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The Bay Area transit project most vulnerable to another federal denial 

Silicon Valley Business Journal 

Could the same unanticipated political storm that at least temporarily took 

out Caltrain’s electrification project strike another Bay Area transportation project? 

Yes. 

At least two rail projects currently under construction in the Bay area – the Muni Metro light 

rail extension to San Francisco's Chinatown and the first phase of the BART extension to San 

Jose due for completion late this year – use $1 billion grants from the same Federal Transit 

Administration program that Caltrain hopes to tap. 

Those grants have already been awarded and the projects are safe. 

But the second phase of the BART extension project beneath downtown San Jose and on to 

Santa Clara also relies on a $1.5 billion grant from the FTA's Capital Investment Grant Program 

in addition to the funds from Measure B that Santa Clara County voters approved last fall. That 

grant has not yet been awarded — it's not scheduled to be applied for until the subway 

http://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/news/2017/03/06/bay-area-transit-funding-caltrain-bart-trump.html
http://companies.bizjournals.com/profile/caltrain/699191/?mkt=sanjose
http://companies.bizjournals.com/profile/dot/146402/?mkt=sanjose
http://companies.bizjournals.com/profile/dot/146402/?mkt=sanjose


beneath Santa Clara Street is environmentally cleared at the end of this year — and stands out 

as the most likely target for political mischief. 

“I think to a certain extent the Caltrain thing is kind of a harbinger for what could happen,” 

said Randy Rentschler, director of legislation and public affairs for the Metropolitan 

Transportation Commission (MTC), which coordinates transit funding for the nine-county Bay 

Area. 

“California is not going to be [the Trump administration’s] favorite state, and the Bay Area 

within California is not going to be their favorite locale. Transit isn’t necessarily going to be the 

thing they want to do, but that’s kind of a Republican thing. They haven’t really supported 

transit that much.This guy Trump, who knows? He says he likes trains.” 

Rentschler's observation about Republican aversion to transit projects is not confined to 

California. A group of GOP state legislators in Minnesota introduced a bill last month asking the 

federal transportation department to take a $929 million grant for an extension of 

Minneapolis's light-rail system and spend it on highways instead. The Minneapolis Star-Tribune 

reported that Republican Sen. David Osmek said it would be better if the state lost the federal 

money altogether than spend it on light-rail. 

Spokeswoman Linh Hoang said Caltrain's predicament hasn't gone unnoticed at VTA. 

“I think we’re all in a wait and see mode,” she said. “Certainly the ambiguity is something to 

think about. But we’re not there yet, so it’s difficult to project what will happen.” 

Working in VTA's favor is the fact that the BART extension is not directly linked to future 

construction of high-speed rail, which is politically toxic to the Republicans in California's 

congressional delegation. But "this administration’s a new game for everybody," Rentschler 

said. "It certainly is turning into a new game for us in the Bay Area and for transit in the near 

term." 

All Bay Area transit agencies rely on federal grant funding. About $2 billion per year flows into 

the region from Washington, according to the MTA. 

Most of these grants are so-called “formula funds” that pay for many ongoing “state of good 

repair” activities and are dispersed regionally across the country according to formulas related 

to population and other factors. 

“I don’t consider any of our normal formula projects and grants to be in any kind of jeopardy,” 

said Peter Skinner, manager of grants and fund programming for Caltrain and SamTrans, San 

Mateo County’s transit system. “No alarm bells have been raised. No other agencies have 

expressed any concern yet.” 

The FTA’s capital investment grants are separate from the formula grants, pay for new projects 

and are much more competitive. 

http://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/search/results?q=Randy%20Rentschler
http://companies.bizjournals.com/profile/ca-gov/143549/?mkt=sanjose
http://companies.bizjournals.com/profile/ca-gov/143549/?mkt=sanjose
http://companies.bizjournals.com/profile/caltrain/699191/?mkt=sanjose
http://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/search/results?q=Peter%20Skinner


They helped pay for building VTA’s light rail and BART’s extension to San Francisco International 

Airport. Caltrain and high-speed rail are counting on these grants when they extend their tracks 

from the current San Francisco Caltrain station to the downtown Transbay Transit Center, 

which is under construction, sometime in the future. 

“We have been very successful in these types of national competitions,” Rentschler said. “This 

administration’s a new game for everybody and it’s likely to be a new game for everyone for a 

long period of time. On the other hand, these projects tend to span more than one 

administration. So just because we got some not-so-great news here in the early part doesn’t 

mean that that’s going to hold forever. These guys kind of decided not to decide as opposed to 

decided not to do. 

"So this game is not over yet, although we don’t want to be falsely optimistic here and say 'Oh, 

everything’s fine.' Everything’s not fine.” 

Back to Top 

In Silicon Valley, Caltrain Upgrade Is Imperiled as Trump Withholds Funds 

New York Times 

 The engineers of Silicon Valley are fine-tuning driverless cars, building robots designed to 

replicate the human brain and shaving milliseconds off internet response times. 

Their trip to work, however, can be a throwback to the predigital age. The region’s commuter 

rail line is saddled with aging, smoke-spewing, diesel-powered locomotives. 

For more than a decade, the managers of the Silicon Valley railway, known as Caltrain, have 

been planning to upgrade to faster and less polluting electric trains. 

But those plans are now imperiled by the Trump administration’s decision in February to 

withhold a $647 million federal grant. 

In this impasse, some transportation experts see a foretaste of the political infighting and 

financial hurdles that could plague the nationwide infrastructure projects that President Trump 

is promising. Reviving America’s rusted and sagging infrastructure is one of the few areas where 

it seemed Democrats and Republicans could agree. But making these projects a reality — the 

“new roads, bridges, tunnels, airports and railways gleaming across our beautiful land” that Mr. 

Trump enumerated to Congress last week — will require political cooperation and 

accommodations that are increasingly rare in ultrapartisan times. 

In the case of Caltrain, the decision to withhold the grant came after California’s Republican 

congressional delegation asked the transportation secretary, Elaine L. Chao, to withdraw 

funding because the electrified system also would be used for the state’s bigger high-speed 

rail project, a plan they vehemently oppose. 

https://www.nytimes.com/2017/03/06/us/trump-and-republicans-block-caltrain-grant.html?rref=collection%2Fbyline%2Fthomas-fuller&action=click&contentCollection=undefined&region=stream&module=stream_unit&version=latest&contentPlacement=1&pgtype=collection
http://topics.nytimes.com/top/reference/timestopics/subjects/h/high_speed_rail_projects/index.html?inline=nyt-classifier
http://topics.nytimes.com/top/reference/timestopics/subjects/h/high_speed_rail_projects/index.html?inline=nyt-classifier


The high-speed rail line connecting San Francisco to Los Angeles is the most ambitious rail plan 

in the country and has been in the works for more than two decades with a projected cost of 

$64 billion. The project calls for completion in 2029. 

Despite initial support, Republicans now regard the high-speed project as too costly. 

“We have said no more federal dollars will go to California high-speed rail,” said Representative 

Jeff Denham, a Republican who is chairman of the House Subcommittee on Railroads. “We’re 

very strong on that position.” 

In an interview, Mr. Denham said the project should immediately stop. 

There has long been tension in California between advocates of more freeways and those 

favoring public transport. But the high-speed rail project had bipartisan support in its early 

stages. It was formally started in 1996 by Republican Gov. Pete Wilson and was supported by 

another Republican governor, Arnold Schwarzenegger. 

That consensus is long gone. The letter penned by the state’s 14 Republican members of 

Congress, including Kevin McCarthy, the House majority leader, called the project a 

“boondoggle” and described the Caltrain grant as an “irresponsible use of taxpayer dollars.” 

Caltrain and the high-speed rail project are administratively separate, but a 2013 agreement to 

share tracks as a cost-saving measure raised Republican ire. 

Defunding the electrification of the Silicon Valley corridor has immediate consequences for the 

system’s 65,000 daily commuters. Caltrain had hoped to switch to its electric system by 2021. 

The current trains are overcrowded and breakdowns are frequent; there are more than 19 

mechanical failures per month, according to Caltrain engineers. Two-thirds of the fleet has 

“reached the end of its useful life,” Caltrain says. 

At the rail line’s maintenance depot, engineers say they have trouble finding parts for the 

locomotives, which were built in the 1980s. And new maintenance workers need lectures from 

veteran technicians because they have no experience working on such old equipment. 

 

Nick Christ doing maintenance on a Caltrain locomotive. Engineers say they have trouble finding 

parts for the locomotives, which were built in the 1980s. CreditJim Wilson/The New York Times 

“You change out parts here and there,” said Joe Navarro, director of operations and 

maintenance at Caltrain. “We are putting Band-Aids on. It’s very challenging.” 

Getting to work by car or bus is often not a better alternative in Silicon Valley. A recent 

study found that the San Francisco Bay Area has the nation’s third-most-congested roads. 

“We are lucky to live in a place where innovation is in the DNA, but we don’t see that for public 

transport,” said Sridhar Iyer, a software engineer for Twitter who rides the double-decker 

http://inrix.com/scorecard/
http://inrix.com/scorecard/


Caltrain that runs near the headquarters of Apple, Facebook and Google. “The whole thing is 

stuck in the past.” 

In recent weeks, more than a dozen leaders of Silicon Valley firms called lawmakers to urge that 

the federal money be released for the Caltrain electrification project, according to Carl 

Guardino, the president of the Silicon Valley Leadership Group, which represents most of the 

region’s large tech companies. 

Mr. Guardino called the Republican campaign to block funding “a misinformed effort.” 

“The most important asset of the innovation economy are our employees,” he said. “When 

they are stuck and stalled in traffic they are not productively creating the future.” 

The specific objection by Republicans is that $600 million of state funds allocated to Caltrain’s 

electrification were initially authorized by a 2008 referendum on high-speed rail, known as 

Proposition 1A. 

“They are stealing Prop 1A money and using it for something else,” Mr. Denham said. 

Caltrain says that although the two trains will use the same tracks, the electrification project is 

“independent” and high-speed rail’s use of the corridor will require a separate environmental 

review. 

State Route 99’s lanes are being shifted in Fresno to make way for the high-speed rail 

line.CreditJim Wilson/The New York Times 

The bigger picture, proponents of the electrification project say, is that the commuter rail 

project deserves the support of the Trump administration because it meets the broad criteria of 

its infrastructure push — it will be made in America by American workers. Almost all of the 

materials for the new train system will be sourced from factories across 14 states. Caltrain 

estimates the project will create nearly 10,000 jobs. 

