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VTA Daily News Coverage for Monday, March 12, 2018 

1. Transit report shows city has far to go (Mountain View Voice) 

2. Roadshow: Shoulders may open to traffic on a few gridlocked highways (Mercury 

News) 

3. New plan could launch high-speed rail, electric Caltrains from S.F. to Gilroy 

4. California high-speed rail project facing more delays, higher costs 

5. Tobacco, taxes, Tasers — they’re all on San Francisco’s June ballot (San Francisco 

Chronicle) 

Transit report shows city has far to go (Mountain View Voice) 

Council approves second study to bring cutting-edge transit system to Mountain View 

The skyTran prototype at headquarters located at NASA Ames Research Center on April 4, 2017. 

Photo by Michelle Le 

For city planning, trying to build a new transit system is about as tough as it gets. It requires 

years of forethought, vast property acquisition and a small fortune to build. Even more 

daunting -- there are countless ways it can go wrong: fickle public support, cumbersome 

regulations or technology that promises far more than it can deliver. 

This is the multifaceted challenge that awaits Mountain View as city officials try to bring their 

vision of a new automated transit system to the next stage. Last week, city staff and consultants 

delivered a final version of a study into various transit technologies and how they could be 

adapted for Mountain View's needs. Suffice it to say that there are plenty of tough decisions 

still ahead, which was abundantly clear as the City Council discussed it. 

"We should do whatever we can to help this to gel," said Councilwoman Pat Showalter. "This is 

going to be very complex from a governance point of view and we're going to need help to 

make it work." 

The city embarked on this $200,000 transit study in early 2017 with the idea of finding a new 

automated system that could speedily bring about 8,500 daily passengers from the downtown 

transit center to the North Bayshore office park and possibly other locations. 

https://www.mv-voice.com/news/2018/03/11/transit-report-shows-city-has-far-to-go


The city's consultant team eventually selected two technologies that they believed could best 

serve this role. This included autonomous transit, a system that would operate similar to self-

driving vehicles but on a dedicated roadway. Alternatively, the consultants also suggested the 

city should look into so-called "group-rapid transit," an automated system that would run on 

some kind of guideway and transport about two dozen people at a time. 

Yet, picking the right technology for the job was like trying to hit a moving target, explained 

project manager Jim Lightbody. He estimated there were as many as 100 different autonomous 

transit projects underway across the globe, many of which were testing out new technologies. 

"No one knows for sure, but many believe the technology for automated transit is going to be 

viable within five years or less," he said. "The technology is moving ahead rapidly." 

What was less clear, he reported, was the regulatory status for a self-running transit system. 

The Federal Transit Administration is beginning a five-year research program to draft new 

regulations for automated systems, but it could be a full decade before those rules are in place, 

he said. Similarly, city staff reported that issues such as liability and safety certifications for this 

technology are also still up in the air. 

As the council reviewed the final transit study, city staff were ready to pitch the next step -- 

another study. This "Phase 2" study would examine possible routes, stations and system 

specifications. It would also lay out the right-of-way corridors needed as well as how the city 

would pay for it. The study could cost as much as $1 million, and city staffers said they would 

look for funding partners to help foot that bill. 

One obvious benefactor would be Google, which has already invested about $1 million in a 

similar study with the Valley Transportation Authority to study bringing light rail to North 

Bayshore. That study, initiated in 2015, is nearly complete, said Assistant Public Works Director 

Dawn Cameron. Her team had reviewed a draft version of the study, and the conclusion was 

that light rail would be prohibitively expensive, she said. Coincidentally, the Google study was 

"leaving the door open" to newer transit systems like autonomous shuttles, she said. 

Some council members pondered whether other sections of the VTA light rail line might be 

repurposed for an upgraded transit line. VTA officials say their study commissioned with Google 

should be publicly available next month. 

"The reality is that light rail ridership is dropping quite rapidly," said Councilwoman Margaret 

Abe-Koga. "Perhaps light rail is a thing of the past. Could this be a right of way for our system?" 

Mayor Lenny Siegel said the city needed to make a multi-pronged effort to advance the transit 

system. As a new round of studies begins, the city should be attempting to reach out to more 

community groups and seeking private partners. 

"I don't want us to spend a couple years on writing a report to come up with the technology, 

and then try to figure out how to partner and build it," he said. "I want us to meet with 

residents and employers and be ready when we (can) to go ahead and do it." 



