaCenterPlayer.aspx?u=aHR0cDovL21lZGlhY2VudGVyLnR2ZXllcy5jb20vZG93bmxvYWRnYXRld2F5LmFzcHg%2FVXNlcklEPTQ2OTk3OCZNRElEPTkyOTg3NDImTURTZWVkPTQzMjgmVHlwZT1NZWRpYQ%3D%3D
https://perkinswill.com/news/san-francisco-office-vta-bart-phase-ii-corridor-tod-strategy-study


region will become more important than ever before. With BART Phase I already underway, 

connecting Fremont to Milpitas and north San Jose, the Phase II project promises even greater 

connectivity. Phase II will further extend BART service for six miles into Santa Clara County, with 

four new stations planned at Alum Rock/28th Street, Downtown San Jose, Diridon Station, and 

Santa Clara. 

The San Francisco office of Perkins+Will is thrilled to kick-off the BART Phase II Corridor TOD 

Strategy Study for the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA)/BART. The Study seeks 

to maximize the potential of this investment along the VTA/BART Phase II corridor. It will 

emphasize strategies for sustainable development with three key objectives: 

• increasing transit ridership; 

• encouraging economic development; and 

• promoting a dynamic, mixed-use, mixed-income, walkable, bikeable, transit-integrated 

neighborhoods 

Attractive, vibrant, affordable, and economically successful Transit Integrated Communities are 

a determining factor of a sustainable urban region. Establishing well-balanced, mixed-use 

districts that function as transit nodes, providing seamless access to multiple modes of 

transportation, will support a system-wide strategy that enables sustainable urban growth in 

the larger Bay Area region. 

Back to Top 

 

January 31: 

Roadshow: Silicon Valley would gain from higher bridge tolls (East Bay Times) 

: I understand that some funds from the proposed increase in bridge tolls will go to projects in 

San Mateo and Santa Clara counties. What proposed tolls or tax increases in those two counties 

will fund work in Alameda, Contra Costa and Solano counties? 

Mark von der Lieth 

Martinez 

Like Mr. Roadshow’s Facebook page for more questions and answers about Bay Area roads, 

freeways and commuting. 

A: All five counties have their own sales taxes to help cover transportation work in their 

backyards, but the proposed hike in bridge fares would be spread out across the nine Bay Area 

counties. It would raise $4.5 billion. 

If approved by a majority of voters in June, there would be a $1 increase in tolls on Jan. 1, 

followed by a $1 increase in 2022 and another $1 hike in 2025. That would raise overall tolls to 

$8 or $9. 

https://www.eastbaytimes.com/2018/01/31/roadshow-silicon-valley-would-gain-from-higher-bridge-tolls/
http://bayareane.ws/mrroadshowfb


Could a voter in Contra Costa County be helping to pay for work in San Mateo County like the 

Highway 92-Highway 101 interchange and the BART extension to downtown San Jose? 

Sure, but voters in the South Bay and on the Peninsula would help pay for more BART trains in 

the East Bay, work on the Interstate 580-Richmond Parkway interchange and a connector from 

Interstate 680 to I-880 in Fremont. 

I know that it’s not balanced — 63 percent of current tolls are paid by residents of Alameda, 

Contra Costa and Solano counties. But only 2 percent of tolls are paid by Santa Clara County 

folks. Yet 15 percent of the money would go to projects benefitting the South Bay. 

Q: I also read a reference about the future Berryessa BART station in Milpitas. How is that 

station being funded to be built, operated and maintained? 

Mark von der Lieth 

A: By residents of Santa Clara County, who have approved two sales taxes to fund the BART 

extension and operating costs. 

Q: Count me as a strong no vote against the toll increase. I hope others in the Bay Area will 

have the sense to recognize this unfair money grab for what it is and send it to defeat. 

Chris Gilbert 

Benicia 

A: A survey last year showed 56 percent support for higher tolls. It needs a simple majority to 

be enacted. And spreading the toll increases over the next seven years might mute some 

opposition. 

Back to Top 

Marshman: After 30 years, an editor bids farewell to journalism–but not to San 

Jose (East Bay Times) 

Thirty years. 

So much has changed. And so much hasn’t. 

Wednesday is my last day at The Mercury News. The first was in July 1988, when, after a year at 

Stanford on a John S. Knight Fellowship, I managed a career jump from small community papers 

in the Philadelphia area to the big time: one of the 10 best newspapers in the country, as the 

San Jose Mercury News then was known. (It will always be the San Jose Mercury News to me.) 

The paper — now media company — became, along with the city, my home. 

The year 1988 was a time of astronomical housing prices, or so it seemed. I wrote a column 

about camping out to be at the front of the line to buy one of a “release” of new Evergreen 

https://www.eastbaytimes.com/2018/01/31/marshman-after-30-years-an-editor-bids-farewell-to-journalism-but-not-to-san-jose/
https://www.eastbaytimes.com/2018/01/31/marshman-after-30-years-an-editor-bids-farewell-to-journalism-but-not-to-san-jose/


townhouses going up for sale that afternoon. Remember those days? Like trying to score U2 

tickets? 

And here we are again, with a housing crisis magnitudes worse — although, as far as I know, no 

rock concert lines. Just bids thousands over ask, a depth of despair for would-be buyers that I 

never quite experienced in the ’80s and a homeless population I could not have imagined. 

One thing has not changed: San Jose still is struggling to revitalize its downtown as a housing, 

shopping and job center. 

Thousands of apartments and condominiums have been built in the past decade, and Adobe is 

expanding a high-rise headquarters it established in the 1990s. But the proliferation of office 

towers going up in other Bay Area cities has eluded San Jose. 

Google could change that. I hope it does. San Jose still needs a stronger tax base to support 

better parks, more police and bring its services up to the level of other Silicon Valley cities. 

Some 20,000 jobs in a signature urban campus would set the pace. 

Yes, Google needs to include lots of public space, complete the Los Gatos Creek Trail through 

the area and support affordable housing. 

But the housing shouldn’t necessarily be next to Diridon Station, where Caltrain, light rail, soon 

BART and possibly, God help us, high-speed rail will converge. Studies show the highest 

economic benefit for cities is when jobs are nearest transit stations so workers can easily 

commute in. 

As to why Google representatives aren’t yet meeting with angry residents demanding 

commitments from them? I don’t know, but here’s my guess: They’re not crazy. 

Google doesn’t control the land yet. When and if it does, that’s the time to meet with the 

community, as it has promised. It better, or I’ll be out there with a picket sign too. (That’s a perk 

of not being a journalist. You can march, picket and express opinions —dare I say mouth off?—

at will.) 

There’s another challenge for San Jose this year that comes full circle for me. 

In the late 1980s and early 1990s, developers tried to convince the city that the way to lower 

housing prices (remember that, um, crisis?) was to fill Coyote Valley with single-family homes, 

subdivision style. It would have increased city costs, air pollution and the sense of runaway 

sprawl that makes Northern Californians abhor L.A. 

In the early 1990s, I wrote about a back-room campaign deal that could have made that 

happen. Shedding light on it stopped it in its tracks. 

Today the peril to Coyote Valley is out in the open, with a ballot measure masquerading as a 

housing project for seniors with “a preference” for veterans that cannot be legally enforced. 



But this is a stealth measure. More than an inch thick printed on 8-by-11 paper, with baroque 

legal complications, it obfuscates its intent to undermine the city’s general plan. It would allow 

housing not just in Evergreen but in other areas with underutilized land. This means your 

neighborhood. Or it could. 

If it succeeds, Coyote Valley will again be in developers’ crosshairs. 

I admit it will be hard to watch campaigns like this play out on the sidelines for the first time in 

30 years. 

In that time I’ve been part of interviews with hundreds of candidates for office, from Bill Clinton 

and John McCain to folks running for Gilroy City Council. Every one of them was important, and 

the vast majority over the years were, I believe, in it for the right reason: to make their 

communities better. 

I’m proud of having campaigned for open space measures, historic preservation, for compact, 

walkable development instead of sprawl and for bringing BART to San Jose, all of which will 

make San Jose and Silicon Valley a better place to live. 

I’ve enjoyed participating in community and business forums and meeting people from all walks 

of life, including the homeless. Journalists are lucky that way. It’s our job to know the 

communities we serve, and that enriches our own lives. 

My husband Wil and I will still be here, though, in the Willow Glen cottage I managed to buy in 

the mid-1990s, before I met him, during a slump in property values. (I know, you’re saying: 

“What is this ‘slump’ you speak of?”) We love walking to restaurants and shops and seeing our 

wonderful neighbors on the street, with their kids and dogs. No gated senior communities for 

us. 

And we’ll still have the power to bring about change. 

We all do. 

Barbara Marshman, The Mercury News Editorial Page editor for the past 10 years, is leaving the 

Bay Area News Group Jan. 31. Her home email is bmarshman5@gmail.com. She will continue to 

tweet at @barbmarshman. 
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1966 BART Headline Gives Perspective and Context on High-Speed Rail 

(Streetsblog) 

ave we been fooled?” asked the headline of the January 27, 1966 edition of The San Francisco 

Chronicle. The lead story on that day: how BART was a “Rapid Transit Fantasy.” The reproduced 

cover, seen in the lead image, was part of a recent nostalgia piece by the Chronicle.  

mailto:bmarshman5@gmail.com
https://sf.streetsblog.org/2018/01/30/1966-bart-headline-gives-perspective-and-context-on-high-speed-rail/
http://www.sfchronicle.com/news/article/Chronicle-Covers-When-BART-was-called-a-1-billion-6785908.php


The parallels between last week’s Mercury News editorial on High-speed rail, which calls on 

lawmakers to “Stop the California bullet train in its tracks,” and the 1966 Chronicle piece on 

BART’s construction cost overruns were not lost on State Senator Scott Wiener. Here’s his 

tweet: 

.@mercnews isn’t 1st paper to insist on killing critical transit project due to cost increases. In 

1966 (per this cover), @sfchronicle said kill BART due to high costs. Imagine Bay Area today w/o 

BART. Then imagine CA with 10M more people w our already-strained 

freeways/airports. pic.twitter.com/QA4uPnJMRU 

— Scott Wiener (@Scott_Wiener) January 28, 2018 

BART was the subject of an investigation headed by Michael Harris, an “…award-winning 

political reporter,” wrote the Chronicle’s Tim O’Rourke, in Sunday’s article about the 1966 cover 

story, adding that: “The Bay Area Rapid Transit planning team had seen costs rise over 

estimates in the 1960s and by 1966 it was clear the system would need to procure more funds 

to complete the unprecedented project.” 