“This is the perfect project if you care about infrastructure, if you care about jobs and if you 

care about focusing on areas that are going to deliver long-term economic benefit,” said Stuart 

Cohen, the executive director of TransForm, a nonprofit group that advocates public 

transportation. 

The state High-Speed Rail Authority is making a similar pitch. “Every ounce of the steel, every 

ounce of the concrete is domestic,” Dan Richard, the authority’s chairman, said. “We are 

reaching out to the Trump administration to make the case that this is entirely consistent with 

the president’s vision.” 

An opinion poll by the Public Policy Institute of California last year showed a slim majority of 

respondents — 52 percent — support the high-speed rail project. 

http://www.ppic.org/content/pubs/survey/S_316MBS.pdf
http://www.ppic.org/content/pubs/survey/S_316MBS.pdf


Outside Fresno, a city in California’s Central Valley surrounded by almond and fruit orchards 

and racked by poverty, about 1,000 workers have been employed on the project to build 

viaducts and tunnels at 10 construction sites. 

The Finance Department of Gov. Jerry Brown, a Democrat, decided on Friday that the project 

was ready to lay some track and approved $2.6 billion in spending. But there are lingering 

questions about how the later stages of the project will be financed, especially if Congress 

blocks more federal support. 

Although the authority was established more than two decades, ago it was only in 2013 that 

construction began on the first, 119-mile segment of the project. 

Mayor Lee Brand of Fresno, a Republican, supports the project, which would make Silicon 

Valley a 45-minute train ride away by 2025. 

“I don’t look at this ideologically,” Mr. Brand said. “I look at it practically. The city of Fresno can 

enjoy a major benefit from what’s going on with high-speed rail. This is a poor city that needs 

all the help it can get.” 

Tom Richards, a real estate developer in Fresno who is on the authority’s board, said the rail 

connection could encourage tech companies to set up in the city and workers to commute to 

well-paying jobs in Silicon Valley. 

“This is a whole story about connecting California together,” he said. 

Back to Top 

 

California bicyclists would be allowed to roll past stop signs under proposed law 

San Francisco Examiner 

Cyclists in California would be allowed to pedal past stop signs — without stopping — under 

legislation proposed by two lawmakers who say it would make the roads safer. 

The two-tiered approach to the rules of the road — one for cyclists and one for cars — is 

unlikely to ease growing tensions over sharing California’s roadways. 

Bike advocates have won such victories in the Statehouse as requiring drivers to yield a three-

foot radius of manoeuvring room to cyclists or face fines. Motorists meanwhile have expressed 

frustration that they see certain cyclists pick and choose which laws to follow. 

Assemblymen Jay Obernolte (R-Hesperia) and Phil Ting (D-San Francisco) introduced their 

measure on Friday that would allow bicyclists to treat stop signs as merely yield signs — 

proceeding with caution if conditions are safe. 

In effect, it would legalize the so-called California roll, although just for bicyclists. 

http://www.sfexaminer.com/california-bicyclists-allowed-roll-past-stop-signs-proposed-law/


“It’s pretty compelling that the data supports this kind of change in the law,” said Obernolte, an 

avid bicyclist. “Their loss of momentum causes them to spend a substantially longer amount of 

time in the intersection.” 

The longer it takes for a bicyclist to pass through an intersection, the greater likelihood that 

they’ll get hit by an oncoming vehicle, he said. 

Research of a similar policy in Idaho, the only state in which bicyclists are currently allowed 

such freedom, found a decline in bike-related injuries after the law was enacted. 

Under the proposed law, bicyclists would still have to stop at red lights, which Obernolte said 

might motivate them to take less-traveled side roads rather than main roads with traffic signals. 

That could lessen congestion and boost safety, he said. 

Obernolte emphasized that bicyclists would only be allowed to go through a stop sign if it was 

safe, something they would have to assess as they approach the intersection. 

“It’s intentionally vague because it’s left up to the discretion of the bicyclist” he said. 

In Southern California, a spokesman for the San Diego County Sheriff’s Department said he 

couldn’t say whether the law would increase safety or work in the reverse. 

“It’s similar to any traffic violation. It’s dependent to the area if there are serious safety 

concerns,” spokesman Ryan Keim said. “But our No. 1 priority is safety for bicyclists and 

motorists.” 

While it’s technically illegal for a bicyclist to blow through a stop sign in 49 states, it’s a law 

that’s not always enforced. Obernolte said his legislation would mean that there’s no longer 

any sort of gray area about whether police would enforce the regulation. 

“There’s nothing more frustrating to the average citizen than a law that’s selectively enforced,” 

he said. 

Of the 1,625 tickets given to bicyclists in San Diego between Jan. 1, 2015, and May 31, 2016, 

some 526 citations were related to stopping and yielding, more than any other category. 

Another 79 were cited for not obeying a traffic device or sign, but it’s unclear whether those 

tickets involved a stop sign or red light. 

The legislation would break the “same road, same rights, same rules” philosophy endorsed by 

many bicyclists, which requires people on two wheels to follow the same traffic laws as people 

driving on four. 

This exception might be warranted, said Andy Henshaw, executive director of the San Diego 

County Bicycle Coalition. 

“It’s hard to argue against good data like that. And sometimes in this case, it doesn’t always 

work to have the same roads, same rules, to apply to both cars and bikes,” he said. 



There might be a temporary period of increased risk as people on bikes and motorists get used 

to a new rule, but it might eventually help alleviate traffic tie-ups, said bicycle courier Chris 

Venkus. 

“I think that a lot of traffic gets held up because bicyclists are trying to follow the same laws 

that cars are going through,” he said. “The numbers are increasing; there are more and more 

bicyclists out there. It would be very wise to start looking at different bicycle laws.” 

Others who make their living on bicycles think otherwise. Mo Karimi, owner of San Diego Bike 

Shop, said he thinks the bill is a bad idea because it will create uncertainty between motorists 

and bicyclists, particularly in more developed areas. 

“It’s a bad idea, a safety hazard,” he said. “In city areas, that’s going to be a problem. Everybody 

already knows the rules.” 

It would be better if police officers enforced the current law in situations in which bicyclists ride 

dangerously rather than amending the current statute, he said. 

Joel West, an Oceanside resident who has worked in his community on transportation issues, 

said the bill is a bad idea that will encourage bad habits. 

If enacted, he predicts that instead of cautiously riding through stop signs, bicyclists will 

completely ignore them because the law gives them the discretion to determine what’s safe. 

“Before, I was slowing down enough so it kind of looked like I was taking it seriously,” he said. 

“But if I get to decide what is a reasonable speed, I am going to go through faster than ever 

before.” 

Youngsters on bikes will be particularly at risk, he said. They haven’t developed the physical skill 

or the personal judgment to determine how much of a risk oncoming or opposing traffic poses, 

he said. 

Obernolte and Ting’s bill is based on the law Idaho passed in 1982. Jason Meggs, a researcher at 

UC Berkeley, compared Boise, Idaho, against Sacramento and Bakersfield and found that cycling 

was significantly more dangerous in the two California cities. 
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Council seeks to solve some familiar challenges 

Mountain View Voice 

Brainstorming their list of big-ticket priorities for the coming years, Mountain View City Council 

members on Monday night ended up with what seemed like a carbon copy from last time. The 

city's big goals for the next two years will once again grapple with the South Bay's stubborn, yet 

http://www.mv-voice.com/news/2017/03/06/council-seeks-to-solve-some-familiar-challenges


familiar problems -- the lack of affordable housing, ongoing environmental cleanup and the 

worsening traffic. 

But elected leaders added one new hot-button item to the list: community protection. This 

priority, as the council fine-tuned its language, is meant to protect the city's vulnerable 

populations, especially those fearing deportation by federal law enforcement. 

"There's a palpable fear in the air and it's coming out of Washington, D.C." said Mayor Ken 

Rosenberg. "It's incumbent on us to find ways to make our residents feel and be more secure." 

Held every two years, goal-setting session has become the city's launchpad for taking stock and 

laying out new programs and initiatives. As in previous years, the Feb. 27 meeting was designed 

to produce up to four overarching goals that would guide city staff in the coming years. 

For community protection and other priorities, Assistant City Manager Audrey Seymour 

Ramberg recommended keeping the conversation focused on "high level" themes. At a future 

meeting in April, she said, council members would be able to choose from a list of specific 

actions outlined by the city's departments. 

For that reason, it wasn't immediately clear what exactly Mountain View would do to resist any 

new federal action on illegal immigration. Council members mulled ideas and emphasized that 

the city needed to cooperate with other like-minded municipalities in the Bay Area. 

Councilwoman Margaret Abe-Koga proposed that the city also needs to be vigilant for people 

exploiting the situation. Undocumented workers -- now reluctant to go to law enforcement -- 

could be susceptible to wage theft, payday lending and other abusive practices, she said. 

But forming a local response could also be tricky, because federal immigration policy has been a 

moving target that seems to change by the day. Last week, the Trump Administration put 

forward sweeping orders giving immigration agents wide discretion to deport non-citizens for 

alleged crimes or posing a risk to public safety. The orders sparked immediate fear in immigrant 

communities as well as a wave of false rumors of raids and roundups in the Bay Area. It remains 

unclear whether U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement officials have actually stepped up 

their activity in the Bay Area. By Tuesday, Trump hinted at a change, saying he was amenable to 

creating a path to legal status for millions of law-abiding immigrants living in the U.S. 

At the council's Monday meeting, a line of public speakers urged city leaders to formally declare 

Mountain View as a "sanctuary city" as a symbolic move to reassure its undocumented 

residents. 

"This is the time when we need to stand up for our migrant communities," said Jeremy 

Barousse, a community organizer with Services, Immigrant Rights & Education Network (SIREN). 

"The panic out there is real -- Every time we hear of new enforcement coming down from the 

federal government, we hear about students missing from school for two to three days." 

Refining other priorities 



While Mountain View left its other major goals mostly unchanged, the City Council did pull out 

some new ideas for how to push them forward. 

On housing, council members largely signaled the city had made some big strides in boosting 

the number of low-income units. But the new group that needs some help is the "forgotten 

middle" -- those earning too much money to benefit from low-income programs, but not 

enough to afford stability, said Councilwoman Pat Showalter. 

Adding to this priority, many of the council members echoed the need to create more 

opportunities for residents to own homes rather than rent. Councilman John McAlister said he 

wanted to create incentives to encourage property owners to sell their housing rather than 

renting it out. 

Yet some on the council also warned the city should be careful in giving free rein to housing 

growth. Echoing their election campaigns, McAlister and Abe-Koga both emphasized that 

Mountain View needed to protect "quality of life" issues for established residents, ensuring that 

they city has adequate parks, road capacity, parking and other amenities before adding new 

residents. City staff gently pushed back against this characterization, saying the balance of 

services was already being taken into account as part of the city's planning process. 