In a 7-0 vote, the council accepted the report and directed city staff to begin plans for the 

second phase of the study. 
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Roadshow: Shoulders may open to traffic on a few gridlocked highways (Mercury 

News) 

Why doesn’t the Bay Area turn more shoulders into travel lanes to ease commuter congestion? 

The Los Angeles area appears to use the shoulders more for normal traffic, so why don’t we? In 

some cases the issue may be due to obstructions from overpasses/bridges and safety concerns, 

but it has to be cheaper than widening freeways in a region with some of the worst traffic in the 

nation. 

Peter Schmidt 

Walnut Creek 

A: It is and your idea is gaining steam, with Caltrans now working on a statewide policy for using 

shoulders for traffic on a part-time basis and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission and 

the Valley Transportation Authority considering opening up a few shoulders during commute 

hours. This will happen soon on the Richmond Bridge from 2 p.m. to 7 p.m. eastbound from Sir 

Francis Drake Boulevard in San Rafael to Richmond Parkway. It’s also being explored on 

Highway 87 and Highway 85 in the South Bay and Highway 101 near SFO. 

The cost of converting a shoulder to a part-time travel lane is much less than building a new 

lane, but still requires considerable amount of prep work such as beefing up pavement, 

modifying drainage, and upgrading sensors to monitor and ensure an obstruction free lane 

prior to opening it to traffic. 

In the past Caltrans converted the shoulder on Interstate 580 near Park Boulevard in Oakland 

and on I-680 through Concord to regular lanes. 

Said David-the-Roadshow-Consultant: “I think there may be other areas that the part-time 

shoulder use can be considered probably after the I-580 is tried and is deemed successful.” 

Q: I am surprised no one has suggested doing away with the typical work week to ease traffic. 

At the risk of offending many, I think we should do away with Saturdays and Sundays as days 

off. Spread out traffic over seven days and have workers on the job nine hours a day, four days 

a week. The freeways would be used equally every day. That  could take a long while to get 

used to, but I don’t see any good alternatives. 

Marcel Tomassian 

San Jose 

A: How about 550 miles of express lanes? 

https://www.mercurynews.com/2018/03/11/roadshow-shoulders-may-open-to-traffic-on-a-few-gridlocked-highways/


Q:  Here’s my “Out of the Box and Into the Sky” solution — drones. 

Watching the opening and closing segments of the Olympics raises the possibility of using 

personal drones to avoid congested traffic. A drone can carry up to 300 or more pounds and 

can cost as little as $2,000. It is obvious from the Olympics that multiple drones can be 

programmed not to run into each other. Why not have your own personal drone for commute 

purposes? 

Hope Raymond 

Palo Alto 

Back to Top 

New plan could launch high-speed rail, electric Caltrains from S.F. to Gilroy 

Even though California high-speed rail’s new business plan raises the cost estimate for the 

project, it could still improve local rail service by how it proposes to improve the Caltrain 

corridor with new electric trains from both systems running along the short route at a fraction 

of the cost of the initial operating system planned two years ago. 

The California High-Speed Rail Authority proposes completing the high-speed rail work between 

San Francisco and Gilroy to get faster trains running as soon as possible even while other parts 

of the high-speed line to Bakersfield are still under construction. 

“I am saying I want to see if we can get (high-speed) trains on the ground sooner than 2029 as 

an interim measure while we build out the entirety of the valley-to-valley (Silicon Valley to 

Central Valley line),” Brian Kelly, high-speed rail’s new CEO, said in a conference call. “It’s sort of 

an incremental approach to building … that brings about an immediate mobility benefit.” 

High-speed rail — Fresno construction 

 

The rail project’s draft 2018 business plan released Friday moves the target date back four 

years, until 2029, for the beginning of service through San Jose from San Francisco to 

Bakersfield because it does not yet have the money to tunnel beneath Pacheco Pass between 

Gilroy and Los Banos. 

Under Proposition 1A, the 2008 high-speed rail authorization approved by California voters, the 

high-speed rail authority would have to show that its trains could be operated along the San 

Francisco-Gilroy route without subsidy before they could begin service. 