Unprecedented? BART is, after all, just a rapid transit system; even in 1966, there were already 

similar systems all over the world, just not in California. And today, there are high-speed rail 

systems all over the world, just not in California. Note that $1 billion in 1966 was equivalent to 

nearly $8 billion in current dollars. California HSR’s overrun on the connection to San Jose is 

$2.8 billion. 

Wiener goes on to point out that “Had this Merc News‘s flawed logic prevailed in 1960s – i.e. if 

costs increase on critical transit project, then kill the project no matter what its benefits – we 

wouldn’t have BART. We need statewide rail in CA.” 

By the way, BART is hardly the only project that was nearly killed by naysayers. In the 1930s, 

there were vehement objections to the Golden Gate Bridge. “Critics depicted the bridge as 

financially unsound, legally dubious, an aesthetic blight and an engineering hazard in the 

decade before the start of construction in 1933,” wrote the SF Gate in a 2012 nostalgia piece. 

And it’s not just the Bay Area; all over the world, public works projects that are now part of the 

fabric of societies were often derided by the naysayers of the period–that includes everything 

from the Transcontinental Railroad to the Eiffel Tower. 

As Streetsblog pointed out in a previous post, this recent HSR overrun is serious. But 

considering the experience of the Bay Bridge, and various airport and freeway projects, it’s 

hardly unique. The real question is, can California build anything without going over budget and 

behind schedule? 

“Had legislators and NIMBYs not meddled with CaHSR, more construction could have been 

achieved earlier in the decade and at a lower cost. The long delays in land acquisition in the 

Central Valley have taken a major toll,” wrote Robert Cruickshank, an HSR activist and blogger, 

who has long followed the project. “Building the system piecemeal has always been the 

https://www.mercurynews.com/2018/01/25/editorial-stop-the-california-bullet-train-in-its-tracks/
https://twitter.com/mercnews?ref_src=twsrc%5Etfw
https://twitter.com/sfchronicle?ref_src=twsrc%5Etfw
https://t.co/QA4uPnJMRU
https://twitter.com/Scott_Wiener/status/957666557940793344?ref_src=twsrc%5Etfw
https://www.bls.gov/data/inflation_calculator.htm
https://www.bls.gov/data/inflation_calculator.htm
http://www.sfgate.com/bayarea/place/article/Golden-Gate-Bridge-construction-and-indignation-3554707.php
https://www.toureiffel.paris/en/the-monument/history
https://sf.streetsblog.org/2018/01/24/hsr-connection-to-san-jose-and-sf-at-risk/
https://sf.streetsblog.org/2016/10/20/spur-talk-the-dicey-dynamics-of-megaprojects/
https://sf.streetsblog.org/2016/10/20/spur-talk-the-dicey-dynamics-of-megaprojects/


number one threat.” Cruickshank points out that with a GDP of $2.5 trillion, larger than nations 

that have funded their own successful HSR systems, the state can clearly afford to finish the 

project, even if it costs more than planned. 

Or as Wiener puts it, by all means, “Yes let’s audit, but let’s not kill the train.” 

Back to Top 

 

Trump calls for $1.5 trillion infrastructure package (Progressive Railroading) 

President Donald Trump called on Congress last night to produce legislation that will modernize 

the nation's infrastructure. 

 

In his first State of the Union address, Trump said he wants a bill that will generate "at least 

$1.5 trillion for the new infrastructure investment we need."  

 

Although he was short on specifics, the president said every federal dollar invested should be 

"leveraged by partnering with state and local governments and, where appropriate, tapping 

into private sector investment to permanently fix the infrastructure deficit." 

 

Trump also said the bill must streamline the permitting and approval process for projects to no 

more than two years. 

 

"We will build gleaming new roads, bridges, highways, railways and waterways across our 

land," said Trump. 

 

After the speech, several transportation-related association leaders issued written reactions. 

Following are excerpts from some of those responses: 

 

• American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) Executive 

Director Bud Wright: 

"AASHTO has for years called for a long-term strategy to shore up the Highway Trust Fund in 

order to maintain federal investment in surface transportation. We are looking forward to 

seeing the President's infrastructure plan and working closely with the administration and 

Congress to advance a robust, long-term infrastructure bill that supports needed reforms such 

as streamlining project delivery in ways that also protect our natural resources."  

 

• American Council of Engineering Companies President and CEO David Raymond: 

"The President's focus on infrastructure is commendable, but without real federal funding to 

address the huge backlog of desperately needed improvements to the nation's roads, bridges, 

public transit, airports, water systems, and other critical assets, it's an empty promise." 

http://www.progressiverailroading.com/federal_legislation_regulation/news/Trump-calls-for-15-trillion-infrastructure-package--53809?email=stacey.hendlerross@vta.org&utm_medium=email&utm_source=prdailynews&utm_campaign=prdailynews1/31/2018
https://www.transportation.org/
https://www.acec.org/


 

• American Public Transportation Association President and Chief Executive Officer Paul 

Skoutelas: 

"Public transportation is an essential component of our nation's infrastructure and increased 

investment is needed to fuel the economic growth the President lauded in his speech. APTA 

strongly urges President Trump to act on his proposal to dramatically improve our country's 

infrastructure, including public transportation." 

 

• American Trucking Associations President and CEO Chris Spear: 

"Roads are not a partisan issue — they’re driven on by Republicans and Democrats alike. As 

both sides of Capitol Hill know, modernizing our infrastructure will require a substantial 

investment — actual, real revenue. America cannot be rebuilt with funding gimmicks and 

finance schemes."  

 

• Associated General Contractors of America CEO Stephen Sandherr: 

"President Trump made a strong and compelling case for Congress to work in a bipartisan 

manner to provide an additional $1.5 trillion in new infrastructure investments. These 

investments will help improve aging public works and allow state and local officials to make the 

kind of investments needed to maintain our global economic competitiveness."  

 

• Coalition for America's Gateways & Trade Corridors Chairman Tim Lovain: 

"I commend the Administration and Congress for prioritizing infrastructure in 2018. Freight 

movement across all modes is expected to grow nearly 42 percent by 2040 — without a 

strategic campaign of investment, this opportunity has potential to overburden infrastructure 

and create a drag on our national economy." 

 

Back to Top 

 

 

http://www.apta.com/
http://www.trucking.org/
https://www.agc.org/
http://www.tradecorridors.org/


 

From: VTA Board Secretary  

Sent: Thursday, February 01, 2018 11:43 AM 

To: VTA Board of Directors 

Subject: VTA Information: Ridership Memo for December 2017  

 

VTA Board of Directors: 

Attached is a memorandum from Chief Operating Officer Inez Evans regarding VTA ridership 

for December 2017. 

Thank you. 

 

Office of the Board Secretary 

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 

3331 N. First Street 

San Jose, CA 95134 

408.321.5680 

board.secretary@vta.org 
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Writer’s Direct Telephone: (408) 321-7005 

 
TO: VTA Board of Directors 
 
THROUGH:  Nuria I. Fernandez 
 General Manager/CEO 
 
FROM: Inez Evans 

 Chief Operating Officer 
 
DATE: January 29, 2018 
 
SUBJECT: VTA Ridership for December 2017 
 

December 2017 total monthly system ridership for bus and light rail was 2,842,716, 
a decrease of 6.2% over December 2016.  December 2017 had 20 weekdays, one 
less than December 2016 (21 weekdays). Core bus routes recorded a 2.6% 
decrease in average weekday ridership.  Community bus routes recorded a 7.2% 
decrease in average weekday ridership.  
 
There were four 49ers football games at the Levi’s® Stadium recording a total of 
30,980 riders, or an average of 7,745 riders per event. December 2016 had three 
49ers football games totaling 23,284 riders, or an average of 7,761 riders per event. 
 
December 2017 total monthly ridership recorded an 8.6% decrease compared to 
November 2017. Ridership change from November to December typically averages -
7.0%.  
 

Ridership Dec-2017 Dec-2016 
Percent 
Change 

Nov. 2017 
Percent 
Change 

 
Bus 2,175,323  2,323,152  -6.4% 2,393,290  -9.1% 
Light Rail 667,393  706,685  -5.6% 717,370  -7.0% 
System 2,842,716  3,029,837  -6.2% 3,110,660 -8.6% 

 
 
  



Five key core routes, lines 61, 70, 73, 77 and 522 recorded an overall average 
weekday ridership improvement of 9.5% over December 2016. Line 522 recorded a 
22.7% improvement over December 2016 as shown in the table below: 
 
Route Dec-2017 Dec-2016 Difference Percent Change 
522 6,633 5,406 1,227 22.7% 

70 4,185 4,079 106 2.6% 

73 2,298 2,258 40 1.8% 

77 1,983 1,943 40 2.1% 

61 1,438 1,419 19 1.3% 

Totals 16,537 15,105 1,432 9.5% 

 
46 of the 69 bus routes, or 67%, did not meet the weekday standards as defined in 
the Service Design Guidelines. The top five core routes and light rail stations that 
had the most average weekday ridership declines are shown in the table below: 
 
Route   Dec-2017   Dec-2016 Difference Percent change 

22 9,881 11,505 (1,624) -14.1% 

26 2,641 3,059 (418) -13.7% 

60 1,629 1,889 (260) -13.8% 

323 1,544 1,725 (181) -10.5% 

25 5,757 5,938 (181) -3.0% 

Totals 21,452 24,116 (2,664) -11.0% 

 
 

Station Dec-2017 Dec-2016 Difference Percent change 
Tasman Station 1,449 1,702 (253) -14.9% 

Great Mall Station   918 1,119 (201) -18.0% 

Santa Clara Station 1,582 1,739 (157) -9.0% 

San Antonio Station   1,691 1,818 (127)  -7.0% 

I-880 Station      233 320 (87) -27.2% 

Totals 5,873 6,698 (825) -12.3% 

 
 

The fiscal year-to-date total system ridership for bus and light rail recorded a 5.6% 

decrease. 

 

Ridership (Current) 
  Jul'17-Dec'17 

(Prior) 
      Jul'15-Dec'16 

Percent 
Change 

Bus 14,293,148  14,926,282  -4.2% 
Light Rail 4,343,878  4,816,166  -9.8% 
System 18,637,026  19,742,448  -5.6% 

 



From: VTA Board Secretary  
Sent: Thursday, February 01, 2018 6:28 PM 
To: VTA Board of Directors 
Subject: VTA Daily News Coverage - Feb. 1, 2018 
 

 
 

 

VTA Daily News Coverage for Thursday, February 1, 2018 

1. Democrats and Republicans in Sacramento have found something to agree on: An 

audit of the bullet train (Los Angeles Times) 

2. High Speed Rail Just Became a Big Issue in the Governor’s Race (Fox and Hounds) 

3. As car ownership increases among the poor, transit ridership falls (San Diego Union-

Tribune) 

4. San Jose hits milestone in land value negotiations for Google campus (Silicon Valley 

Business Journal) 

5. California could see the return of $4 gas (Mercury News) 

6. Housing, Traffic Issues Shifting The Tide Of Multifamily Development In Silicon Valley 

 

 

 

Democrats and Republicans in Sacramento have found something to agree on: An 

audit of the bullet train (Los Angeles Times) 

Democratic legislators have heard enough. They've decided to take a closer look at Gov. Jerry 

Brown's deeply troubled bullet train. 