Dusting off a suggestion he made two years ago, Councilman Lenny Siegel urged his colleagues 

to support regulating the short-term rental market, particularly those managed through 

websites like Airbnb. Mountain View isn't currently collecting any money in transit-occupancy 

taxes from these rentals, he said. 

On environmental sustainability, several speakers from the group Carbon Free Mountain View 

urged the city to adopt more rigorous standards and measurements for its greenhouse-gas 

benchmarks. Council members happily adopted this goal. 

For transportation, many council members said they wanted a comprehensive plan in place for 

a citywide system. No one disputed this is an ongoing problem. For the 2018 ballot, Siegel 

pitched the idea of a transportation tax on the city's tech corporations that would force them to 

pay the costs of future highway and mass transit upgrades. 

Several suggestions from the council landed in the "parking lot," a pool of ideas that didn't 

quite fit into any of the four main categories. Into this pot went an idea from Showalter to tap 

the local tech talent to promote "open data" projects, as well as a second proposal to jump-

start training events for the city's commissions. McAlister added a goal to look at the workload 

of the city's advisory committees and commissions. 

Speaking for the city staff, Ramberg warned that some of these goals would need to be nixed 

when the council reconsidered them in April. In fact, about one third of the priorities from the 

2015 goal-setting session were still incomplete and being worked on by staff, she said. 

"We want to be very focused on what we take on our plate," she said. "The kind of things the 

city is looking at are complex and can't be accomplished within one year." 
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San Ramon: Driverless shuttles make their debut 

Mercury News 

California’s first driverless shuttles made a test run Monday at Bishop Ranch office park. 

The shuttles, made by EasyMile, are in the second phase of a pilot program that began last 

summer with testing in Concord. Now, the shuttles have moved to the San Ramon business 

park and are expected to be on public streets within Bishop Ranch by the end of the year, said 

Linsey Willis of the Contra Costa Transportation Authority. 

They would be the first driverless shuttles in the nation to be operating on public roads, she 

said. 

The first phase of the pilot program, which began in Concord at its GoMentum station, will also 

continue simultaneously as testing occurs at Bishop Ranch. 

The box-like shuttles have no steering wheel, brake pedal or accelerator pedal. 
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Costly Transbay Transit Center in busload of trouble 

San Francisco Chronicle 

San Francisco’s over-budget and oversize $2.4 billion Transbay Transit Center will open in 

December — but it’s going to cost an estimated $20 million a year to run the place, and no one 

knows where all the money will come from. 

The three-block-long behemoth was envisioned as the Grand Central Station of the West, a 

dynamic hub for buses and high-speed rail that would draw more than 100,000 visitors a day. 

Come opening day, however, there will be no high-speed rail. Instead, for many years, the five-

level showcase just south of Mission Street between Second and Beale streets will be little 

more than the world’s most expensive bus station — serving mainly the 14,000 transbay bus 

commuters who roll in and out daily on AC Transit. 

That reality is starting to sink in and has city officials scrambling — because without the big 

crowds that trains were supposed to bring in, there are serious questions about where all the 

money needed to keep the place secure, clean and well lit will come from. 

“The elephant in the living room is solving the operating subsidy problem, which could be as 

large as $20 million a year — and without a source of revenue,” said Supervisor Aaron Peskin, 

who chairs San Francisco’s Transportation Authority. 

http://www.mercurynews.com/2017/03/06/san-ramon-driverless-shuttles-make-their-debut/
http://www.sfchronicle.com/bayarea/matier-ross/article/Costly-Transbay-Transit-Center-in-busload-of-10978749.php


With the transit center expected to stay open around the clock, officials say it will take at least 

65 private security guards — plus police and sheriff’s deputies — as well as a staff of janitors, 

maintenance workers and others to keep the place from becoming a giant homeless camp. 

Taxpayers and bridge commuters will probably be on the hook to pick up millions of dollars in 

costs, although the exact amount still isn’t known. 

“We expect to have an operating deficit,” said Mark Zabaneh, executive director of the public 

Transbay Joint Powers Authority, which is building the center. 

Business software giant Salesforce has offered to kick in about $3 million a year in return for 

putting its name on the center and the 5.4-acre public garden that will sit atop it — but City Hall 

sources tell us that deal has yet to be sealed. 

The transbay authority is also hoping to collect more than $1.5 million a year in fees charged to 

the developers of high-rises that have sprung up around the center. 

The authority also hopes to bring in cash from rooftop garden events, as well as from 

advertising in and around the center. 

Bridge commuters, who have already kicked in $350 million to help build the center, will 

probably be contributing more toll dollars to run it. The transit authority will probably ask for a 

piece of a toll-increase initiative that could go on Bay Area ballots next year. 

“We will be seeking additional toll money,” said Zabaneh, declining to say just how much 

drivers will be asked to chip in. 

Meanwhile, the authority has been working for months to find a master lessee to run the 

transit hub, and to line up tenants for the 100,000-square-foot mall that will occupy a good 

portion of the building. 

“We are looking for a team that will give us the best offer, with a good profit-sharing margin 

and zero cost to us or the taxpayers,” said Mohammed Nuru, the authority’s president and 

director of San Francisco’s Public Works agency. 

But there’s a problem. 

Without the foot traffic that high-speed rail could draw, the mall is looking a lot less attractive 

to potential renters. That means the authority may have to offer sweetheart deals to lure stores 

— which, of course, means less money. 

Zabaneh said the authority expects to name a master lessee to oversee the transit center 

operations when its board meets Thursday — at which time, “we will release all the data we 

have regarding the expected operational costs.” 

The transbay authority is also preparing to ask AC Transit and other bus operators — including 

Golden Gate Transit, Greyhound and Amtrak — to pay millions in rent. That’s on top of the $5 



million a year in toll money that’s already used to cover costs at the temporary terminal 

downtown. 

“We will be asking the operators to pitch in,” Zabaneh said. 

Robert Lyles, spokesman for AC Transit — whose 450 bus trips across the bay each day are 

expected to account for two-thirds of the new center’s bus traffic — said the agency is ready to 

pay its “proportional share” of operating costs. But he said no one has given AC any numbers. 
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From: Board.Secretary  

Sent: Tuesday, March 07, 2017 2:59 PM 

To: VTA Board of Directors 

Subject: VTA Information: Ridership Memo for January 2017 

VTA Board of Directors: 

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

for January 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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MEMORANDUM 
 

Writer’s Direct Telephone: (408) 321-7005 

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

 Chief Operating Officer 
 
DATE: March 1, 2017 
 
SUBJECT: VTA Ridership for January 2017 
 

January 2017 total monthly system ridership for bus and light rail was 2,823,386, a 
decrease of 11.8% over January 2016.  January 2017 had 21 weekdays, one more than 
January 2016 (20 weekdays).  Core bus routes showed a 12.0% decrease in average 
weekday bus ridership.  
 
There was one Levi’s event in January 2017 totaling 11,120 riders compared to 14,550 
riders also from one event in January 2016, a 24% decrease. The women’s protest 
march on January 21, 2017 recorded about 16,200 riders, at least 31% higher than a 
typical Saturday. January 2017 recorded 37% more rainfall than January 2016.  
The top 5 core routes and light rail stations that had the most declines on an average 
weekday are shown in the table below: 
 

Average Weekday     

Route January-2017 January-2016 Difference 
Percent 
Change 

522                  4,943                   5,980          (1,037) -17.3% 

26                  2,741                   3,432             (691) -20.1% 

77                  1,848                   2,318             (470) -20.3% 

323                  1,730                   2,173             (443) -20.4% 

55                  2,106                   2,545             (439) -17.2% 

Totals                13,368                 16,448          (3,080) -18.7% 

Station January-2017 January-2016 Difference 
Percent 
Change 

SANTA CLARA STATION                   1,618                   2,572             (954) -37.1% 
TASMAN STATION                   1,655                   2,438             (783) -32.1% 
GREAT MALL STATION                      948                   1,494             (546) -36.5% 
CONVENTION CENTER                     916                   1,339             (423) -31.6% 
CIVIC CENTER STATION                   1,017                   1,420             (403) -28.4% 

Totals                  6,154                   9,263          (3,109) -33.6% 

 
 



 

January 2017 total monthly ridership showed a 6.8% decrease over December 2016. 
Ridership change from December to January typically averages +5.0%. 
 
The ridership data is in trend with fare revenues. 
 

Ridership January-2017 January-2016 
Percent 
Change 

December-2016 
Percent 
Change 

Bus 2,148,947  2,426,236  -11.4% 2,323,152  -7.5% 

Light Rail 674,439  776,511  -13.1% 706,685  -4.6% 

System 2,823,386  3,202,747  -11.8% 3,029,837  -6.8% 

 
 

 



From: Board.Secretary  

Sent: Tuesday, March 07, 2017 3:34 PM 

To: VTA Board of Directors 

Subject: From VTA: March 7 Media Clips  

 

 
VTA Daily News Coverage for Tuesday, March 7, 2017 

 

1. In Silicon Valley, Caltrain Upgrade Is Imperiled as Trump Withholds 

Funds 

2. Would higher gas tax fill Bay Area’s spreading potholes? 

3. Exclusive: BART delays another extension project 

4. State bill seeks to raise gas taxes to fix California's deteriorating roads 

and highways 

5. Nearly 90% of Public Transit Trips Impact Economy Through Work 

Commute and Consumer Spending 

6. Exclusive: 9,850 new apartments could rise with Google's canopied 

campus in north bays hire campus 
 

In Silicon Valley, Caltrain Upgrade Is Imperiled as Trump Withholds Funds 
New York Times 

The engineers of Silicon Valley are fine-tuning driverless cars, building robots designed to replicate the 

human brain and shaving milliseconds off internet response times. 

Their trip to work, however, can be a throwback to the predigital age. The region’s commuter rail line is 

saddled with aging, smoke-spewing, diesel-powered locomotives. 

For more than a decade, the managers of the Silicon Valley railway, known as Caltrain, have been 

planning to upgrade to faster and less polluting electric trains. 

But those plans are now imperiled by the Trump administration’s decision in February to withhold a 

$647 million federal grant. 

In this impasse, some transportation experts see a foretaste of the political infighting and financial 

hurdles that could plague the nationwide infrastructure projects that President Trump is promising. 

Reviving America’s rusted and sagging infrastructure is one of the few areas where it seemed Democrats 

and Republicans could agree. But making these projects a reality — the “new roads, bridges, tunnels, 

https://www.nytimes.com/2017/03/06/us/trump-and-republicans-block-caltrain-grant.html?_r=0


airports and railways gleaming across our beautiful land” that Mr. Trump enumerated to Congress last 

week — will require political cooperation and accommodations that are increasingly rare in ultrapartisan 

times. 