But building the high-speed track to Gilroy would mean, in effect, extending Caltrain’s 

electrification project — which began last summer between San Francisco to San Jose and is 

scheduled to be complete in four years — all the way to Gilroy and eliminating Caltrain’s diesel 

fleet entirely. 

https://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/news/2018/03/12/ca-high-speed-rail-caltrain-electrification.html?ana=e_du_prem&s=article_du&ed=2018-03-12&u=oboFmgl6no%2FBUgbE98AM%2Bw0d876644&t=1520895896&j=80458971
https://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/news/2018/03/09/calif-high-speed-rail-business-plan-costs-rise.html
https://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/news/2018/03/09/calif-high-speed-rail-business-plan-costs-rise.html
https://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/search/results?q=Brian%20Kelly
https://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/news/2018/03/09/calif-high-speed-rail-business-plan-costs-rise.html


“We are very excited about the extension of electrified rail service to Gilroy,” Jeannie Bruins, 

Caltrain’s board chair, said on Friday. “Cities along the Caltrain line south of San Jose are 

growing rapidly and this will be a tremendous step toward providing them with the 

transportation infrastructure they need to accommodate that growth.” 

High-speed trains would stop only at San Jose and Millbrae in their Gilroy-San Francisco run and 

could go up to 220 mph between Gilroy and San Jose. 

Electric Caltrains could go as fast as 110 mph between Gilroy and San Jose’s Tamien station, 

which is the top speed of the electric trains it has ordered as part of its electrification project. 

The new high-speed rail business plan estimates the cost of building high-speed track between 

San Jose and Gilroy at between $2.252 billion and $4.826 billion. 

The full San Francisco-Bakersfield line, called the valley-to-valley segment, is now estimated to 

cost between $25.1 billion and $36.8 billion. The biggest variable in that stretch is a 13-mile 

tunnel beneath Pacheco Pass. 

High-speed rail begins geotechnical work for tunnels beneath Pacheco Pass 

The California High-Speed Rail Authority is several weeks into a project to examine the rock 

beneath Pacheco Pass before boring a pair of 28-foot diameter tunnels scheduled to carry 200 

mph trains between San Jose and the San Joaquin Valley within eight years. 

“The Pacheco tunnel is clearly going to be the most complex area of the valley-to-valley 

segment and has the most uncertainty associated with it," said Dan Richard, chair of the high-

speed rail authority's board. 

Caltrain ordered 16 bi-level six-car electric KISS trainsets for $551 million in 2016 and has an 

option to purchase 96 additional cars for $345 million, according to Railway Age. KISS is from 

the German for “comfortable innovative speedy suburban” trains that are built by Swiss 

manufacturer Stadler Rail AG. Stadler plans to build a plant in Salt Lake City to manufacture 

them. 

Between Madera and Bakersfield, where high-speed rail is already under construction, the new 

line could be used by Amtrak’s San Joaquin trains while the segment from Gilroy to Madera is 

under construction, Kelly said. The authority will also investigate whether that segment could 

support high-speed service while the valley-to-valley link is being built. 
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California high-speed rail project facing more delays, higher costs 

https://www.railwayage.com/passenger/intercity/for-caltrain-16-kisses-from-stadler-but-no-flirts/
https://www.sfgate.com/politics/article/California-high-speed-rail-project-facing-more-12741787.php


Completion of California’s high-speed-rail project has been pushed back four more years — into 

the 2030s — and the project’s costs are likely to shoot up to $77 billion, officials said Friday. 

A revised business plan issued by the California High-Speed Rail Authority said building the full 

San Francisco-to-Los Angeles bullet-train line is expected to cost at least $63 billion, and $98 

billion under a worst-case scenario. The middle-of-the-road estimate is $77 billion, according to 

the draft report, which will now undergo public comment and legislative scrutiny. 

How the state will pay for the full project remains a critical question. 

The bullet train’s most recent cost estimate was $64 billion, which was already double 

the original $32 billion price tag that was pitched to state voters when they authorized bond 

money for the project nearly a decade ago.  

Flu-related deaths in California have been higher so far this season than in recent years, raising 

concerns the illness might prove more severe, health officials said Tuesday. 

Media: KCRA 

The rail authority said it hopes to finish the full line by 2033, a delay from the most recent 

estimate of 2029. It said it will focus on starting service by 2027 on a San Francisco-to-Gilroy 

segment and extending a line it hopes to open in the Central Valley in 2022. 

At that point, the rail authority said, it will work on the financial and technical challenges of 

connecting those routes through the Pacheco Pass east of Gilroy and taking trains over the 

Tehachapi Mountains to Los Angeles. 