Brown is a lame duck headed for the door with waning Capitol influence. Neither he nor the 

state High-Speed Rail Authority tried to block the Legislature's increased scrutiny. It probably 

wouldn't have mattered if they had. 

 

Democratic legislators are running for reelection or another office. And the bullet train — vastly 

underfunded and several years behind schedule — is good campaign fuel for Republicans. 

http://www.latimes.com/politics/la-pol-sac-skelton-california-bullet-train-audit-20180201-story.html
http://www.latimes.com/politics/la-pol-sac-skelton-california-bullet-train-audit-20180201-story.html


A 14-member audit committee of both legislative houses voted unanimously Tuesday to 

authorize a thorough study of the project's handling. The probe will be conducted by State 

Auditor Elaine Howle, a nonpartisan, highly respected veteran fiscal sleuth. 

Legislators want to know whether the Los Angeles-to-San Francisco rail project still makes 

sense, if it ever did. How can it be better managed? When does the money run out? Then 

what? 

Howle last audited the project in 2012. Republicans have pressed for a fresh look in recent 

years, but Democrats have resisted. That has largely been about politics — Democrats 

protecting Brown and resisting Republican attempts to score points with voters by denouncing 

"the bullet train boondoggle." 

Not that a lot of GOP opposition hasn't been legitimate. People question laying the first tracks 

in the rural San Joaquin Valley rather than starting in populous L.A. and San Jose. And they 

question the seemingly endless cost overruns. 

"If you ask people if they want high-speed rail, they'll say, 'Oh, sure,'" says Assemblyman Dante 

Acosta (R-Santa Clarita), a member of the audit committee. "But if you ask is it worth $65 billion 

to go four hours on a train at taxpayers' expense [to San Francisco] and you can get on a 

Southwest flight and get there in one hour for $59, support drops to nothing." 

More from George Skelton » 

Voters authorized the project in 2008 after being promised costs and features that since have 

been abandoned. They approved $9 billion in bonds for high-speed rail and were told the 

federal government and private investors would pay for the rest of the $45-billion project. It 

was to include lines to Sacramento and San Diego. Those two regions were soon dropped. 

The Los Angeles-to-San Francisco line was pegged at $33 billion. Later, that cost was nearly 

doubled to $64 billion, and it's still rising. 

Private investors aren't interested. The feds have only put up $3.3 billion. The state has sold 

$2.8 billion of the bonds and is paying the debt with truck weight fees that really should be 

funding highway repairs. Roughly $600 million is being drawn annually from cap-and-trade 

revenue generated by selling permits to emit greenhouse gases. 

President Trump could help. And if this weren't Trump-resisting California — "out of control," 

he has called us — we might have a crack at some federal dollars. 

In his State of the Union address Tuesday, the president called for $1.5 trillion in infrastructure 

investments across the country. 

"We will build gleaming new roads, bridges, highways, railways and waterways all across our 

land," he declared. 

http://www.latimes.com/local/lanews-george-skelton-20130507-staff.html


OK, only $200 billion would be federal money. The rest would come from state and local 

governments, plus private investors. But California's ready. We have the proposed railway, plus 

countless miles of roads and bridges that need federal bucks. The state has even passed an 

unpopular gas tax increase to fund its share of highway repairs. 

ADVERTISEMENT 

But forget it as long as Republicans control Congress. Arguably the most outspoken opponent 

of the bullet train is House Majority Leader Kevin McCarthy of Bakersfield. 

Coverage of California politics » 

The tipping point for legislative Democrats in finally agreeing to an audit was the rail authority's 

disclosure last month that the estimated cost of laying the first 119 miles of track between 

Madera and Wasco had risen from the original $6 billion to $10.6 billion. 

Legislators are frustrated with the constantly rising cost projections and have lost confidence in 

the project's leadership. But many Democrats still support the project. 

"We are heading into the most crucial time for high-speed rail," Republican Assemblyman Jim 

Patterson of Fresno told me. "This will be a make-it-or-break-it year. We're past the happy 

talk." 

He added: "I'm concerned we run out of money and all we have is just this rump railroad from 

outside Bakersfield to outside Merced." 

Patterson and Democratic Sen. Jim Beall of San Jose teamed up to request the audit. There's 

serious doubt about having enough money to even build the rail line through the Pacheco Pass 

and up to San Jose, let alone extending it over the Tehachapi into L.A. And that worries Beall. 

Beall and Patterson are talking about a "Plan B" — a "valley to valley" line between the San 

Joaquin Valley and the Silicon Valley. The San Joaquin has lots of land and affordable housing. 

Silicon has high-paying tech jobs. Beall envisions an alliance between two top engineering 

schools, Fresno State and San Jose State, and huge opportunities for economic development. 

"That serves folks in the Central Valley well," Acosta says. "But since the whole state is going to 

pay for it, I have some concerns." 

He'd rather the bullet train money be spent on regional commuter rail with L.A. included. 

All this is setting up a big decision for the next governor and Legislature: Full throttle with more 

money, downsize the train, or just park it? The audit should help with the answer. 

High Speed Rail Just Became a Big Issue in the Governor’s Race (Fox and Hounds) 

No avoiding the high-speed rail issue in the governor’s race now that the California State 

Auditor has been authorized to take a deep dive into the troubled project. The audit will take 

http://www.latimes.com/essentialpolitics
http://www.foxandhoundsdaily.com/2018/01/high-speed-rail-just-became-big-issue-governors-race/


six to nine months according to the auditor. Assuming the more likely longer time frame the 

auditor’s report will come down in October right as the governor’s race hits the home stretch. 

Depending what the audit reveals will determine how hot an issue the bullet train becomes. But 

the long history of cost overruns, highlighted by the recent report that the first leg of track 

costs an additional $2.8 billion, casts an ominous cloud over the project. 

Democratic candidates vying for the governor’s office in particular have tried to steer away 

from the rail, offering tepid support so as not to offend the train’s greatest proponent, Gov. 

Jerry Brown, who still has great influence with party voters. But the recent cost projection even 

moved Democrats in the legislature to endorse an audit of the system. 

The audit request was offered by Democrat Jim Beall, the Senate Transportation Committee 

Chair, and Republican Assemblyman Jim Patterson. 

Patterson has been seeking an audit for some time. In a release after Joint Legislative Audit 

Committee approved a comprehensive audit of the bullet train, Patterson stated,  “Even project 

managers have admitted to serious funding issues that have made a true north to south high-

speed train impossible to complete as approved by voters. The High Speed Rail Authority will 

now answer to the auditor and we will all finally get the non-partisan, independent reality 

check we’ve been asking for.” 

The prime concern of the audit will be cost questions, but the audit will range over other topics 

including the economic impact the project has on communities where the construction is taking 

place. 

Gubernatorial candidates (as well as other candidates) will have to squarely face the issue of 

the high-speed rail’s value and true cost to taxpayers when the audit is released during the heat 

of a political campaign. 

Perhaps Governor Brown is sensing the pressure closing in on the project he championed for so 

long. His recent edict to put 5 million electric vehicles on the roads by 2030 comes with a price 

tag of $2.5 billion for subsidizing electric vehicle purchases and establishing vehicle-charging 

stations. He can pursue his goal of combating climate change–which he uses as a reason for 

promoting the high speed rail– by directing money from what could be a dying bullet train to 

the electric vehicle order. 

As car ownership increases among the poor, transit ridership falls (San Diego 

Union-Tribune) 

ublic transit ridership is falling in Southern California as more low-income residents purchase 

cars, according to a report released Wednesday by the UCLA Institute of Transportation 

Studies. 

http://www.sandiegouniontribune.com/news/environment/sd-me-failing-transit-ridership-20180131-story.html


The report was commissioned by the Southern California Association of Governments and 

analyzed data for the agency’s service territory, including the counties of Los Angeles, Orange, 

Riverside, San Bernardino, Ventura and Imperial. 

While the San Diego region wasn’t studied, officials said that the findings could help explain 

recent declines in local ridership of buses and trolleys. 

“The report likely does identify some of the same issues we face and are undoubtedly part of 

the reason for our more recent ridership declines,” said Rob Schupp, spokesman for the San 

Diego Metropolitan Transit System. 

The report found that the large majority of transit riders in the studied region were 

concentrated in low income, often immigrant communities. While car ownership in the region 

has rapidly increased since 2000, it has done so most dramatically among those populations 

“The primary take away is that exploding levels of new automobile ownership is largely 

incompatible with a lot of transit ridership,” said Michael Manville, co-author and professor of 

urban planning at UCLA. 

“We saw that auto ownership (increased) across all income levels, but it increased 

disproportionately among groups who are more likely to ride public transportation,” he added. 

According to the study, the region added roughly 2.1 million household vehicles between 2000 

and 2015, which was nearly quadruple the rate of the previous decade. As this trend set in, 

transit ridership fell by about 72 million riders annually from 2012 to 2016. 

The San Diego region has fared a bit better than SCAG’s service area — with declines in overall 

ridership starting in 2016 as opposed to 2012. 

Measured per-capita, ridership in the SCAG region has been declining since the 1980s with a 

steep drop starting in 2007, according to the report. In California that trend started in 2009. 

Officials with MTS and the San Diego Association of Government said the agency doesn’t 

currently have data on the number of people who ride buses and trolleys on a per-capita. 

“We’re interested in assessing the same kinds to data to see if it matches up with our region,” 

said Charles Stoll, director of land use and transportation planning for SANDAG. “We’re going to 

try to learn as much from this as we can.” 

Transit advocates in San Diego said the report is more evidence that public agencies should 

endeavor to diversify transit ridership across income levels. 

“This report echoes calls from Circulate San Diego for transit agencies to improve their 

attractiveness to occasional riders, who may also own cars,” said Colin Parent, executive 

director of the agency. 

http://www.scag.ca.gov/Documents/ITS_SCAG_Transit_Ridership.pdf


While transit ridership has also been falling across the nation in recent years, the report’s 

authors cautioned against applying the situation in Southern California to other parts of the 

country. 