In the case of Caltrain, the decision to withhold the grant came after California’s Republican 

congressional delegation asked the transportation secretary, Elaine L. Chao, to withdraw funding 

because the electrified system also would be used for the state’s bigger high-speed rail project, a plan 

they vehemently oppose. 

The high-speed rail line connecting San Francisco to Los Angeles is the most ambitious rail plan in the 

country and has been in the works for more than two decades with a projected cost of $64 billion. The 

project calls for completion in 2029. 

A Caltrain station in Sunnyvale, Calif. The commuter rail line is saddled with aging, smoke-spewing, 

diesel-powered locomotives. Credit Jim Wilson/The New York Times 

Despite initial support, Republicans now regard the high-speed project as too costly. 

“We have said no more federal dollars will go to California high-speed rail,” said Representative Jeff 

Denham, a Republican who is chairman of the House Subcommittee on Railroads. “We’re very strong on 

that position.” 

In an interview, Mr. Denham said the project should immediately stop. 

There has long been tension in California between advocates of more freeways and those favoring 

public transport. But the high-speed rail project had bipartisan support in its early stages. It was formally 

started in 1996 by Republican Gov. Pete Wilson and was supported by another Republican governor, 

Arnold Schwarzenegger. 

 

That consensus is long gone. The letter penned by the state’s 14 Republican members of Congress, 

including Kevin McCarthy, the House majority leader, called the project a “boondoggle” and described 

the Caltrain grant as an “irresponsible use of taxpayer dollars.” 

Caltrain and the high-speed rail project are administratively separate, but a 2013 agreement to share 

tracks as a cost-saving measure raised Republican ire. 

Defunding the electrification of the Silicon Valley corridor has immediate consequences for the system’s 

65,000 daily commuters. Caltrain had hoped to switch to its electric system by 2021. The current trains 

are overcrowded and breakdowns are frequent; there are more than 19 mechanical failures per month, 

according to Caltrain engineers. Two-thirds of the fleet has “reached the end of its useful life,” Caltrain 

says. 

At the rail line’s maintenance depot, engineers say they have trouble finding parts for the locomotives, 

which were built in the 1980s. And new maintenance workers need lectures from veteran technicians 

because they have no experience working on such old equipment. 

Nick Christ doing maintenance on a Caltrain locomotive. Engineers say they have trouble finding parts 

for the locomotives, which were built in the 1980s. Credit Jim Wilson/The New York Times 



“You change out parts here and there,” said Joe Navarro, director of operations and maintenance at 

Caltrain. “We are putting Band-Aids on. It’s very challenging.” 

Getting to work by car or bus is often not a better alternative in Silicon Valley. A recent study found that 

the San Francisco Bay Area has the nation’s third-most-congested roads. 

“We are lucky to live in a place where innovation is in the DNA, but we don’t see that for public 

transport,” said Sridhar Iyer, a software engineer for Twitter who rides the double-decker Caltrain that 

runs near the headquarters of Apple, Facebook and Google. “The whole thing is stuck in the past.” 

In recent weeks, more than a dozen leaders of Silicon Valley firms called lawmakers to urge that the 

federal money be released for the Caltrain electrification project, according to Carl Guardino, the 

president of the Silicon Valley Leadership Group, which represents most of the region’s large tech 

companies. 

 

Sridhar Iyer, center, a software engineer for Twitter, says of Caltrain, “The whole thing is stuck in the 

past.” Credit Jim Wilson/The New York Times 

Mr. Guardino called the Republican campaign to block funding “a misinformed effort.” 

“The most important asset of the innovation economy are our employees,” he said. “When they are 

stuck and stalled in traffic they are not productively creating the future.” 

The specific objection by Republicans is that $600 million of state funds allocated to Caltrain’s 

electrification were initially authorized by a 2008 referendum on high-speed rail, known as Proposition 

1A. 

“They are stealing Prop 1A money and using it for something else,” Mr. Denham said. 

Caltrain says that although the two trains will use the same tracks, the electrification project is 

“independent” and high-speed rail’s use of the corridor will require a separate environmental review. 

State Route 99’s lanes are being shifted in Fresno to make way for the high-speed rail line. Credit Jim 

Wilson/The New York Times 

The bigger picture, proponents of the electrification project say, is that the commuter rail project 

deserves the support of the Trump administration because it meets the broad criteria of its 

infrastructure push — it will be made in America by American workers. Almost all of the materials for 

the new train system will be sourced from factories across 14 states. Caltrain estimates the project will 

create nearly 10,000 jobs. 

“This is the perfect project if you care about infrastructure, if you care about jobs and if you care about 

focusing on areas that are going to deliver long-term economic benefit,” said Stuart Cohen, the 

executive director of TransForm, a nonprofit group that advocates public transportation. 

The state High-Speed Rail Authority is making a similar pitch. “Every ounce of the steel, every ounce of 

the concrete is domestic,” Dan Richard, the authority’s chairman, said. “We are reaching out to the 

Trump administration to make the case that this is entirely consistent with the president’s vision.” 



An opinion poll by the Public Policy Institute of California last year showed a slim majority of 

respondents — 52 percent — support the high-speed rail project. 

Outside Fresno, a city in California’s Central Valley surrounded by almond and fruit orchards and racked 

by poverty, about 1,000 workers have been employed on the project to build viaducts and tunnels at 10 

construction sites. 

The Finance Department of Gov. Jerry Brown, a Democrat, decided on Friday that the project was ready 

to lay some track and approved $2.6 billion in spending. But there are lingering questions about how the 

later stages of the project will be financed, especially if Congress blocks more federal support. 

Although the authority was established more than two decades, ago it was only in 2013 that 

construction began on the first, 119-mile segment of the project. 

Mayor Lee Brand of Fresno, a Republican, supports the project, which would make Silicon Valley a 45-

minute train ride away by 2025. 

“I don’t look at this ideologically,” Mr. Brand said. “I look at it practically. The city of Fresno can enjoy a 

major benefit from what’s going on with high-speed rail. This is a poor city that needs all the help it can 

get.” 

The high-speed rail line is the most ambitious rail plan in the country and has been in the works for more 

than two decades with a projected cost of $64 billion. The project calls for completion in 2029. Credit 

Jim Wilson/The New York Times 

Tom Richards, a real estate developer in Fresno who is on the authority’s board, said the rail connection 

could encourage tech companies to set up in the city and workers to commute to well-paying jobs in 

Silicon Valley. 

“This is a whole story about connecting California together,” he said. 

Would higher gas tax fill Bay Area’s spreading potholes? 
Mercury News 

 

With heavy storms wreaking havoc on California roads to the tune of $600 million — damages that 

Caltrans says could top $1 billion by spring — Bay Area traffic heavyweights joined forces Monday to 

push for higher gas taxes and auto registration fees to raise $6 billion a year for the state’s dilapidated 

roads. 

“It is fiscally irresponsible to wait until our roads fail,” said State Sen. Jim Beall, D-San Jose, chairman of 

the state Senate Transportation Committee, at a press conference to garner support for his gas tax bill. 

“We can’t ignore repairs. Eventually, we have to pay.” 

SB-1 would hike the state gas tax by 12 cents a gallon over three years, charge electric cars an annual fee 

of $100 and increase the registration for all vehicles by $38. San Jose would be one of the big winners, 

getting $39 million a year from Beall’s measure, with $19 million more coming from the Measure B sales 

tax approved in November. San Jose transportation director Jim Ortbal called it a game changer, “huge.” 

http://www.mercurynews.com/2017/03/06/would-higher-gas-tax-fill-our-spreading-potholes/


He was one of several officials who joined Beall at River Glen Park in San Jose to voice support for the 

gas tax bill. Also in attendance was Mayor Sam Liccardo, Santa Clara County Supervisor Dave Cortese, 

Orinda City Councilwoman Amy Worth, and several leaders in the business community. 

California currently faces a $130 billion shortfall that is growing worse each rainy day. The number of 

counties with pavement conditions in the “poor” or “at risk” category has grown from 42 in 2008 to 52 

in 2016, Caltrans reports. Car repairs due to potholes cost drivers in California an average of $762 

annually, a figure that rises to $978 in San Francisco and Oakland and $863 in the South Bay, according 

to TRIP, a national transportation advocacy group. The nation’s three most deteriorated roads are in the 

regions of San Francisco/Oakland, Los Angeles/Orange counties and San Jose, according to the California 

Transportation Commission. 

Beall’s bill is one of several proposals being considered to raise money to fix California roads. 

Gov. Jerry Brown has proposed setting the state’s gas tax at 21.5 cents per gallon, up from 18 cents. His 

plan includes a new $65 annual fee on all vehicles, and $500 million from greenhouse gas pollution 

credits while Assemblyman Jim Frazier, D-Oakley, has a bill that largely copies Beall’s. 

Republicans and the Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association, however, oppose any tax increases and, 

instead, want to divert money from the high-speed rail project and the state’s general fund to filling 

potholes. 

“California’s transportation crisis can no longer be ignored,” said Jon Coupal, president of the taxpayers 

group. “How to pay for all that? The Democrats predictably would like to raise taxes. 

“Not only do we disagree, but it is abundantly clear that practically all of this backlog can be funded 

using existing general fund resources.” 

But Beall doesn’t want the general fund touched for road repairs. “That’s a non-starter,” he said. “No 

way.” 

Coupal suggests taking nearly $9 billion in bonds from high-speed rail for road construction. 

“If voter approval is deemed necessary,” Coupal said, “that measure passes in a heartbeat.” 

Brown and Democratic leaders want the Legislature to come to an agreement on a road-funding 

package by April 6 when lawmakers leave for spring recess. They attempted this two years ago, but no 

deal was reached. 

This year may be different, however. Democrats control both the Assembly and Senate by super 

majorities, making a required two-thirds vote easier. 

But raising the gas tax — it was last increased in 1994 — remains controversial. In the meantime, 

inflation, more fuel-efficient cars, and electric and hybrid vehicles have eroded transportation funding 

by 50 percent over the years. 

As a result, the roads are taking a hit — and it’s affecting how we drive. 

Steve Schmidt of Palo Alto rides the yellow or white line on Highway 84 between Interstate 680 and 

Livermore to avoid a particular bad set of potholes as you come ” down Pigeon Pass heading toward 

680.” 



And Brian Serpa of San Jose finds himself driving much slower to avoid potholes on Highway 17 and 

often uses the shoulder to do so. 