Construction on the first piece of the line, a 119-mile stretch from Madera to Bakersfield, began 

in 2015, seven years after voters approved a $10 billion bond measure to help fund the bullet 

train. That is the segment the authority hopes to open in 2022. 

Dan Richard, chairman of the High-Speed Rail Authority, said that once the public sees the 200-

mph trains zipping across the landscape he expects there to be a major shift in how the project 

is perceived. 

“People will say this is what transportation should look like,” Richard said. 

The High-Speed Rail Authority releases a business plan every other year with cost estimates and 

construction timelines. Friday’s draft of the report was the first released under new chief 

executive Brian Kelly, who previously ran the state’s transportation agency. After a 60-

day public comment period, the agency is expected to adopt a final business plan by May. 

Kelly has promised to be more open about problems facing the rail project, which confronts an 

uncertain future in the face of opposition by congressional Republicans. They see it as a waste 

of money and can block the federal funding needed to pay for the line. 

Kelly said Friday that the new business plan offers a strategy for moving forward with a rail 

project that Californians voted for despite “funding constraints.” 

http://hsr.ca.gov/docs/about/business_plans/Draft_2018_Business_Plan.pdf
https://www.sfchronicle.com/news/article/High-Speed-Rail-Authority-readies-action-plan-3187017.php
http://hsr.ca.gov/About/Business_Plans/Draft_2018_Business_Plan_Comments.html


So far, the federal government has kicked in just $3.5 billion to the project — far short of the 

one-third contribution the state was hoping for — and private sector interest has been lacking. 

The primary source of funding so far is the 2008 bond and the state’s cap-and-trade program, 

which forces companies to buy pollution permits if they emit too much greenhouse gases. The 

rail agency said it would need to be able to leverage future cap-and-trade money for loans, 

arguing that the pay-as-you-go approach does not work for multibillion-dollar projects. 

Kelly said lenders would want to ensure the cap-and-trade program is enshrined in law through 

2050, a tough sell in the Legislature, which barely passed a 10-year extension through 2030 last 

year. 

“This continues to be an irresponsible project and an ever-growing burden on California’s 

taxpayers,” said Assemblyman Vince Fong, R-Bakersfield. “Making it worse, Sacramento 

Democrats continue to support this very expensive project as it goes off the rails as they raise 

taxes and fees every year — making California more unaffordable to live and work.” 

The first segment in the Central Valley has been beset with problems, including difficulties in 

buying the land needed to build the tracks. Kelly said the rail authority’s earlier leaders had 

made a mistake by starting construction before enough land was in hand. 

“That’s a practice that won’t be repeated,” he said. 

The agency now has 70 percent of the 1,800 land parcels needed for its 119-mile Central Valley 

stretch, which Kelly said is enough to proceed with construction. 

The project’s biggest champion, Gov. Jerry Brown, is trying to put the bullet train on stronger 

footing before he leaves office early next year. “I like trains, and I like high-speed trains even 

better,” he told lawmakers in his State of the State address in January. 

Brown has argued that building a train that could travel from the Bay Area to Los Angeles in 

three hours would reduce the number of cars on the road, cutting emissions that contribute to 

climate change. 

Friday’s revised cost estimates did nothing to silence the project’s critics. 

“Please, Governor, put all of us taxpayers out of our misery,” state Sen. Andy Vidak, R-Hanford 

(Kings County), said in a statement. “Let’s cut our losses.” 
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Tobacco, taxes, Tasers — they’re all on San Francisco’s June ballot (San Francisco 

Chronicle) 

https://www.sfchronicle.com/politics/article/Tobacco-taxes-Tasers-they-re-all-on-San-12747610.php


San Francisco voters will face a tax-heavy ballot on June 5, with measures to raise the Bay 

Bridge toll by $3, increase parcel taxes to fund teacher salaries and hike the gross receipts tax 

on commercial landlords — spending the money either on affordable housing or child care 

subsidies. 

Those are four standouts on a ballot with two charter amendments, six public initiatives, one 

regional proposition and one measure submitted by city supervisors. Svelte compared 

with previous years, this ballot still bristles with controversy. In addition to the dueling tax 

initiatives, it includes a proposal to fast-track electronic stun guns for San Francisco police 

officers and a referendum to kill the Board of Supervisors’ ban on sales of flavored tobacco 

products. 

The city’s Department of Elections designated letters for each ballot proposition in a ceremony 

Monday morning, in which the title of each proposition was typed on a strip of paper, folded 

and pulled from a Mason jar. 