“We are seeing some similar trends nationwide, but we can’t assume that the same underlying 

factors are driving this in the same way,” said Brian Taylor, co-author and professor of urban 

planning at UCLA. 

As job centers become more decentralized in places, transit networks have to significantly 

expand in order to keep pace with the changes, said Darnell Grisby, director of policy 

development and research with the American Public Transportation Association. 

“Employment and housing locations are shifting,” he said. “Public transit needs time to adjust 

to serve those locations.” 

The report said that new vehicle ownership didn’t explain all of the declines in transit use, 

finding that falling gas prices and the increasing popularity of ride-sharing services such as Lyft 

and Uber likely played a small but not insignificant role. 

The report also acknowledged that Southern California’s sprawling urban landscape with ample 

investments in parking facilities often makes using public transit challenging and driving 

relatively easy. 

From Santa Barbara to San Diego, elected officials and environmental groups have voiced 

support for policies encouraging denser, more walkable neighborhoods to make transit use 

more attractive and cut down on tailpipe emissions. 

Attempts to revamp zoning and allow for further development of urban areas have been 

routinely met with staunch opposition from homeowners who fear aesthetic changes to their 

neighborhoods and increased traffic on local streets. 

Back to Top 

 

San Jose hits milestone in land value negotiations for Google campus (Silicon 

Valley Business Journal) 

City of San Jose and Santa Clara County officials have agreed on a fair price for nine publicly 

owned parcels in the city that Google has been eyeing for months — a step forward in a long 

process to potentially build a new campus in downtown for the search giant. 

City and county officials have agreed that Google should pay $67 million for 6.5 acres of land in 

five locations around the city, including 1.62 acres at 8 S. Montgomery St., which would fetch 

$17 million of the total cost on its own. The price was derived from analysis from two 

appraisers, according to a city memo published Wednesday. 

https://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/news/2018/01/31/google-san-jose-diridon-campus-city-negotiation.html?ana=e_sjo_bn_breakingnews&u=oboFmgl6no%2FBUgbE98AM%2Bw0d876644&t=1517507635&j=79757051
http://companies.bizjournals.com/profile/google/100651/


The other sites include an acre of land at 105 S. Montgomery St., 1.15 ares at 510 W. San 

Fernando St. and 102 S. Montgomery St., 1.76 acres at 645 Park Ave. and nearly one acre at 150 

S. Montgomery St. Though the parcels are split between five locations, they are legally nine 

separate parcels owned by the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency, known as 

SARA. 

San Jose Mayor Sam Liccardo said in an interview with the Business Journal on Wednesday that 

he expects Google would accept the proposed price, if ultimately adopted by City Council 

members and other stakeholders. 

"They are aware of it all," he said of Google. 

Disagreement over land values for public property in San Jose’s Diridon Station area has left city 

leaders and community members in limbo for months, waiting to see whether elected officials 

would strike a deal to sell the land to Google, which wants to build a massive new mixed-use 

campus in the area that could span 8 million square feet in size and accommodate 20,000 

employees. 

Though the announcement Wednesday doesn’t mark a done deal, it does indicate a step 

forward in a long-stalled negotiation that has seen its deadlines pushed back twice last year due 

to lack of agreement from city and county officials over a fair price for the properties. San Jose 

and Santa Clara County are the two “lead agencies” that have been at the negotiating table 

over land values, according to a city memo released Wednesday. 

While the two agencies have been the ones primarily at the table to this point, SARA has 14 

entities with interest in the deal, all of which must sign off on the price before the land can be 

sold. Other entities include representatives from the Santa Clara Valley Water District, 

California Community Colleges and the Santa Clara County Office of Education and various 

school districts.  

If those groups and Google all eventually agree on a price, the SARA-owned land would be sold 

to the city of San Jose, which would in turn sell the property to Google – after an affirmative 

vote by the City Council, the County Board and the SARA Oversight Board. The Santa Clara 

County Board of Supervisors is slated to vote on the deal Feb. 6. 

San Jose's City Council is slated to host a public hearing and vote on the matter Feb. 13 at its 

normal City Council meeting. The SARA Oversight Board will consider the price at its Feb. 22 

meeting. 

"It’s true both that this is a critical hurdle for us to bound and we’ve got many more hurdles 

ahead," Liccardo said in an interview. "So, we're happy to see that we are moving forward along 

with the county in resolving the negotiations over these parcels but we have a lot more work to 

do." 

Trammell Crow's Diridon Station 

https://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/search/results?q=Sam%20Liccardo


As part of its planned 8 million-square-foot downtown San Jose campus, search giant Google 

will take over developer Trammell Crow's 1 million-square-foot Diridon Station project in the 

heart of the planned urban campus.  

Google is looking to buy 16 public parcels in the city. Nine of those are the SARA properties that 

have been priced so far at $67 million. The last seven are owned solely by San Jose. 

Liccardo said in an interview Wednesday that the city's primary focus has been to find an 

agreeable price for the SARA parcels, but that officials will now focus more on finding a fair 

price for the city-owned land. Last year Liccardo told the Business Journal that part of the 

holdup was finding an agreement between all of the interests for SARA, and that if all of the 

land was city-owned, the price likely would have been decided upon before the end of the year. 

Liccardo said he hopes to have a price negotiated with Google for the city-owned parcels in the 

coming weeks, but he acknowledges that it won't be a simple task to strike such an agreement. 

"Some of those public parcels involve very complex issues that include covenants with other 

stakeholders in the Diridon area and significant soil remediation costs and other complexities," 

he said. "They all present tricky problems for us to resolve." 

Google steams ahead 

Despite the stall on negotiations with the city and SARA, Google and its development partner, 

Dallas, Texas-based Trammell Crow, have continued to buy land in the Diridon Station area 

from private owners in recent months. 

To date, the companies have spent more than $160 million on real estate in the area, county 

property records show.  

 

Meanwhile, community engagement around the online search behemoth’s plans in the city has 

been a hot topic among community members who say they want a seat at the table before the 

city agrees to a price for the public land. 

While in many circles, Google's entrance to San Jose seems to have been all but accepted as an 

inevitability, some in the community showed up to Tuesday's City Council meeting to say they 

wanted the city to reject the proposal altogether. 

Even so, elected officials adopted a contentious outline of what groups would form the city’s 

new Station Area Advisory Group, which will be made up of 38 members from nearby 

neighborhoods, advocacy groups and Google. 

The group will advise elected officials on what the community wants to see in the station area, 

even outside of a Google development. But the group would also advise on aspects of a 

potential 8 million-square-foot mixed-use Google campus, where the Mountain View-based 

https://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/news/2017/12/14/google-san-jose-diridon-campus-timeline-land-buys.html
https://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/news/2017/12/14/google-san-jose-diridon-campus-timeline-land-buys.html


tech giant has said up to 20,000 employees could work, assuming it can come to an agreement 

over land prices with the city and SARA. 

Google has told the city that it will abstain from voting in any decision the group would vote on 

in the future. 

Residents showed up in force Tuesday night to say they wanted more representation in the 

group for a long list of interests, but council members stuck roughly to their original plan for the 

roster, adding three spots for additional input after hours of public comment and discussion. 

Back to Top 

 

California could see the return of $4 gas (Mercury News) 

Motorists in California, the state with the most expensive gasoline, could see pump prices that 

begin with a 4 again as oil markets rally. 

Gasoline, which is currently averaging $3.30 a gallon in California, may reach $4 by Memorial 

Day, the traditional start of the demand-heavy summer driving season, according to Patrick 

DeHaan, head of petroleum analysis at Boston-based GasBuddy, which monitors fuel prices 

across the U.S. It would be the first time the state has seen $4 gasoline since July 2014. 

Pump prices, which include taxes, are already 47 cents over the same time last year in California, 

the biggest statewide price change in the U.S. 

“We are soon to be February and we are seeing the year’s lowest prices,” DeHaan said in a 

phone interview Wednesday. “The concern is that a year ahead will have a much higher floor 

than what we saw last year.” 

California consumers are also facing additional state taxes on gasoline. Starting in November, 

motorists have been paying 12 cents more per gallon for gasoline and 20 cents more for diesel. 

This was the second of two increases last year, following a gas tax hike in July. 

Gasoline prices are picking up steam again, after surging to near $2.70 in September when 

Hurricane Harvey shut refineries in Texas. Higher costs at pumps across the U.S. have been 

fueled by a rally in crude oil, which has risen by half from its 2017 low to near $65 a barrel. 

“We are 7 cents away from bridging that multi-year high in the U.S.,” said DeHaan. “It’s just a 

matter of time, in my opinion.” 
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https://www.mercurynews.com/2018/01/31/california-could-see-the-return-of-4-gas/


Housing, Traffic Issues Shifting The Tide Of Multifamily Development In Silicon 

Valley 

 

During the last 15 years, a Silicon Valley Leadership Group survey of over 200 CEOs has led to 

the same results. Housing and traffic congestion are the most pressing issues for local 

employers, according to Silicon Valley Leadership Group CEO Carl Guardino, who spoke during 

Bisnow’s Silicon Valley multifamily event Thursday.  From 2010 to 2016, Santa Clara County 

created 300,000 jobs and 50,000 new housing units. In San Mateo County, 73,000 jobs were 

created during this time and only 3,850 new homes, Guardino said. “We all know supply and 

demand ... and that just doesn’t work,” he said. “Jobs need a place to go home to sleep at 

night.” In 2018, SVLG plans to campaign for a statewide housing bond, the Veterans and 

Affordable Housing Bond Act of 2018, and a nine-county traffic initiative. The housing bond 

would provide $4B in funding for affordable housing, with $1B going toward veterans who 

cannot afford to live in California without assistance and $3B going toward a spectrum of 

housing. These needs would include housing for homeless to those at risk of becoming 

homeless, decent housing for the agricultural areas in the Central Valley, affordable rental 

homes in high-cost areas of the Bay Area and down payment assistance for workforce 

housing.  Julie Littman/Bisnow Silicon Valley Leadership Group CEO Carl Guardino throws a T-

shirt to an audience member. He said the bond could help nearly 100,000 Californians in a state 

that has built 80,000 new homes on average each year for the last 20 years. The state needs 

200,000 to meet its housing needs, he said. While he said this bond will not solve the state’s 

housing problems, it will be a step in the right direction. SVLG also has been providing ongoing 

support for housing developments and endorsed 300 projects in the last 20 years. With its 

backing, a majority of these housing developments have received approval from planning 

commissions, according to Guardino.  Guardino said the region has the second-worst traffic 

conditions in the U.S. On average, commuters spend an average of 72 hours stuck on the 

freeway in traffic below 35 miles per hour. SVLG has partnered with Bay Area Council and SPUR 

on a nine-county traffic initiative that would provide $5B in improvements across county lines 

for the next 25 years. This funding would go toward improving freeways and Caltrain 

modernization and improvements to stations, Guardino said. “On a regional front, we have to 

pull together as a Bay Area and do better,” he said.   Creating Housing Communities That 