“I don’t know which is worse,” he said. “Keeping up with traffic and hitting some potholes, and possibly 

damaging my car, or using the shoulder while dodging potholes and risking a fine.” 

County road repairs per year 

Alameda: $34.4 million 

Contra Costa: $28.8 million 

Marin: $7.8 million 

Monterey: $14.3 million 

Napa: $5.5 million 

San Francisco $16.2 million 

San Joaquin: $23 million 

San Mateo: $19.3 million 

Santa Clara: $43.3 million 

Santa Cruz: $8.9 million 

Solano: $12.5 million 

Sonoma: $18.98 million 

Source: California City Finance 

Back to Top 

Exclusive: BART delays another extension project 
San Francisco Business Times 

After about five years of construction, BART is delaying the start of service for its Contra Costa extension 

in the East Bay for another year. The agency originally said it would begin service in the fall of 2015. It 

was then pushed back to 2016, 2017 and now 2018. 

The $118 million project extends about 10 miles of new track from the Pittsburg/Bay Point line to 

include two new stations: one in Pittsburg and one in Antioch. Construction is on schedule, but Bay Area 

Rapid Transit officials said it is postponing service to May 2018 to train employees on the new diesel 

engine technology. 

The new diesel-powered trains to Antioch will be able to carry about 2,400 people per hour during peak 

times. BART expects daily ridership on this extension to exceed 10,000 by 2030, with ridership of about 

5,600 in the beginning. 

The delay in opening the Contra Costa extension comes as the agency's extension to its new Warm 

Springs station in Fremont has encountered numerous delays, pushing back its original 2014 opening to 

a future date. The agency said in December said it could not set a date. BART again stated it needed 

more time to get acquainted with the modern technology. That extension would add about 5 miles of 

track to extend Fremont service to Warm Springs. 

Transit expansions and improvements can't arrive soon enough for Bay Area commuters dealing with 

maxed-out trains and buses, as well as gridlocked traffic. Transit agencies lose riders to alternatives as 

http://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/news/2017/03/06/exclusive-bart-delays-another-extension-project.html


the problem worsens, with many turning to new ferry services and ride-sharing options to get to their 

destinations faster and more reliably. 

Just last month, BART reported a sudden drop in its ridership, falling about 4 percent short of its 

projections for the recent fiscal year. Most of the ridership shortages were on East Bay and Peninsula 

markets, and weekend ridership took a steeper fall with a 9 percent drop compared to the previous 

year. 

The dip in ridership comes at a time when BART’s rider satisfaction hit an all-time low in the last 20 

years, according to the agency’s recent survey. It’s an indication commuters are looking to other 

transportation options like Uber or carpool shuttles to avoid BART’s constant delays and packed trains. 

Michael Cunningham, senior vice president of public policy at Bay Area Council, says BART’s growth may 

be slowing as riders become fed up with crowded, unreliable trains. “(The new trains) will relieve 

crowding and improve reliability so that BART can continue to attract new riders and give them a 

comfortable commute,” Cunningham told the Business Times last week. 

BART estimates it ended February with ridership about 1.3 percent lower than the year before, putting it 

about $20 million short of budget. The agency is also facing a shortfall of $185 million as it looks at the 

next 10 years. 

Back to Top 

State bill seeks to raise gas taxes to fix California's deteriorating roads and 

highways 
Silicon Valley Business Journal 

“It’s been 23 years since California has actually increased funding for transportation, and as a result, 

road repairs now only receive 50 percent of what they received in 1994,” said Beall, a Democrat 

representing San Jose. “We’ve also had inflation, fuel efficient cars, electric vehicles — these have also 

played a role in eroding transportation funding.” 

SB 1 and its companion, AB 1, introduced in the Assembly, need two-thirds votes in each house to pass. 

Not only would they hike gasoline taxes by 12 cents over 10 years — Beall’s office estimates that a 

motorist driving 12,000 miles a year would pay an extra $13 a month at full phase-in — it would raise 

diesel excise taxes 20 cents, diesel sales taxes by 4 percent, vehicle registration fees by $38 a year and 

require electric and other zero-emission vehicles, which currently generate nothing in fuel tax revenues, 

to pay a $100 per year fee. 

Santa Clara County voters approved Measure B last fall. The measure will raise local sales taxes a half-

cent to pay for a slew of transportation improvements, including the same highway maintenance issues 

that SB 1 and AB 1 would address. The Trump administration has been talking about a $1 trillion 

infrastructure program since it was the Trump campaign, and highways are in that mix, too. 

All three levels of government contribute to the same projects, but because there’s one level of 

taxpayer that forks over the cash, officials have to make the same argument for help three times. 

http://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/news/2017/03/06/state-bill-seeks-to-raise-gas-taxes-to-fix.html
http://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/news/2017/03/06/state-bill-seeks-to-raise-gas-taxes-to-fix.html


“In the last couple of decades we have seen both the state and federal government pull way back for 

their funding for basic maintenance and infrastructure repair,” San Jose Mayor Sam Liccardo said. “It is 

time for the state to step up once again.” 

Carl Guardino, a member of the state transportation commission as well as head of the Silicon Valley 

Leadership Group, which led the last three county campaigns for transportation funding, said the state 

needs $8 billion a year for its 50,000 highway miles and 15,000 bridges. Taxes to support that generate 

only $2.2 billion. 

“We are short six of every eight dollars needed every single year,” he said. 

Both bills also include state transportation department reforms expected to save $70 million. 

Back to Top 

Nearly 90% of Public Transit Trips Impact Economy Through Work Commute and 

Consumer Spending 
 

Mass Transit 

Public transit riders are part of the engine that powers America's economy, according to a new 

demographic study released by the American Public Transportation Association (APTA). The study Who 

Rides Public Transportation reveals that 87 percent of public transit trips directly impact the economy, 

either connecting people to employers needing workers and to retail and entertainment venues. The 

study, authored by the CJI Research Corporation, is the most extensive demographic report of public 

transit riders ever, with nearly 700,000 passenger surveys.  

"The data is clear: Public transit riders' impact on the economy has grown tremendously over the last 10 

years," said APTA Acting President and CEO Richard White. "In addition to the work commute, 

Americans are taking transit to shop, dine, and attend entertainment venues more than ever before. As 

the new Congress and Administration look to boost the economy, investing in America's public 

transportation infrastructure should be a key element of that plan."  

One example of this economic impact, according to the data, is that the share of riders using public 

transit for shopping more than doubled from 2007 (8.5 percent) to 2017 (21 percent). APTA officials 

note that there is a long term trend of public transit riders having a greater impact on the economy 

while helping to sustain growth in local communities. 

In fact, since 1995, public transit ridership has increased by 37 percent — a growth rate higher than the 

20 percent increase in the U.S. population and higher than the 23 percent growth in the use of the 

nation's highways over the same period, according to APTA ridership data. 

"These public transit trips impact communities of all sizes and a very diverse group of Americans ride 

public transit every day," said White. "The facts speak for themselves. Investing in public transit is the 

obvious choice to help grow the economy." 

The Facts 

http://www.masstransitmag.com/press_release/12312370/nearly-90-of-public-transit-trips-impact-economy-through-work-commute-and-consumer-spending
http://www.masstransitmag.com/press_release/12312370/nearly-90-of-public-transit-trips-impact-economy-through-work-commute-and-consumer-spending


Sixty-three percent of public transit riders use it at least five days a week, and 13 percent use it six or 

seven days a week. This is further evidence that commuting is the primary trip purpose for many users, 

but many also use public transit for shopping, dining and other activities that grow the economy. 

 

 

Other important demographics highlighted in the study include: 

 Most public transit riders are people in the most economically active years of their lives, from 20 
to 64 years of age, according to the study. This accounts for 89 percent of transit passengers.  

 Of all riders, 71 percent are employed, while 7 percent are students. Thus, more than three-
fourths of transit riders (78 percent) are either currently employed or preparing for 
employment.  

 Most transit user households (77 percent) include one or more working persons.  
 More than 51 percent of public transit riders hold a bachelor's degree or higher level of 

education.  
 In fact, 21 percent of U.S. households that make at least $100,000 per year ride public 

transportation.  
 Public transit is a lifeline to many Americans. Thirteen percent of U.S. households have incomes 

of less than $15,000, but among transit-using households, the comparable figure is 21 percent.  
 The majority of public transit users are women (55 percent). This is true for both bus and rail 

users.  
 Public transit users are multi-modal. Sixty-five percent have a driver's license.  
 Twenty-one percent use public transit for shopping and 17 percent for recreational spending in 

the local economy.  
 For smaller communities under 200,000, more public transit riders (27 percent) use it for travel 

to school than in larger communities over 1 million (6 percent).  
 

The Who Rides Public Transportation study is based on a total of 695,748 respondent questionnaires. 

The surveys included were conducted during eight years from 2008 through 2015. The public transit 

systems participating in the research carried 80% of the transit trips made in the U.S. during the study 

period. 

Back to Top        

Exclusive: 9,850 new apartments could rise with Google's canopied campus in 

north bays hire campus  
Silicon Valley Business Journal 

The latest draft of the environmental impact report for the North Bayshore area in Mountain View sets 

the stage for 9,850 new apartments scattered throughout the 650-acre neighborhood, which is home to 

companies like Google, LinkedIn, Intuit and Microsoft. 

That number is up significantly from the Mountain View 2030 General Plan for the area. An amendment 

to the plan in 2015 left room for 1,100 new homes in the northern part of the city, the report notes. 

http://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/news/2017/03/07/google-north-bayshore-mountain-view-development.html
http://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/news/2017/03/07/google-north-bayshore-mountain-view-development.html


The report even surpasses the number of new homes previously discussed in 2015, when the Mountain 

View City Council said it would be open to exploring somewhere between 6,700 and 9,100 new units for 

the North Bayshore area. 

“The community and council have expressed interest in residential … and to do more than just approve 

a few residential projects,” Randy Tsuda, community development director for the city of Mountain 

View, said in an interview Monday. “They really want that to be a complete neighborhood.” 

North Bayshore is bordered by the Mountain View Regional Park shoreline and the San Francisco Bay to 

the north, the city of Palo Alto to the West, U.S. Highway 101 to the south and the Moffett Federal 

Airfield and the NASA/Ames Research Center to the east. 

The new environmental report expands where residential units can rise in that area, giving developers a 

crack at more mixed-use buildings in the city. Of the apartments built, the report calls for about 70 

percent of them to be studios and one-bedroom units. 

The community guided the preference for smaller apartments based on the workforce area companies 

attract, said Randy Tsuda, community development director for the city of Mountain View. 

“There are a lot of younger workers out there that work for companies like Google that may not need, 

or may not want, larger units,” he said. 