This is how they will appear on June 5: 

Regional Proposition 3 — Bay Area Traffic Relief Plan: Citing a need for $4.5 billion in capital 

improvements to Caltrain, BART, Muni and several highways, the Bay Area Toll Authority is 

calling for a $3 increase in bridge tolls by 2025. The increase would finance the extension of 

BART through downtown San Jose and Santa Clara, Caltrain’s expansion to the San Francisco 

Transbay Transit Center, new Muni cars, and additional carpool lanes on Highway 101, among 

other major transportation projects. It would cover all Bay Area bridges except the Golden 

Gate. 

Proposition A — Public Utilities Revenue Bonds: This charter amendment would enable the 

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission to issue revenue bonds for facilities to produce 

hydroelectric power for city and port land, including developments on Treasure Island, the 

Hunters Point Shipyard, Pier 70 and Mission Rock. 

Proposition B — Prohibiting Appointed Commissioners from Running for Office: Former San 

Francisco Mayor Willie Brown had a policy of kicking political candidates off of city boards and 

commissions the moment they entered a race. He disliked the idea of anyone holding an 

appointed post while campaigning for office, saying it created the appearance of a conflict of 

interest. But the rule wasn’t always enforced. Supervisor Aaron Peskin seeks to revive and 

codify it with this charter amendment. 

Proposition C — Additional Tax on Commercial Rents Mostly to Fund Child Care and 

Education: Sponsored by Supervisors Norman Yee and Jane Kim and backed by the board’s 

progressive bloc, this initiative would raise the gross receipts tax from 0.3 percent on 

commercial landlords to 3.5 percent, spending most of the money on child care subsidies for 

low- and middle-income families and on wage increases for child care workers. 

Proposition D — Additional Tax on Commercial Rents Mostly to Fund Housing and 

Homelessness Services: Popularly known as “Housing for All,” this initiative by the moderate 

https://www.sfchronicle.com/politics/article/SF-City-Hall-rivals-seek-leverage-in-dueling-12721415.php
https://www.sfchronicle.com/politics/article/SF-voters-could-see-39-yes-39-city-8344592.php
https://www.sfgate.com/bayarea/article/Peskin-looks-to-dust-off-Willie-Brown-rule-on-12294930.php


wing of the Board of Supervisors targets the same gross receipts tax as the child-care measure. 

It would raise the tax to 1.7 percent, using the money to build low- and middle-income housing 

and add homeless shelters. It requires approval from two-thirds of voters to pass, and it 

includes language to kill the child care measure. 

Proposition E — Prohibiting Tobacco Retailers from Selling Flavored Tobacco Products: A 

“yes” vote on this measure seeks to ban the sale of flavored tobacco products in San Francisco, 

including menthol cigarettes, candy-tinctured shisha, cigarillos and electronic cigarettes with 

sweetened nicotine. The Board of Supervisors unanimously approved the ban last year, but it 

hit resistance from a group backed by R.J. Reynolds Tobacco Co., which gathered enough 

signatures to put the matter to voters. 

Proposition F — City-Funded Legal Representation for Tenants in Eviction Lawsuits: Any San 

Francisco resident facing an eviction would get a city-funded lawyer under this law, modeled 

after a similar one in New York. It would not apply to eviction proceedings brought by landlords 

who reside in the same unit as the tenant. 

Proposition G — Parcel Tax for San Francisco Unified School District: This $298 parcel tax 

increase would boost salaries and benefits for the city’s public school teachers, beef up staff at 

the neediest schools, pay for classroom computers and software and set aside money for public 

charter schools. 

Proposition H — Policy for the Use of Tasers by San Francisco Police Officers: Backed by the 

Police Officers Association, this measure would arm all San Francisco police officers with 

electronic stun guns, commonly known as Tasers, by the end of the year. It’s created 

a rift between Mayor Mark Farrell, who supports the effort, and Police Chief Bill Scott, who said 

it would thwart the Police Commission’s ability to develop a thoughtful policy governing the 

devices’ use. The split between Farrell and Scott adds political drama to a long-festering feud 

between the union — which considers Farrell an ally — and the commission. 