Improve Transit Julie Littman/Bisnow Anton DevCo President Andrew Baker, City Ventures 

Senior Vice President, Northern California Patrick Hendry and Sares Regis Group Senior Vice 

President Dave Hopkins One of the ways developers have been working toward solving the 

housing and traffic issues is by building mixed-use transit-oriented neighborhoods where 

residents do not always need to get in their cars to go to work or go to a retail center. While 

some developers have had less-than-favorable opinions of San Jose’s urban village concept, City 

Ventures Senior Vice President, Northern California Patrick Hendry said urban villages are 

presenting new opportunities for the company in San Jose. The company closed on a 10-acre 

https://www.bisnow.com/silicon-valley/news/multifamily/housing-traffic-issues-shifting-the-tide-of-multifamily-development-in-silicon-valley-84356
https://www.bisnow.com/silicon-valley/news/multifamily/housing-traffic-issues-shifting-the-tide-of-multifamily-development-in-silicon-valley-84356


site last year at 641 Capitol Ave. and is looking for additional opportunities for urban villages as 

well as anything adjacent to transit. Anton DevCo has been working on a project in Milpitas 

alongside Lion and Lennar to create a mixed-use neighborhood next to the future Milpitas BART 

station, which is expected to open in June, Anton DevCo President Andrew Baker said. Anton 

DevCo has 2,000 units in the pipeline with 500 in lease-up and 500 under construction. Two 

projects are expected to start this year with Phase 2 of its Milpitas project across from BART 

and another project in Alameda County. Several projects in North Peninsula are in pre-

development for 2019. Baker said he expects more of these urban villages throughout Silicon 

Valley that are creating their own destinations, much like what was done in Santana Row. Julie 

Littman/Bisnow The Core Cos. Executive Vice President Chris Neale and Swenson Senior Vice 

President Steve Andrews The Core Cos. is building a mixed-income and mixed-use community 

in Santa Clara near the San Jose border, according to The Core Cos. Executive Vice President 

Chris Neale. The project, Agrihood, will provide senior housing, affordable housing, middle-class 

rentals, single-family homes and market-rate rentals. “Our goal for the project was how to 

create housing for the broadest range of Santa Clarans,” Neale said. Part of that meant working 

closely with the local community to figure out what it wanted and how best to create a new 

neighborhood within an existing area that was predominately single-family homes, he said. The 

developer took cues from the history of the land, which used to be an agricultural site and will 

turn a portion of the land into an urban farm, according to Neale. The whole process took a lot 

of upfront work with the local community, which had vetoed a previous developer’s plan for 

the area. “It’s a tough battle to get projects entitled,” Neale said. “They have to be at the edges 

of density.” Why Location Is Becoming The Top Selling Point Julie Littman/Bisnow Dern 

Architecture + Development principal Michael Dern and Polaris Pacific partner Paul Zeger 

Having a multifamily project close to density as well as office and retail has benefits and does 

make lease-up easier. “The best amenity isn’t the building. It’s where you can walk to from it,” 

Sares Regis Group Senior Vice President Dave Hopkins said. “It’s the transit. It’s the job. If you 

really hit a home run, you put [the project] near a base of employment.” At Sares Regis’ newest 

condo complex, which began sales last year, 3,500 people expressed interest in 52 units in 

Mountain View along El Camino Real and close to transit and 120 people were pre-approved, 

according to Hopkins. The complex quickly sold out at over $1K/SF. Sares Regis has been 

working on transit-oriented developments in South San Francisco, San Bruno, Belmont and 

Downtown Redwood City. Its biggest project is the redevelopment with Hunter Properties of 

downtown Sunnyvale's former Sunnyvale Town Center into a mixed-use community with retail, 

office and residential.  At a project in Downtown Sunnyvale, SummerHill Apartment 

Communities decided to forgo a swimming pool for a small project that had 105 units, 

SummerHill Apartment Communities Executive Vice President and Managing Director Katia 

Kamangar said. The project was in a great location in downtown but was competing with a 

larger project farther from downtown that had a huge swimming pool. SummerHill’s project 

had fire pits, water fountains and high-quality spaces, she said. Despite some initial nerves, the 

project leased up, she said.  “You have to be careful ... your location and your amenity package 

has to be commensurate,” she said.  Julie Littman/Bisnow Cal Solar Design/Build Contractor 



Sean Neman The Core Cos. is planning to build the 300-unit Gateway Tower in Downtown San 

Jose and Neale said one of the biggest features to this project is its location. “Residents in these 

apartment communities really want to be in these vibrant 24/7 neighborhoods,” he said. What 

is also driving the need for denser communities near transit are people’s perceptions of how 

housing is changing. Families want that smaller home near transit where they can go out and 

spend weekends walking around with their kids, Polaris Pacific partner Paul Zeger said. 

“Municipalities have to accept density near transit as a good thing,” Zeger said. 
Back to Top 
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VTA Daily News Coverage for Friday, February 2, 2018 

 

1. Plan for dedicated El Camino bus lanes grinds to a halt (Mountain View Voice) 

2. Milpitas: 89 townhomes OK’d near BART station (Mercury News) 

3. Editorial: Trump failing to make America’s infrastructure great again )East Bay Times) 

4. Editorial: A bullet train audit can help the troubled system 

 

 

Plan for dedicated El Camino bus lanes grinds to a halt (Mountain View Voice) 

After years of spinning its wheels, the controversial proposal to build dedicated bus lanes along 

El Camino Real appears to have ground to a halt. 

Originally proposed more than a decade ago, the $223 million project known as Bus Rapid 

Transit has languished in recent years amid push-back from residents and many elected 

leaders. Valley Transportation Authority officials say they are now pulling the plug on the idea 

after gaining insufficient support from cities along the El Camino corridor, even for a scaled-

down version to test out the idea. 

"It just wasn't being well-received," said Brandi Childress, VTA spokeswoman. "We were having 

a really difficult time getting consensus on this corridor for taking a lane of traffic." 

In the end, studies and engineering for the Bus Rapid Transit project have cost a total of $10.5 

million, Childress said. Even though the project is now shelved, that money wasn't wasted, she 

said. The studies and analysis of traffic patterns could still be useful for future improvements 

along El Camino, she said. 

The original idea for Bus Rapid Transit called for an elaborate series of new bus stops and 

infrastructure that would dedicate two of El Camino's six traffic lanes primarily for bus traffic. 

https://mv-voice.com/print/story/2018/02/02/plan-for-dedicated-el-camino-bus-lanes-grinds-to-a-halt


Once completed, the project would have streamlined bus service, potentially making it a viable 

transit option for more commuters. 

Overall travel time for a ride from Palo Alto down to San Jose would have been reduced by 

about 40 minutes, according to VTA studies. 

The same VTA studies predicted that regular traffic along El Camino would experience no 

significant disruption despite losing two traffic lanes. Many observers found that claim hard to 

believe. 

As the dedicated bus lane project moved forward in 2015, it drew fierce resistance. Many 

residents warned the project would divert traffic into their neighborhoods. Those opponents 

cried betrayal after a thin majority of the Mountain View City Council came out in support of 

the idea. In the days following, critics launched an effort to recall the council's supporters, but 

that backlash eventually lost steam. 

While Mountain View was officially on board with the plan, most other cities along the route 

were not. VTA officials decided to drastically scale back the plan. They presented plans for a 

cheaper pilot program that would create dedicated bus lanes only during peak commute hours 

on El Camino. 

But by that point, the project's limited political support had evaporated. No city government 

along the route endorsed the proposal, and even Mountain View's council came out in 

opposition to it. 

The final blow for Bus Rapid Transit came last week. Los Altos Councilwoman Jeannie Bruins, 

who chairs the project's advisory committee, wrote to VTA officials that the project was 

infeasible and should be brought to an end. 

The project's demise probably won't be mourned by anyone, said Mountain View Mayor Lenny 

Siegel, who also sat on the advisory committee. 

"The whole idea was weak in the first place, and we couldn't salvage it," he said. "Now we have 

to look for more imaginative solutions for getting people to work or school." 

For Siegel, the challenge now is to convince VTA officials to consider other North County transit 

improvements, even though Bus Rapid Transit failed. He is now working to build support for an 

elevated transit system along the Highway 85 corridor. Mountain View city staff is also studying 

a new automated transit system to connect the North Bayshore area with the city's downtown. 

Back to Top 

Milpitas: 89 townhomes OK’d near BART station (Mercury News) 

Eighty-nine townhomes are slated to rise near the Milpitas Bay Area Rapid Transit Station after 

the Planning Commission unanimously recommended approval of the the project last week. 

https://www.mercurynews.com/2018/02/02/milpitas-89-townhomes-okd-near-bart-station/


At 551 Lundy Place, the project is the third phase of a neighborhood development by San 

Ramon-based The True Life Companies, which the City Council has previously given approval to 

build 104 residential units nearby. 

In recent years, Milpitas has approved construction of more than 800 housing units in the area, 

which is considered under the city’s Transit Area Specific Plan, or TASP. The plan envisions a 

neighborhood with a mix of shops and high-density, multi-family housing units, centered 

around the transit hub, which is expected to open later this year. 

The 89 units comprise 30 standalone buildings designed to fit in architecturally with the rest of 

the project’s three looks: a contemporary shed roof, modern California bungalow, and 

contemporary Craftsman styles. In this project, townhome units would provide three and four 

bedrooms and would range from approximately 1,450 to 2,000 square feet in size, city staff 

reports state. 

A portion of the 3.68-acre project will be devoted to open space in the form of a public trail 

along Penitencia Creek. 

At the Jan. 24 meeting, Commissioner Ray Maglalang hinted that the city should consider 

adopting policies in the future that impose heftier fees than what’s under the TASP plan. 

“If you can imagine me as I developer, I’ll pay for that. You want to know why?” Maglalang 

asked. 

“Let’s say $1 million is the property value you’re selling it. You’re making a billion. You’re paying 

$2,772,000,” he said, the amount apparently referring to some of the fees levied under the 

TASP plan. “So I’ll pay for it. That’s the numbers that I’ve been trying to compute, that’s one 

thing I’ve been trying to persuade, that we need to change, because property values are really 

going up.” 

Leah Beniston, vice president of entitlements at The True Life Companies, bristled at the 

suggestion that the developer wasn’t shouldering enough of the cost. 