The environmental report and recommendations were released late last week, just after Google also 

revealed further details about its plans for a new 595,000-square-foot office campus — the search 

giant's first ground-up development — in the North Bayshore area. 

The 18.6-acre site, known as Charleston East, will also include walking trails, a public park and plaza and 

ground-floor retail meant to encourage people to walk and bike to the Google campus. 

The company has said it's trying to encourage most employees to walk, bike, carpool and take shuttles 

to the office and is already implementing programs to discourage employees at other offices in the area 

from driving to work alone. 

 

But adding housing in tandem with Google’s development will be key to helping the tech giant reach 

that goal, Tsuda said, saying the city’s goal is to “internalize as many trips as possible to the North 

Bayshore area.” 

The city of Mountain View has set a 19,500 daily trip cap for key intersections in the North Bayshore. 

The cap is aimed at limiting congestion during rush hour and means that any new developments in the 

North Bayshore need a plan to ensure it doesn’t draw too many vehicles into the area on a given 

morning. 

A report from late April 2016 showed that the four key intersections that the city monitors saw about 

12,830 daily trips during the morning peak travel time. 

That’s down slightly from previous years because of the transportation programs and incentives that 

area companies have offered employees to discourage them from driving to work alone, Tsuda said. But 



he also acknowledged that number is likely to rise as Google’s vision in North Bayshore comes to fruition 

and adds more jobs to the area. 

Despite congestion concerns that plague the entire Bay Area, stakeholders in Mountain View have 

responded well to Google’s new office so far. 

A letter to the city published Sunday from the Mountain View Coalition for Sustainable Planning 

supported the Google project, calling the company’s efforts to reduce traffic “a very innovative 

approach with a good probability of success.” 

But adding new housing is a vital part of the plan, the group noted. 

“Support for the Charleston East office development assumes that Google will be a leader in 

development of a significant amount of housing in North Bayshore,” the letter reads. 

The precise plan environmental report will be presented to the Mountain View City Council in June. 

Meanwhile, the council will also host a public hearing about Google’s development proposal Tuesday 

evening. 

 

Back to Top 

 

 

 

 
Conserve paper. Think before you print.  

 

 

 



 
From: Board.Secretary  
Sent: Wednesday, March 08, 2017 11:34 AM 
To: VTA Board of Directors; VTA Advisory Committee Members 
Subject: VTA's 2016 Annual Report now available on VTA's website 
 

VTA Board of Directors and VTA Advisory Committee Members: 

 

VTA’s Annual Report for 2016 is now available on our website!  Please click the link below to 

view/download the report.  Please feel free to share this information with your 

constituents.  Thank you.  

 

2016 Annual Report 

 

The past year boasted a boon to the economy and employment rates, and brought in a historically 

high number of people now living and working in Santa Clara County. VTA dedicated its 

resources to identify and deliver mobility solutions that enhance the quality of life for county 

residents and incoming workers. Passed with overwhelming support, the 2016 Measure B will 

provide a near and long-term revenue stream for transportation solutions that move people in a 

safer and more efficient manner. The Measure, comprised of nine program areas, includes 

improvements and enhancements to transportation infrastructure and transit, expands bicycle and 

pedestrian facilities, improves safety and connectivity, and reduces congestion. VTA also began 

analysis and planning to solve the complex challenge of balancing transit geographical coverage 

versus frequency, to make public transportation more accessible, convenient and useful for more 

people. 

 
Board Secretary’s Office 
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 
3331 North First Street, Building B 
San Jose, CA 95134-1927 
Phone 408-321-5680 
board.secretary@vta.org 
 

 

http://www.vta.org/sfc/servlet.shepherd/document/download/06912000001g79yAAA
mailto:board.secretary@vta.org


From: Board.Secretary  

Sent: Thursday, March 09, 2017 3:25 PM 

To: VTA Board of Directors 

Subject: From VTA: March 8 and 9 Media Clips 

 

 

VTA Daily News Coverage for Wednesday, March 8 & Thursday, 

March 9 
  

1. San Jose: Council awards contract to redesign St. James Park, rejects 

appeal from competitor 

2. Report: How Stanford project may add to Menlo Park traffic woes 

3. Opinion: Dave Cortese led move to blend transportation, land use 

agencies 

4. BART Perks program deemed successful as tech company backs out 

5. BART looking at raising fares, charging more for paper tickets 

6. BART’s Oakland airport connector turning into big money loser 

7. A state transportation plan that would include tax increases takes 

another step forward 

8. Trump promised $1 trillion for infrastructure, but the estimated need is 

$4.5 trillion 

  

San Jose: Council awards contract to redesign St. James Park, rejects appeal 

from competitor 
Mercury News 

After rejecting an appeal from a losing bidder, city leaders on Tuesday approved a $1 million agreement 

with a San Francisco park designer to reinvent downtown’s troubled St. James Park. 

  

But another architecture firm — called !melk Fr-ee — protested the decision and claimed the design 

competition was biased. A hearing officer reviewed the appeal and found it had no merit, said Marybeth 

Harasz of the city’s Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood Services Department. 

 !melk Fr-ee appealed the decision again — bringing it to the City Council to decide on Tuesday. 

http://www.mercurynews.com/2017/03/07/san-jose-council-awards-contract-to-redesign-st-james-park-rejects-appeal-from-competitior/
http://www.mercurynews.com/2017/03/07/san-jose-council-awards-contract-to-redesign-st-james-park-rejects-appeal-from-competitior/


 “Our appeal is not about winning or losing this competition,” Ian Hampson, the firm’s director, told the 

council. “In this case, a number of significant violations came to light… It would be a shame if the entire 

competition would be nullified and the city had to start the project from scratch.” 

 Hampson said the city gave preferential treatment to CMG based on past relationships, the selection 

jury’s composition was inconsistent and CMG’s proposal didn’t maintain the park’s historic design — a 

requirement of the plan. 

 “The city rejects this allegation,” Harasz responded. “We do not have an established relationship with 

CMG.” 

 Downtown Councilman Raul Peralez said he “took offense” to allegations of impropriety in the St. 

James Park design competition. 

 Reading this on your iPhone or iPad? Check out our new Apple News app channel here and click the + at 

the top of the page to save to your Apple News favorites. 

  “It was not an easy process to select just one,” Peralez said. “Every single jury member was really 

involved and interested in the process. I think it was a very well-run and fair process.” 

 St. James Park, one of San Jose’s oldest public spaces, was once a downtown jewel, but its growing 

homeless population has frustrated efforts to make it more family-friendly. 

 The winning CMG design, which will cost an estimated $41 million, creates a border of Victorian 

gardens and new amenities like a playground, fountain, dog park and picnic area. The design moves the 

light rail station now in the park south of St. John Street and closes North Second Street to car traffic. 

  

The $1 million approved by the council Tuesday — reduced from city staff’s initial $2.5 million 

recommendation — is pegged for the first phase of the project. The money comes from park impact fees 

collected from downtown residential development. 

 “It’s going to take some time and we want to do this in a way that makes sense and is fiscally-

responsible as well,” said Mayor Sam Liccardo, who co-authored a memo with Peralez to reduce the 

public dollars invested in the first phase. 

 Liccardo and Peralez also suggested prioritizing the Second Street re-route and building a Levitt Pavilion 

— an outdoor music venue being funded by a private foundation — in the project’s first phase. 

 Downtown enthusiasts applauded the decision to move forward on a project they say promises to 

revitalize the long-neglected St. James Park. 

 “It’s taking a place that’s underutilized right now and making it attractive to people,” said Scott Knies, 

executive director of the San Jose Downtown Association, which has championed revamping the park. 

“The hard work begins now — taking the concept and putting it into a final design and actually building 

some of the elements.” 
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Report: How Stanford project may add to Menlo Park traffic woes 
Palo Alto Weekly 

A draft environmental impact report on Stanford University's proposed 459,000-square-foot mixed-use 

development on El Camino Real was released Feb. 28 and, not surprisingly, the report shows the 

complex is expected to make traffic worse in Menlo Park. 

 The two residential and three office buildings proposed are expected to bring 512 residents and 500 

employees to the site. These new people and visitors are expected to add about 2,658 daily vehicle trips, 

with 336 of those occurring during the morning peak commute hour and 326 during the evening peak 

commute hour, according to an analysis prepared by consultants from groups ICF International and W-

Trans. 

 While 2,658 sounds like a lot of trips to add to the already crowded and sometimes gridlocked El 

Camino Real, that projection is much lower than the 4,842 daily trips that the city estimated might be 

generated at the site when it approved its El Camino Real/downtown specific plan. 

 Comment period 

 The public is invited to comment on the draft environmental impact report when the Menlo Park 

Planning Commission holds a public hearing Monday, March 27. The meeting starts at 7 p.m. in the 

council chambers at 701 Laurel St. in the Menlo Park Civic Center. 

 Written comments may be submitted by mail or email to Jean Lin, senior planner for Menlo Park. 

 The email address is jplin@menlopark.org. The mail address is: Jean Lin, City of Menlo Park, Planning 

Division, 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025. 

 The comment period closes April 13. Responses to the comments will be included in the final 

environmental impact report. 

 Go to the project web page for more information. 

 In addition, Stanford will hold an open house Thursday, March 16, for the public to learn more about 

the proposed development. The event will run from 6 to 8 p.m. at Little House, 800 Middle Ave. in 

Menlo Park. Stanford staff will answer questions and explain changes on a drop-in basis. 

 The project 

 Stanford's proposed 459,013-square-foot mixed-use development would sit on 8.4 acres that run along 

El Camino Real from the Stanford Park Hotel at 100 El Camino to Big 5 Sporting Goods at 500 El Camino. 

  

The complex would have 215 one- and two-bedroom apartments occupying 305,000 square feet, 

144,000 square feet of non-medical office space, and 10,000 square feet of ground-floor retail space. 

The buildings would be a maximum of 60 feet tall, with facades facing El Camino Real at a maximum 

height of 38 feet. 

http://www.paloaltoonline.com/news/2017/03/07/report-how-stanford-project-may-add-to-menlo-park-traffic-woes
mailto:jplin@menlopark.org


 There would be about 960 parking places (910 would be in underground and surface-level garages, and 

50 in uncovered surface areas). The number of proposed parking spots could be cut, depending on the 

results of a parking study that's underway. 

 About 3.9 acres would be "open space," defined as landscape, hardscape, terraces and balconies. Part 

of that would include a half-acre, publicly accessible plaza. 