“We never underpay,” she told the commission, noting the developers volunteered an 

additional 5 percent toward affordable housing for an earlier phase — when it was becoming 

clear that the city was soon going to enact such a policy anyway. 

“So our fees total a 10 percent affordable housing fee for our two projects,” she said. “So 

overall I know that the city is going through its nexus study, but we’re ahead of the city as far as 

providing additional affordable housing funds.” 

In total, the developers will pay $5.3 million to the city, Beniston said. 

The project is expected to go to City Council for final approval at a future date. 
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Editorial: Trump failing to make America’s infrastructure great again )East Bay 

Times) 

The state of the union is crumbling. 

The need to invest in infrastructure is one of the few issues on which even President Trump and 

California Gov. Jerry Brown agree. 

During the presidential campaign Trump pledged to invest $1 trillion in infrastructure projects 

that would have made America safer and more competitive in the global marketplace. But he 

didn’t offer details about how it would be funded. He also missed a golden opportunity for a 

bipartisan deal during his first 100 days in office that could have dramatically changed the 

trajectory of his presidency. 

The president did say during his State of the Union address Tuesday that “we will build 

gleaming new roads, bridges, highways, railways, and waterways across our land.” And now his 

overall plan calls for a $1.5 trillion investment over 10 years. But only $200 billion would come 

from the federal government.  The rest of the $1.3 trillion would have to come from private 

investment and local and state funding. 

It’s a non-starter. State and local governments simply don’t have that kind of money. The 

federal government has historically contributed 50 percent of the funding for infrastructure 

projects. Trump is proposing that the federal investment would be only 20 percent. He also 

wants to get the money by cutting an equal amount from the federal budget. Good luck getting 

bipartisan support for cuts of that magnitude. 

California’s share of the $200 billion wouldn’t begin to cover the state’s needs, even in the 

unlikely event that the president offers up a generous proportion of the funding to a state he 

routinely trashes. 

Less than a month after Trump took office, the governor submitted a $100 billion wish list of 

infrastructure projects for Trump to consider that would work in conjunction with the state’s 

10-year transportation investment plan. 

Several high-priority Bay Area investments were included in the list of 51 projects, some of 

which are already in the works but could use additional federal funding to complete: 

• Constructing a multi-county express lane network to relieve Bay Area congestion for freight 

and major job centers along Interstates 80 and 680 and Highways 101, 85 and 237. 

• Improving highway interchange and truck scales at the I-80/I-680 interchange. 

• Building four express lanes on Highway 156, a major freight and regional connector in 

Monterey and San Benito counties. 

Editorial:%20Trump%20failing%20to%20make%20America’s%20infrastructure%20great%20again


• Extending BART to San Jose. Electrify Caltrain on the Peninsula. Expand and replace BART and 

Muni rail fleets. 

The quality of U.S. infrastructure is falling behind other developing countries because of the 

failure to update systems that were considered state of the art 50 years ago. Our economic 

success depends on the efficiency and quality of our transportation, water and energy systems. 

Bay Area counties are doing their part to raise funding for maintaining and improving our 

transportation systems. Brown and the Legislature have made moves to generate infrastructure 

funding. Trump needs to back up his campaign pledge and make the necessary investment to 

keep America from falling apart. 

Looks as if one effort to overturn the recently initiated gas tax has failed to qualify for the 

election. Do you have more information? 

John Maguire 

Antioch 

A: While the first repeal attempt failed to garner enough signatures to make it onto the ballot, a 

second attempt is underway, backed by many Republican legislators in Southern California. It’s 

too early to predict if it will get enough signatures to make it on the November ballot. 

Q: You recently included some information on the proposed bridge toll increase. You stated 

only 31 percent will go to roads and the rest to transit. 

Yet 79 percent of Contra Costa commuters drive. Only 11 percent go by transit. 

The Bay Bridge has the worst congestion in the area. Rather than spending money on more 

BART cars, ferries, etc., we should spend it on another bridge across the bay. 

Ken Hambrick 

Walnut Creek 

Like Mr. Roadshow’s Facebook page for more questions and answers about Bay Area roads, 

freeways and commuting. 

A: Higher tolls would provide $50 million for planning and preliminary engineering of a new rail 

tube between the East Bay and San Francisco. But the total cost could easily top $100 billion, so 

don’t get your hopes up. 

Q: This talk of another toll increase stinks. We just passed a sales tax increase, gas tax went up 

and now they want more. When will it stop? 

Steve 

A: It won’t. Counties with sales taxes about to expire like San Mateo may seek renewals and the 

gas tax will be periodically adjusted for inflation. 

http://bayareane.ws/mrroadshowfb


Q: I commuted from the South Bay to Pleasanton for years. I would have taken a bus or train 

but there were none going in that direction. Maybe we should increase public transportation 

spending before squeezing more cars into more lanes on Interstate 680. 

Mary Williamson 

San Jose 

A: There’s some hope for local transit. The state this week approved spending $51.9 million in 

new gas tax funds on several rail lines. This includes 

Saturday service for the Altamont Corridor Express, increased weekday and weekend service 

for the Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit system and station improvements for Amtrak’s Capitol 

line between Sacramento and San Jose. 

But a big winner could be Caltrain where millions will go to rehab trains, upgrade signals, bike 

parking improvements and adding crossover tracks near the middle of the line to enhance 

schedule flexibility. 

Q: A few million of new toll funds should go to the salary of a writer of a regular news column 

discussing Bay Area traffic problems. It would be money well spent. What do you think? 

Jim Bodwin 

A: Hmmm. Who do you have in mind? 

Back to Top 

Editorial: A bullet train audit can help the troubled system 

The problem with a government audit, as any fearful bureaucrat knows, is that teams of 

numbers crunchers poring over the books always turn up embarrassing details. Unleash the 

dogs and they’ll dig up a bone. 

In the case of California’s wobbly high-speed rail plan, it’s especially true with lots to analyze, 

double-check and unearth. Two state lawmakers — one a fan and the other a foe — want the 

full audit treatment for the project. It’s almost certain to underscore the cost overruns and 

delays that go with any mention of the Bay Area-to-Southland rail idea. 

Yet a serious, independent audit could save, not spike, a promising concept that voters backed 

a decade ago and the state badly needs to modernize travel. The sore points and failures that 

an audit likely will find could produce the right responses to get the idea back on track. 

The audit request comes at a do-or-die moment. Gov. Jerry Brown played up his support in his 

State of the State address last week, saying “I like trains, and I like high-speed trains even 

better.” He’s sending in a new chief executive, Brian Kelly, who previously ran the state’s 

transportation agency, to come up with a new business plan. Construction continues on the 

first stretch running through 119 miles of Central Valley farmland. 

http://www.sfchronicle.com/opinion/editorials/article/Editorial-A-bullet-train-audit-can-help-the-12545059.php


But plans for the $65 billion line are way beyond original estimates. The first phase cost is 

jumping by $3 billion to $10.6 billion, a nasty surprise since the flat landscape was expected to 

make it easier to build. The timeline for the rest of the system, including a section connecting 

San Francisco and Bakersfield and the final miles to Los Angeles, could be delayed beyond a 

promised 2029 deadline. 

While Brown remains a booster, this is his final year in office. Among his potential successors, 

high-speed rail doesn’t enjoy the same love and affection. The candidates are offering 

conditional support or outright avoidance in talking about an issue Brown prizes. Killing a 

project this big sounds inconceivable, but voters aren’t hearing what the next governor has in 

mind: full speed ahead, cancellation or a sawed-off version. 

The audit could clarify the major issues and offer guidance. Ways to save money, trim costs and 

get the system rolling more quickly should be explored. On the flip side, there needs to be a 

dose of reality in understanding the complexity and scale of a 500-mile system that crosses 

mountains, runs through cities and operates at an all-new technical level. 

The audit request comes from state Sen. Jim Beall, a San Jose Democrat who chairs his 

chamber’s transportation panel. He’s long backed more money for transit projects and sided 

with high-speed rail, which will have tracks through his city. 

His stature is especially significant since past audit requests from anti-train Republicans have 

gone nowhere in the Democrat-controlled legislature. 

Joining him is Jim Patterson, a Republican state assemblyman. He’s a former mayor of Fresno, a 

major stop on the rail line, and a longtime opponent of the project he considers wasteful. 

This joint parentage could remove doubts that the audit will be a put-up job for either side in 

the debate. Far from appearing as a parliamentary backstabbing, an audit could serve up what 

high-speed rail needs: a focus on problems, independent evaluation and an implied path 

forward. 
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From: VTA Board Secretary  

Sent: Friday, February 02, 2018 5:13 PM 

To: VTA Board of Directors 

Subject: VTA Correspondence: Government Affairs Report; Caltrain JPB Meeting Summary; Comments 

on Caltrain Business Plan; Caltrain Ad Hoc Committee Compliance with the Brown Act 

 

VTA Board of Directors: 

We are forwarding you the following:  

 

From Topic 

VTA Items provided at the February 1, 2018 Board Meeting:  

1) Agenda Item #8.1.A - Government Affairs Report;  

2) Agenda Item #8.4.D - Caltrain JPB Meeting Summary 

Roland Lebrun Comments on Caltrain Business Plan Final Business Strategy 

and Scope 

Roland Lebrun Caltrain Ad Hoc Committee Compliance with the Brown Act  

 

Thank you. 

Office of the Board Secretary 

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 

3331 N. First Street 

San Jose, CA 95134 

408.321.5680 

board.secretary@vta.org 
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 Item 8.1.a 

GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS REPORT 

February 1, 2018 

              

FEDERAL 

 

FY 2018 Appropriations:  Congress has until Thursday, February 8 to take action to keep the 

government funded, having just ended a government shutdown on January 22, 2018.  The federal 

government has been functioning under a series of Continuing Resolutions (CR) since the 

previous fiscal year ended on September 30, 2017.  While funding for the Children’s Health 

Insurance Program (CHIP) was extended for six years with the passage of the current CR, other 

key factors that led to the breakdown in negotiations in January remain.  Senate Majority Leader 

Mitch McConnell helped to end the shutdown with a vow to allow floor debate on a legislative 

fix for the Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals (DACA) Program, but President Trump’s 

other immigration demands present a challenge for members of both parties seeking 

compromise.  With the March 8 deadline for the DACA program looming, Democrats continue 

to use the budget process as a way to leverage a final deal on DACA.  One week remains in the 

current funding agreement, and no agreements have been reached on spending caps for defense 

and domestic programs.  Before an FY 2018 appropriations deal can be made, Congress also 

needs to raise spending caps for defense and domestic programs, or risk across-the-board 

spending cuts, known as “sequestration”, if current caps are exceeded. 