 Because Stanford's proposal falls within the guidelines of Menlo Park's El Camino Real/downtown 

specific plan, the university was allowed to skip going through some analyses that were done in the 

environmental review for the specific plan. Out of all the potential new development in Menlo Park's 

downtown area that was approved in that downtown specific plan, this project is expected to claim 26 

percent of the non-residential growth and 32 percent of the new housing units allowed. 

 Impacts 

 Intersections expected to be worst-hit by the added traffic are: 

 ● El Camino Real at these intersections: Ravenswood/Menlo avenues, Middle Avenue, College Avenue, 

Harvard Avenue, Partridge Avenue, and Creek Drive. 

 ● Middlefield Road at these intersections: Marsh Road, Glenwood/Linden avenues, and Willow Road. 

 ● Middle Avenue between University Drive and El Camino. 

 Regional roads expected to see increased traffic are: 

 ● Willow Road eastbound from U.S. 101 to Bayfront Expressway. 

 ● Bayfront Expressway, both eastbound and westbound between University Avenue and Willow Road. 

 A number of changes in the roads, such as adding turn- and through-lanes, were suggested to reduce 

traffic impacts, but many of the trouble spots are outside the city's jurisdiction and could require 

approvals from Atherton or Caltrans. 

 In other cases, road changes could negatively affect pedestrian and bicycle safety, and would need 

additional infrastructure to protect non-drivers. 

 To reduce traffic, Stanford has said it plans to implement bike- and car-share programs, install showers 

and lockers on-site, use an online portal to help people coordinate carpooling, give preferential parking 

to car and van pools, offer a guaranteed ride home for employees, and install do-it-yourself bike repair 

stands. Many bicycle parking spots would also be built. 

 Other potential environmental impacts were analyzed. There are contaminants left over from when the 

site had car dealerships with underground storage tanks, the report says. Those have been or will be 

removed according to a "site management plan" approved by the San Mateo County Environmental 

Health Department, according to the project analysis. 

 The development is expected to take about 38 months to build, and could be completed as soon as 

August 2020, according to the document. 

 Back to Top 



March 9, 2017 

 Opinion: Dave Cortese led move to blend transportation, land use agencies 

Mercury News 

It is an understatement to say that last year’s resignation of Palo Alto Planning Commissioner Kate 

Vershov — who cited restrictive land use policies for driving up the cost of housing as reason for her 

departure –sparked a lot of interest and reaction. 

  

A striking response came from Palo Alto’s mayor, who stated that “Palo Alto’s greatest problem right 

now is the Bay Area’s massive job growth.” 

Is job growth the region’s greatest problem? Or is it our collective failure to plan for that growth? 

 The jobs/housing imbalance in the Bay Area is causing real harm to the environment as well as to the 

region’s economic stability and quality of life. If we fail to act, it could tarnish our region’s competitive 

strength. 

 Two agencies have the responsibility of addressing these issues in the nine county Bay Area. The 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) is the Bay Area’s regional transportation planning and 

funding agency. The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) is the Bay Area’s council of 

governments, with members from more than 100 cities and counties in the region. It focuses on land 

use, housing, resilience, and other important regional planning issues. 

 These agencies have worked independently for decades, failing to match up transit infrastructure with 

housing growth. Now, propelled by some of the worst traffic and highest housing costs in the nation, 

things are starting to change. 

 Santa Clara County Supervisor Dave Cortese has just completed his two-year term as the chair of MTC, 

where he spearheaded the effort to integrate the staff of the two agencies. 

 When he began his tenure as MTC Chair, Cortese found a dysfunctional relationship between ABAG and 

MTC. Staff wasn’t collaborating, and transportation investments weren’t linked to growth. 

 Cortese’s focused effort, working with ABAG’s President Julie Pierce and full board, led to a vote to 

combine the staff of the two agencies. His ability to build an environment of trust was critical to this 

outcome. 

  In 2016, MTC moved into a new building – the Bay Area Metro Center – with all the staff of ABAG and 

the Air District. The Bay Conservation and Development Commission will join them. Previously, the four 

agencies were located in three separate buildings with little interaction among the staff. Having the 

combined staff in one place will allow for more holistic conversations about congestion, commute 

patterns and air quality – and a healthy future. 

  

http://www.mercurynews.com/2017/03/08/opinion-dave-cortese-led-move-to-blend-transportation-land-use-agencies/


Creating space for disparate disciplines to come together to share information and collaborate is the 

Silicon Valley way. We expect this co-locating of disciplines to produce thinking beyond silos and better 

serve our region. 

 But while staff integration was a major milestone, the real work is just beginning. These organizations 

must fully align our transportation plans and projects with where we locate our housing and jobs. A new 

co-chair at MTC, Jake Mackenzie, will now build upon Cortese’s work by fully integrating the staff, 

bringing us Clipper Card 2.0 and working with local government partners and with state leaders to 

improve conditions for every resident and commuter in the Bay Area. 

 Teresa Alvarado is San Jose Director of SPUR. She wrote this for The Mercury News. 

Back to Top 

 BART Perks program deemed successful as tech company backs out 

San Francisco Chronicle 

 A program offering cash incentives to BART riders who commuted outside of the busiest hours 

successfully persuaded some riders to change their travel behavior, transit agency officials said in a 

statement Wednesday. 

But that program faces an uphill battle to become permanent, the San Francisco Examiner previously 

reported, as the main backer of its core technology will not join a possible permanent version of the 

program. 

“BART Perks,” a pilot program offered by BART and the San Francisco County Transportation Authority, 

signed up almost 18,000 riders during its six-month run from late August to the end of February, well 

over the 10,000 participants organizers had hoped for. 

 During that time, an average of 250 participants shifted their rides to either before or after the peak 

morning commute hours. Around 2,600 participants had traveled in the peak hours before the program, 

meaning about 10 percent of them changed their behavior during the program, BART officials said. 

As the San Francisco Examiner previously reported, Google recently acquired a core technology 

company, Urban Engines, that provided the backbone of the BART Perks program. Last November 

Google quietly prepared Urban Engines to end its partnership with BART effective in February, according 

to public records obtained by the Examiner. 

  

“Google has decided not to continue with commuter incentives programs,” wrote Dave Parker, a 

deployment engineer at Urban Engines, to BART Principal Planner Ryan Greene-Roesel and Jia Tong,staff 

at a Singapore-based transportation program, in November 2016.“The BART Perks pilot will be finishing 

in February 2017 and Ryan would like to explore options for keeping the program running with a new 

vendor,” Parker wrote. “While Urban Engines won’t be continuing in this area I hope the incentives idea 

will live on at … BART.” 

 The program, thought to be the first of its kind in North America, was modeled after successful 

international programs used in places such as Singapore. 

http://www.sfexaminer.com/bart-perks-program-deemed-successful-tech-company-backs/


The program paid out an average of $35,000 a month to all participants and about $210,000 over the 

entire six months. Participants earned an average of nearly $3 per month, with about 10 each month 

earning $100 or more through an additional “Spin to Win” game. 

  

“BART’s cars may be the oldest in the country, but in many areas BART is at the cutting edge,” BART 

board member Nick Josefowitz said in a statement. “This program shows the benefits we can deliver to 

our riders and to the region by strategically deploying new technology.” 

The program’s results are now being evaluated. BART officials said a future incentives program would 

need to find ways to better target those who are frequent riders during peak commute hours. 

Google did not answer direct questions from the Examiner as to why it pulled Urban Engines out from 

future participation with BART’s permanent program. However, there is some clarity as to the future of 

Urban Engines: news releases stated the company would contribute to the Google Maps program. 
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BART looking at raising fares, charging more for paper tickets 
San Francisco Chronicle 

  

Faced with a multimillion-dollar budget shortfall and flat ridership, BART is taking the first step toward a 

possible fare hike. 

 “Nobody wants to increase fares or reduce service or do anything that has an impact on riders,” 

said Rebecca Saltzman, president of the BART Board of Directors. “But we have to consider all options.” 

 Among the possibilities: 

•Increasing the minimum fare. 

 BART officials say commute ridership is up but weekends, off-peak and short rides have slipped so 

much, it's dragging the whole system's numbers down. 

 •Reducing discounts for youths, seniors and disabled people. 

When it meets Thursday, the BART board will consider authorizing a fare-increase study, which the 

federal government requires before a transit agency can raise prices. The study will look at the effects of 

fare hikes on minority and low-income communities. 

 BART fares are already set go up across the board in January by 2.7 percent under a policy the agency 

has adopted to raise prices automatically to track inflation. That will raise the cost of a $5 ticket by 10 to 

15 cents. 

The fare changes that BART is considering now would be more select. 

http://www.sfgate.com/bayarea/article/BART-to-consider-fare-hikes-and-smaller-youth-10987415.php
http://www.sfgate.com/search/?action=search&channel=bayarea&inlineLink=1&searchindex=gsa&query=%22Rebecca+Saltzman%22
http://www.sfgate.com/search/?action=search&channel=bayarea&inlineLink=1&searchindex=gsa&query=%22BART+board%22


 The minimum fare of $1.95, which is scheduled to increase to $2 under the automatic fare-adjustment 

policy, could rise to $2.25 under the proposed new plan. BART officials say the change would bring rates 

for a single ride closer to those charged by other transit agencies. Muni charges $2.50, AC Transit, $2.10 

and SamTrans, $2.25. 

 In an effort to persuade riders to use Clipper cards, BART is also contemplating charging more for paper 

tickets with magnetic strips, most of which are bought at station machines. About one-third of BART 

riders use the paper tickets. 

 The fare-increase study will look at charging 10 percent, 25 percent or a flat 50 cents per ride extra for 

using paper tickets. A 25 percent fare increase would boost the cost of a ride from Dublin/Pleasanton 

to San Francisco International Airport from $11.60 to $14.50. 

 BART says fares paid with Clipper cards cost less for the agency to administer and process. Clipper users 

tend to have larger balances on their cards and reload them less frequently, which reduces lines at ticket 

machines, particularly after sporting events and concerts. 

 BART officials emphasized that they are not considering eliminating magnetic-strip tickets, as the 

Washington Metro system did about a year ago. But BART is making it harder to buy the tickets away 

from stations — several months ago, it cut off sales at several places in the Bay Area where they had 

been available, including a pair of senior centers in Oakland. 

 In addition to fare hikes, BART is also looking at reducing the discount it offers to seniors, children under 

13 and people with disabilities, from the current 62.5 percent markdown to 50 percent. Most other Bay 

Area transit agencies offer discounts at or near 50 percent. However, BART will also consider extending 

the youth discount to 18 years old, consistent with most regional transit systems. 

 Not surprisingly, an unscientific survey at BART’s Powell Street Station in San Francisco turned up no 

fans of a fare increase — especially the possible 25 percent markup for using the type of ticket that has 

been sold at stations since trains first started running in 1972. 