 

The Budget Control Act of 2011 requires that budget caps for FY 2018 and FY 2019 must be 

raised to fund defense and domestic programs at authorized levels.  Since the end of 2017, 

congressional Republicans have been pushing for a defense funding level of $626.4 billion for 

FY2018, $77.3 billion above the FY 2018 defense cap.  However, Congress cannot appropriate 

defense funding at this level until the defense spending cap is raised, or risk the entire increase 

being cancelled through sequestration.  The non-defense spending cap for FY 2018 is $516 

billion, which Democrats also want raised in parity with defense spending.  Little movement on 

these disagreement points to another potential CR to fund the government through March 9.     

 

National Infrastructure Initiative:  The Trump Administration continues to deliberate on a 

detailed proposal for a national infrastructure initiative, with early drafts being leaked to the 

public in mid-January.  The White House is now expected to share an updated proposal as part of 

the President’s budget recommendations in February.  During his State of the Union address on 

January 30, President Trump increased the estimated total combined public and private 

investment in infrastructure under the plan, to $1.5 trillion.  Of this amount, only $200 billion 

would come from direct federal investment, as the Administration has previously indicated.  

However, these draft proposals seem to indicate that the federal funding may come from cuts to 

Amtrak and repurposing existing programs, and may not represent new investments.  These early 

drafts also emphasize streamlining environmental reviews and permitting processes and the 

Administration continues to support funding for innovative technologies such as automated 

vehicles, and narrowing federal investment in infrastructure projects of regional and national 

significance with funding plans that rely more of state and local support.  According to the 

Congressional Budget Office, three-quarters of the more than $416 billion spent on 

transportation, drinking water, and wastewater infrastructure in the United States in 2014 came 

from state and local governments.      
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STATE 

 

SB 1 (Beall) Implementation:  VTA began 2018 moving quickly to take advantage of a range 

of competitive grant programs and formula funding made available with the passage of SB 1 

(Beall) the “Road Repair and Accountability Act of 2017” this past April.  SB 1 was designed 

to make a massive impact on the maintenance and expansion of California’s local streets and 

roads, highways and transit systems.  VTA estimates more than $30 million allocated by 

formula to the cities and approximately $20 million to the County in Santa Clara County for 

the maintenance of local roads.  Other increases in funding distributed by formula include 

almost $9 million in State Transit Assistance Program funds, $4.3 million to fund light rail 

vehicle mid-life overhauls, and $9 million toward the Eastridge to BART Regional Connector 

through the Local Partnership Program.   

 

In addition, VTA is also applying for funding from various competitive grant programs within 

SB 1, for projects located across Santa Clara County.  The California Transportation 

Commission (CTC) is expected to adopt several programs of grant awards in May 2018.  Among 

the competitive grant programs that VTA has applied for funding: 

 

 Solutions for Congested Corridors Program:  $33 million for US 101 Express Lanes 

Project, Phase 3 from the San Mateo County border to SR 237, part of a joint application 

with San Mateo and Caltrans.   

 

 Local Partnership Program – Competitive:  $17 million for the construction of the US 

101/Mathilda Avenue Interchange Improvements.   

 

 Trade Corridor Enhancement Program:  $4.4 million for planning and environmental 

work at US 101/SR 25.  

 Transit and Intercity Rail Capital Program (TIRCP):  $730 million over seven years 

for Phase 2 of the BART extension. 

 

SB 1 is a comprehensive measure that would raise an estimated $5 billion annually to address 

the broad range of critical transportation infrastructure needs facing communities across the 

state.  Funding for these programs comes from several fuel taxes and fees increases that went 

into effect on November 1, 2017.  SB 1 establishes the Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation 

Account to be funded with revenues generated from these new sources: 

 

 A 12 cent per gallon increase in the gasoline excise tax, indexed annually to inflation. 

 

 An increase of 20 cents per gallon in the diesel excise tax, also indexed annually to 

inflation.  Half of the revenues from this increase would be deposited into the Road 

Maintenance and Rehabilitation Account and the other half the revenues would go to a 

new Trade Corridor Enhancement Account for corridor-based freight projects nominated 

by local agencies and the state.      
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New revenues for public transit also took effect in November, 2017: 

 

 A new diesel sales tax rate of 3.5 percent for the State Transit Assistance Program 

(STA).  Public transit agencies could use their formula shares for any eligible STA 

operating or capital expenditure.   

 

 A new diesel sales tax rate of 0.5 percent for intercity and commuter rail.  Under the 

provisions of SB 1, 50 percent of the revenues would be allocated by the California 

State Transportation Agency (CalSTA) to the three state-supported intercity rail 

operators, including the Capital Corridor Joint Powers Authority.  Each intercity rail 

operator would receive a minimum of 25 percent of these funds, with CalSTA having 

the flexibility to allocate the remainder to any operator.   The other 50 percent of the 

revenues derived from this diesel sales tax would be distributed by CalSTA to the 

state’s five commuter rail operators, including Caltrain.  For FY 2018 through FY 2020, 

each commuter rail operator would receive an equal share.  SB 1 allows intercity and 

commuter rail operators to use these dollars for either operating or capital expenditures.  

 

Two other funding sources are being phased in after the fuel tax increases.   On January 1, 

2018, a portion of the revenues from a new transportation improvement fee assessed annually, 

ranging from $25 to $175 based on the market value of an individual’s vehicle.  This fee would 

be indexed to inflation annually.  $350 million per year (adjusted annually for inflation) from 

the revenues generated by the new transportation improvement fee to be split 70 percent to the 

Transit and Intercity Rail Capital Program ($245 million), and 30 percent to the STA program 

($105 million).   
 

Effective July 1, 2020, a new vehicle registration surcharge of $100 per year imposed on zero-

emission vehicles, which would be indexed to inflation every year.  This surcharge would be 

paid starting with the second year of ownership of a new zero-emission vehicle model year 

2020 or later. 

 

Additionally, SB 1 requires the repayment of $706 million in prior-year loans made to the 

General Fund from various transportation accounts in equal installments over the next three 

fiscal years.  The entire amount is required to be repaid no later than June 30, 2020. 

 

Revenues generated by tax and fee increases under SB 1 would be protected from diversion to 

non-transportation purposes, subject to voter approval.  A companion bill to SB 1, ACA 5 

(Frazier), requires a constitutional amendment to be placed on the June 2018 statewide ballot 

that would protect these funds from being borrowed or otherwise used for anything other than 

their specified transportation infrastructure improvement purposes.    
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REGIONAL 
 

Regional Measure 3:  On January 24, 2018 the MTC, serving as the Bay Area Toll Authority 

(BATA), approved a resolution authorizing the placement of a Bay Area bridge toll increase 

known as Regional Measure 3 (RM 3) on the June 5, 2018 ballot.  SB 595 (Beall) authorizes 

the measure which, with voter approval, would increase bridge tolls by $3.  Revenues generated 

would fund a defined program of projects designed to reduce congestion or make travel 

improvements in the toll bridge corridors.  In Santa Clara County, the framework includes the 

following regionally significant projects: 

 

 BART Silicon Valley Extension Project, Phase 2 = $375 million. 

 Expansion of the San Jose Diridon Station Complex = $100 million. 

 Eastridge to BART Regional Connector = $130 million 

 

Express Lanes projects in Santa Clara County are eligible to compete for a portion of the RM 3 

funding, and VTA may conduct, administer and operate express lanes to the border with the City 

and County of San Francisco, subject to an agreement with the City/County Association of 

Governments of San Mateo County and the San Mateo County Transportation Authority.  

 

The adopted resolution establishes the election date, and the schedule for phasing in the $3 

increase.  The toll increase would be phased in a dollar at a time starting in 2019, with the last 

increase in 2025.  Other regionally significant projects in the RM 3 program include: the 

expansion of Muni and BART fleets, Dumbarton Corridor Improvements, and highway 

interchange improvements at US 101/SR 92 and I - 680/SR 84.    

 

 
 
 



  Item 8.4.D 

Caltrain JPB Meeting Summary 

              

 

Caltrain JPB Meeting Summary 

 

At its February 1, 2018 meeting, the Caltrain JPB: 

 

 Swearing-in of Cindy Chavez, Representing the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 

 

 Received the monthly report of the Executive Director on Financial Dashboard as well as the Peninsula 

Corridor Electrification Project Quarterly Report. The monthly progress report on the Peninsula 

Corridor Electrification Project (PCEP) provided an overview of the PCEP and provided funding 

partners, stakeholders, and the public an overall update on the progress of the project. The document 

provided information on the scope, cost, funding, schedule, and project implementation. 

 

 Authorized the Execution of Supplemental Agreement No. 4, Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) 

Procurement and Construction Services for PG&E Infrastructure Build Outs In Support of the Peninsula 

Corridor Electrification Project (PCEP); Amendment of Supplemental Agreement No. 2 PG&E 

Oversight of Caltrain Design and Construction of 115 KV Interconnections; and Amendment of 

Supplemental Agreement No. 5 Interim Power Design and Construction Services for the PCEP Awarded 

contract to J. Powers Recruiting, Inc. of Sacramento, California to provide technical recruiting services 

for a not-to-exceed amount of $3.5 million for a five-year term. 

 

 Deferred update on Caltrain Mobile Ticketing until next meeting.  

 

 Authorized the agreement with Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) for relocation of pipeline as required 

for the 25th Avenue Grade Separation Project. 

 

 Authorized an amendment of County Law Enforcement Agreement and approved the Communication 

Services Agreement. 

 

 Approved the Caltrain Business Plan Final Business Strategy and Scope.  

 

 

 

The Caltrain JPB will next meet on 

March 1, 2018, at 10 a.m. 

San Mateo County Transit District Administrative Building 

Bacciocco Auditorium, 2nd Floor, 1250 San Carlos Avenue, San Carlos, CA 94070 

 



From: Roland Lebrun  
Sent: Wednesday, January 31, 2018 2:38 AM 
To: Caltrain Board 
Cc: VTA Board Secretary; SFCTA Board Secretary; Caltrain CAC Secretary; Caltrain BAC 
Subject: Item #13. Approve Caltrain Business Plan Final Business Strategy and Scope 

 

Dear Chair Bruins and Members of the Caltrain Board of Directors, 

  

The intent of this email is to elaborate on the comments I made at the January Board meeting 

with regards to the staggering costs of consultants required to develop Caltrain’s  Business Plan 

Vision. 