 “Everything goes up, but 25 percent is huge,” said Javier Bello of San Francisco. 

BART patron Hugo Montoya of Emeryville said he would tolerate a slight fare increase if the system 

would run its trains all night, like the subway in his native New York. 

 “But not 25 percent,” he said. “Before they raise the fare, they should do something about the service.” 

BART says it needs to stop running trains in the early-morning hours so it can do track maintenance. 

Adopting all the proposed fare changes could raise as much as $20 million, BART officials say. They 

would be enacted at a time when the system is facing a projected budget deficit of $25 million to $35 

million for the budget year that starts July 1 and ridership that is stagnating. 

 After years of increases, the number of people taking BART has flattened out, said agency 

spokeswoman Alicia Trost. BART is puzzling over a 9 percent decline in weekend passenger totals. 

In addition to considering fare hikes, BART is leaving some open jobs unfilled and has cut consultant 

contracts. Directors are also considering higher parking charges, more advertising, and service cuts, 

including starting trains an hour later in the morning. 

http://www.sfgate.com/search/?action=search&channel=bayarea&inlineLink=1&searchindex=gsa&query=%22AC+Transit%22
http://www.sfgate.com/search/?action=search&channel=bayarea&inlineLink=1&searchindex=gsa&query=%22San+Francisco+International+Airport%22
http://www.sfgate.com/search/?action=search&channel=bayarea&inlineLink=1&searchindex=gsa&query=%22Powell+Street+Station%22
http://www.sfgate.com/search/?action=search&channel=bayarea&inlineLink=1&searchindex=gsa&query=%22Javier+Bello%22
http://www.sfgate.com/search/?action=search&channel=bayarea&inlineLink=1&searchindex=gsa&query=%22Hugo+Montoya%22
http://www.sfgate.com/search/?action=search&channel=bayarea&inlineLink=1&searchindex=gsa&query=%22Alicia+Trost%22
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 BART’s Oakland airport connector turning into big money loser 

San Francisco Chronicle 

  

BART officials had hoped their $500 million connector to Oakland International Airport would be a 

money maker — but instead it has wound up costing the financially beleaguered transit agency 

$860,000 in the past two years, as ridership has dropped below the break-even point. 

 “We didn’t anticipate Uber and Lyft and the others, and that’s hurting us,” said BART spokesman Jim 

Allison.  

Oakland International reports that the number of airline passengers taking ride-hailing services to and 

from the airport totaled more than 11 percent in January — up from 7 percent in July. 

 With the competition, ridership on BART’s connector has been dropping below the 2,800 rides a day 

needed to cover the line’s $6.1 million annual operating costs. 

 That wasn’t always the case. In the months following its November 2014 opening, the line was 

averaging 3,200 daily riders — or about 400 over the break-even point. 

 No more. For the past three months, ridership has been down an average of 11 percent over the same 

time a year earlier. 

 “The feeling is that while taking BART may be a good deal for solo travelers, for families and groups of 

people, the ride-shares are more affordable,” said Robert Raburn, vice president of the BART Board of 

Directors, whose district includes the line. 

 Back to Top 

 A state transportation plan that would include tax increases takes another step 

forward 

Los Angeles Times 

 A bill that would raise gas taxes to chip away at California’s massive backlog of road and highway 

repairs passed its last of three Senate policy committees Wednesday as the clock ticks toward an April 6 

deadline for acting on a transportation financing plan. 

  

The deadline was set by Democratic legislative leaders and Gov. Jerry Brown, who is in negotiations with 

lawmakers to reach an agreement on differences between their proposals and his own plan with smaller 

tax increases. The goal is a plan that can win the two-thirds vote needed for passage to address the 

state’s $136-billion backlog . 

http://www.sfchronicle.com/bayarea/article/BART-s-Oakland-airport-connector-turning-into-10984679.php
http://www.latimes.com/politics/essential/la-pol-ca-essential-politics-updates-with-deadline-approaching-state-1488999446-htmlstory.html
http://www.latimes.com/politics/essential/la-pol-ca-essential-politics-updates-with-deadline-approaching-state-1488999446-htmlstory.html


 One leading option is the bill approved Wednesday by the Senate Governance and Finance Committee 

that would raise an additional $5.5 billion annually for road repairs and mass transit, in part by 

increasing the per-gallon gas tax by 12 cents in phases over three years. 

 The measure by state Sen. Jim Beall (D-San Jose) also would set the price-based per-gallon gas excise 

tax at 17.3 cents, increase the diesel tax by 20 cents, boost the sales tax on fuel by 4% and increase the 

annual registration fee for all vehicles by $38 a vehicle. 

 “Our roads are falling apart, and we are going to have to pay more the longer we delay this,” Beall told 

the committee before its vote of 5-1 to support SB 1. 

 Sen. John Moorlach (R-Costa Mesa) voted against the bill, saying Californians already pay high taxes for 

roads. 

 “How do we justify raising the gas tax when such a large percentage of people are at the poverty level 

and below, and they need their cars to get to jobs?” Moorlach asked. 

 Sen. Robert Hertzberg (D-Los Angeles), another committee member, called the proposal “a necessary 

solution.” 

 Many cities and business groups support the measure, but it was opposed Tuesday by Michelle Pariset 

of Public Advocates, which represents low-income residents. She said more money is needed for mass 

transit. Others asked for more money for bike lanes. 

 The measure also was opposed by David Wolfe of the Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Assn. 

 “The public doesn’t want tax increases without reforms,” he told the panel. 
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Trump promised $1 trillion for infrastructure, but the estimated need is $4.5 

trillion 
Washington Post 

The Trump administration promises to pump $1 trillion into improving the country’s crumbling 

infrastructure, but a benchmark report says it will take almost $4.6 trillion over the next eight years to 

bring all those systems up to an acceptable standard. 

 The price tag for redemption has grown steadily for 15 years while an expanding country has focused 

on building new infrastructure rather than maintaining existing systems that were nearing the end of 

their natural life. 

 Since 2001, the cost of repairing those systems has mushroomed from $1.3 trillion to the current figure, 

more than three times as high, according to an assessment released Thursday by the American Society 

of Civil Engineers (ASCE). The report comes out every four years. 

 It gave the U.S. infrastructure an overall grade of D-plus, the same grade it received in 2013, “suggesting 

only incremental progress was made over the last four years.” 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/local/trafficandcommuting/trump-promises-1-trillion-for-infrastructure-but-the-estimated-need-is-45-trillion/2017/03/08/2f2eca7c-0414-11e7-ad5b-d22680e18d10_story.html?utm_term=.1fb40b72b983
https://www.washingtonpost.com/local/trafficandcommuting/trump-promises-1-trillion-for-infrastructure-but-the-estimated-need-is-45-trillion/2017/03/08/2f2eca7c-0414-11e7-ad5b-d22680e18d10_story.html?utm_term=.1fb40b72b983


 “President Trump is on to something when he calls for a national rebuilding,” ASCE President Norma 

Jean Mattei said in presenting the study. “But Congress and the American people have to pay for it.” 

 She said lawmakers should raise the federal gas tax by 25 cents and index it to inflation. 

 Trump reiterated campaign promises on infrastructure in his inaugural address and in his recent 

address to Congress, but the only supporting detail for that pledge thus far has been an 11-page white 

paper issued in October. In that document, Trump said the money would be raised by granting private 

investors an 82 percent tax credit that would encourage them to pump money into infrastructure 

projects. 

 “We can use private financing for the major things, but it’s a slice of investment,” said former 

Pennsylvania governor Ed Rendell (D), who now co-chairs the advocacy group Building America’s Future. 

“You can’t do it on the cheap. It’s time for Congress to suck it up and vote for real [federal] investment.” 

  

Rendell said the “fix it first” approach that Trump espouses — repairing needy infrastructure before 

launching new projects — is not likely to draw private investors. 

 Congressional leaders and state and local officials have made clear that while private investors might 

put money into select projects in urban areas from which they can expect a return, they would shy away 

from investment in rural areas and would rather build new infrastructure than repair systems that have 

deteriorated. 

 “I think the federal government has to play a larger role,” said Connecticut Gov. Dan Malloy (D). 

 Infrastructure underpins everyday life in the United States, covering far more than the roads and 

bridges commonly thought of when the word comes to mind. It includes a vast network of other 

systems that most people take for granted, including drinking water and sewer service, the delivery of 

electricity, as well as railroads, transit systems and ports. 

 The ASCE has been chronicling the decline of infrastructure category by category since 1998, when it 

took over the task that had been handled for a decade by the National Council on Public Works 

Improvement. 

 In recent years, most of the 14 categories the ASCE has assessed have received a D, and hardly any has 

moved by more than a fraction of a grade. For example, inland waterways were judged to improve from 

a D-minus to a D, while transit systems declined from a grade of D to a D-minus. 

 The commentary provided with each grade was revealing: 

 Airports (D): Congestion at airports is growing, with 24 of the big airports expected to achieve 

“Thanksgiving-peak traffic volume” at least one day each week. 

 Bridges (C-plus): Four in 10 of the country’s 614,387 bridges are more than 50 years old and near the 

end of their designed life span. Nearly 59,000 are structurally deficient. 

 Dams (D): An estimated 2,170 of the country’s 90,580 dams are considered as “high-hazard potential” 

because of failed upkeep. 



  

Drinking water (D): There are 240,000 water-main breaks each year, wasting 2 trillion gallons of water. 

 Electricity (D-plus): Most electrical transmission lines were built in the 1950s and 1960s with a 50-year 

life expectancy, and they are running at maximum capacity everywhere but Alaska and Hawaii. 

 Ports (C-plus): Mega-ships now arriving from the Far East and able to transit the newly expanded 

Panama Canal can call on very few of the 926 U.S. ports unless channels are dredged to accommodate 

their deeper drafts. 

 Railroads (B): The private freight railroads that own most U.S. rail track invested $27.1 billion to 

upgrade systems in 2015 and continue that investment. 

 Roads (D): Traffic backups cost $160 billion in wasted time and fuel in 2014, and about 20 percent of 

highway pavement is in poor condition. 

 Transit systems (D-minus): Though they carried 10.5 billion trips in 2015, chronic underfunding and 

aging infrastructure have led to a $90 billion repair bill. 

 ASCE Executive Director Thomas W. Smith III cited an urgent need for the White House to deliver a 

comprehensive plan for infrastructure restoration. 

 “Our nation’s infrastructure is making headlines for all the wrong reasons,” Smith said. “While we 

haven’t seen action [from the White House], we have to hold feet to the fire.” 
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