  

“Staff estimates that the total cost for consultant services on the Business Plan (including 

technical work, outreach, independent review, project management and contingency) will be 

approximately $5,000,000. The estimated cost to complete the first half of the Business Plan 

(including Tasks 1 and 2) is $2,175,000.”  

http://www.caltrain.com/Assets/__Agendas+and+Minutes/JPB/2018/2018-02-01+-

+JPB+revised+agenda.pdf (page 183). 

  

This begs the question of how these consultants could possibly cost twice as much as the 

entire Capital Corridor administration budget. 

  

“For the first time in nearly 10 years, the CCJPA is seeking an increase in its projected FY 

2018-19 Administrative expenses. The FY 2018-19 expenses to support the CCJPA’s 

administrative and management activities are planned to increase by $500,000 to $2,634,000 in 

order to provide additional management staff” 

https://www.capitolcorridor.org/wp-

content/uploads/2018/01/CCJPABizPlanFY1819_publicdraft_01-19-2018.pdf (page 24) 

  

Last but not least, the Capitol Corridor Vision Plan could provide a useful template for Caltrain’s 

equivalent exercise: https://www.capitolcorridor.org/vision-plan/  

http://www.caltrain.com/Assets/__Agendas+and+Minutes/JPB/2018/2018-02-01+-+JPB+revised+agenda.pdf
http://www.caltrain.com/Assets/__Agendas+and+Minutes/JPB/2018/2018-02-01+-+JPB+revised+agenda.pdf
https://www.capitolcorridor.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/01/CCJPABizPlanFY1819_publicdraft_01-19-2018.pdf
https://www.capitolcorridor.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/01/CCJPABizPlanFY1819_publicdraft_01-19-2018.pdf
https://www.capitolcorridor.org/vision-plan/


 

CCJPA Vision Plan, What the 

Capitol Corridor Can Become 

www.capitolcorridor.org 

The Vision Plan envisions a faster, more accessible, 

and more sustainable rail transport system for the 

Bay Area and Northern California.. 

https://www.capitolcorridor.org/business-plan/ 

 

CCJPA Annual Business Plan for 

Capitol Corridor Rail Service 

www.capitolcorridor.org 

The CCJPA's annual business plans for the Capitol 

Corridor, submitted to the State of California 

Department of Business, Transportation and 

Housing. 

Sincerely, 

Roland Lebrun 

 

cc:  

VTA Board 

SFCTA Board 

Caltrain CAC 

SFCTA CAC 

Caltrain BPAC 

https://www.capitolcorridor.org/vision-plan/
https://www.capitolcorridor.org/vision-plan/
https://www.capitolcorridor.org/business-plan/
https://www.capitolcorridor.org/business-plan/
https://www.capitolcorridor.org/business-plan/
https://www.capitolcorridor.org/vision-plan/
https://www.capitolcorridor.org/business-plan/


From: Roland Lebrun 
Sent: Tuesday, January 30, 2018 9:12 PM 
To: Caltrain Board; MTC Commission 
Cc: VTA Board Secretary; SFCTA Board Secretary; Board (@samtrans.com); CHSRA Board; SFCTA CAC; 
cacsecretary (@caltrain.com); Caltrain, Bac (@caltrain.com) 
Subject: Re: Caltrain Ad Hoc Committee violations of the Brown Act 

 

Dear Chair Bruins, 
 
Please refer to http://www.caltrain.com/Assets/__Agendas+and+Minutes/JPB/2018/2018-02-
01+-+JPB+revised+agenda.pdf (page 182) and note this paragraph: 
 

"Board Involvement: The JPB has established an Ad Hoc Committee to guide the 

development of the Business Plan. This Committee will meet on an approximately monthly basis 
for the duration of the Business Plan process and will review all major project materials and 
deliverables before their release to the public or introduction to the full Board." 
 
It would therefore appear that, contrary to Caltrain Counsel's email dated August 9th these ad 
hoc committees were indeed established by the JPB, not former Chair Gee and are thus subject 
to Government Code Section 54954.2.   
Please be further advised that there have been multiple violations of the 72-hour rule since I 
first notified the Board of this issue via email on Monday August 7th 2017.   
 
Thank you in advance for your prompt attention to this matter. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Roland Lebrun 
 
CC: 
MTC Commissioners 
VTA Board of Directors 
SFCTA Board of Directors 
SamTrans Board of Directors 
High Speed Rail Authority Board of Directors 
VTA CAC 
SFCTA CAC 
Caltrain CAC 
Caltrain BAC 
SamTrans CAC 
 

 
From: Martinez, Martha <martinezm@samtrans.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, August 9, 2017 5:04 PM 
To: Roland Lebrun 
Cc: Jeff Gee; Cassman, Joan (jcassman@hansonbridgett.com); Hartnett, Jim; MTC Commission; VTA 
Board Secretary; SFCTA Board Secretary; Board (@samtrans.com); CHSRA Board; SFCTA CAC; 

http://www.caltrain.com/Assets/__Agendas+and+Minutes/JPB/2018/2018-02-01+-+JPB+revised+agenda.pdf
http://www.caltrain.com/Assets/__Agendas+and+Minutes/JPB/2018/2018-02-01+-+JPB+revised+agenda.pdf
mailto:martinezm@samtrans.com
mailto:jcassman@hansonbridgett.com


cacsecretary (@caltrain.com); Caltrain, Bac (@caltrain.com) 
Subject: RE: Ad Hoc Committee compliance with the Brown Act  
  
Please see message below from Joan Cassman, Legal Counsel, in response to your 

email below. 
Martha Martinez 
Executive Officer, 
District Secretary/Executive Administration  
___________________________ 
  
Dear Mr. Lebrun, 
  
We have received your correspondence regarding the Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board’s (JPB) 
compliance with the Brown Act (Cal. Gov. Code section 54950, et seq.), specifically related to the 
application of the Brown Act requirements to two new ad hoc advisory committees announced by the 
JPB Board Chair at the JPB Board meeting of August 3, 2017.  I write in response to your contentions, 
which are in error.   
  
Government Code section 54952 defines those local agency “legislative bodies” that are subject to the 
Brown Act.  Under the law, the JPB Board of Directors is subject to the Brown Act, as is any “commission, 
committee, board, or other body of [the JPB], whether permanent or temporary, decisionmaking or 
advisory, created by charter, ordinance, resolution, or formal action of a legislative body.” (emphasis 
added). 
  
First and foremost, the two new subcommittees were appointed by the JPB Board Chair and announced 
at the JPB Board meeting on August 3.  There was no action of the Caltrain Board to create these 
subcommittees.   
  
Second, the Brown Act is clear as to its applicability to standing committees that meet certain criteria 
and its non-applicability to ad hoc committees that meet other criteria.  More specifically, the Brown Act 
applies to committees with: 

-          “continuing subject matter jurisdiction, or  
-          “a meeting schedule fixed by charter, ordinance, resolution, or formal action of a 

legislative body.”  
  
The Brown Act does not apply to committees that are: 

-          “advisory committees,  
-          “composed solely of the members of the legislative body that are less than a 

quorum of the legislative body.”   
  

In this case, the JPB Board Chair – not the Board itself – has appointed two “advisory committees” that 
are “composed solely of the members of the [JPB Board],” and that are comprised of “less than a 
quorum of the [Board].” The two ad hoc advisory committees were not “created by charter, ordinance, 
resolution, or formal action of a legislative body,” and do not have “continuing subject matter 
jurisdiction” or “a meeting schedule fixed by charter, ordinance, resolution, or formal action of a 
legislative body.” 
  
Based on the letter and spirit of the law, and consistent with current and past practice of all other local 
governments with which I have been engaged, the two ad hoc advisory committees created by Chair 
Gee are not “legislative bodies” for purposes of the Brown Act. 
  



Joan Cassman 
 

    

Joan L. Cassman 
Partner 
Hanson Bridgett LLP  
(415) 995-5021 Direct  
(415) 995-3414 Fax  
jcassman@hansonbridgett.com  

   
 

 

 

     

 

  
This communication, including any attachments, is confidential and may be protected by privilege. If you are not the 
intended recipient, any use, dissemination, distribution, or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have 
received this communication in error, please immediately notify the sender by telephone or email, and permanently delete 
all copies, electronic or other, you may have.  

The foregoing applies even if this notice is embedded in a message that is forwarded or attached. 

  
From: Roland Lebrun 

Sent: Monday, August 7, 2017 3:50 AM 
To: Board (@caltrain.com) 

Cc: MTC Commission; VTA Board Secretary; SFCTA Board Secretary; Board (@samtrans.com); CHSRA 
Board; SFCTA CAC; cacsecretary (@caltrain.com); McKenna, Nancy; Caltrain, Bac (@caltrain.com) 

Subject: Ad Hoc Committee compliance with the Brown Act 
  
Dear Chair Gee and Members of the Caltrain Board of Directors, 
  
Kindly be advised that, according to the League of California cities, ad hoc committees created 
by formal action of a legislative body such as the action taken by the Caltrain Board at the 
August 3rd 2017 Board Meeting during item 6 (Chairpersons report) are legislative bodies for 
the purpose of the Brown Act https://www.cacities.org/Member-Engagement/Professional-
Departments/City-Attorneys-Department/Publications/Open-Public-IV_-A-Guide-to-the-Ralph-
M-Brown-Act-%28.aspx (page 10).  
  
Please be further advised that the Caltrain Business Plan and CBOSS PTC ad hoc committees 
must abide by the 72-hour rule in compliance with Government Code Section 
54954.2 https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=GOV&se
ctionNum=54954.2 
  
Please respond to this email by confirming your intention to comply or otherwise. 
  
Thank you in advance for your prompt attention to this matter. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Roland Lebrun 
  
CC: 
MTC Commissioners 
VTA Board of Directors 

https://www.cacities.org/Member-Engagement/Professional-Departments/City-Attorneys-Department/Publications/Open-Public-IV_-A-Guide-to-the-Ralph-M-Brown-Act-%28.aspx
https://www.cacities.org/Member-Engagement/Professional-Departments/City-Attorneys-Department/Publications/Open-Public-IV_-A-Guide-to-the-Ralph-M-Brown-Act-%28.aspx
https://www.cacities.org/Member-Engagement/Professional-Departments/City-Attorneys-Department/Publications/Open-Public-IV_-A-Guide-to-the-Ralph-M-Brown-Act-%28.aspx
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=GOV&sectionNum=54954.2
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=GOV&sectionNum=54954.2
https://www.facebook.com/HansonBridgettLLP
https://twitter.com/HansonBridgett
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SFCTA Board of Directors 
SamTrans Board of Directors 
High Speed Rail Authority Board of Directors 
VTA CAC 
SFCTA CAC 
Caltrain CAC 
Caltrain BAC 
SamTrans CAC 
  
  
 