Proposition I — Relocation and Professional Sports Teams: Self-identified Warriors basketball 

historian Allen Jones led the drive for this measure, which would put the city on 

record condemning the Warriors’ move from Oakland and prevent it from enticing other sports 

franchises to relocate in the future. Jones, who lives in his truck in the Mission District, 

attended the ballot designation ceremony Monday. He said this is his first foray into San 

Francisco politics. 
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VTA Daily News Coverage for Tuesday, March 13, 2018 

1. Tunnels are high-speed rail's problem but the private sector may be the solution 

(Silicon Valley Business Journal) 

2. Letter: Till bullet train is derailed, oppose any tax, fee, bond (East Bay Times) 

3. SF supervisors opposed to Wiener’s housing-transit bill soften stance a bit (San 

Francisco Chronicle) 

4. California attorney general ordered to rewrite description of cap-and-trade cash plan, 

Proposition 70 (Los Angeles Times) 

 

Tunnels are high-speed rail's problem but the private sector may be the solution 

(Silicon Valley Business Journal) 

The biggest change affecting the Bay Area in the draft 2018 business plan announced last week 

for California high-speed rail was the result of the enormous cost of tunneling beneath Pacheco 

Pass, which delays the start of train service to the San Joaquin Valley. 

But the Bay Area never would have become the early focus of the system if the previous 

business plan, published two years ago, hadn’t found the Los Angeles Basin too expensive for 

the railroad to reach from Bakersfield via tunnels through the Tehachapi and San Gabriel 

mountains. 

Three mountain ranges needing three tunnels totaling nearly 45 miles of underground track to 

pierce have emerged as the single costliest infrastructure problem for the rail project to solve. 

The estimated cost of those tunnels accounts for most of a $5.7 billion increase over two years 

for track and track structures in the construction segments in which they’re located, the new 

business plan says. 

https://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/news/2018/03/13/ca-high-speed-rail-tunneling-private-partnerships.html?ana=e_mc_prem&s=newsletter&ed=2018-03-13&u=oboFmgl6no%2FBUgbE98AM%2Bw0d876644&t=1520962427&j=80468881


If the California High-Speed Rail Authority can’t figure out how to finance the tunnels, the 

dream of tying the state’s two largest metropolitan regions and its agribusiness heartland 

together with fast trains is dead. 

The authority’s chair, Dan Richard, said in an interview on Friday that he thinks the tunnels are 

an opportunity to engage private partners to “make this happen much more quickly and at a 

significantly reduced cost.” 

Richard said he recently had dinner with the president of an international tunnel builder, which 

he wouldn’t name, who was interested in the idea. 

In a follow-up interview on Monday, Richard spoke to the Silicon Valley Business Journal about 

how such a public-private partnership — sometimes called a P3 — might work. 

P3s are sometimes pitched by cash-strapped government officials as a magic elixir to get 

infrastructure projects built quickly. The idea behind them is that private investors put up the 

money to build a government project from which they will recover their investment, plus a 

profit, over time from some sort of revenue stream that the project generates. 

Pacheco Pass in focus 

In 2017, the California High-Speed Rail Authority examined the rock beneath Pacheco Pass. Its 

mission: boring a pair of 28-foot diameter tunnels scheduled to carry 200 mph trains between 

San Jose and the San Joaquin Valley within eight years. 

The high-speed rail systems of Spain and France were finally linked in 2013 by a P3-financed 

tunnel beneath the Pyrenees so that fast trains could run direct the full 650 miles between 

Barcelona and Paris. 

Perhaps the most famous high-speed rail tunnel in the world, the Channel Tunnel beneath the 

English Channel linking London and Paris, was a P3 project. 

But P3s don’t always work the way the people who put together these complex deals hope they 

will. 

North Carolina made a deal with a consortium called I-77 Mobility Partners to build 26 miles of 

toll lanes on traffic-clogged Interstate 77 north of Charlotte. The partnership would pay nearly 

86 percent of the $650 million cost but get to keep the tolls for 50 years. However, to protect 

that revenue stream, the deal prohibited the addition of any free lanes to the road over that 

span and the public howled. 

“The whole trick is to find right balance of who is taking on what risk,” said Richard, who is an 

expert in putting together energy sector P3 deals in his own business. 

One example of the kind of P3 he’d like to investigate for the 13-mile Pacheco Pass tunnel is 

called “availability payments.” The private side would design and build the tunnel and would be 

https://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/search/results?q=Dan%20Richard


paid by the authority based on the availability of the tunnel for use by California’s privately 

operated high-speed trains. 

Each train that goes through the tunnel, or each day it’s available for use, would trigger an 

authority payment. Operation and maintenance costs could be part of such a deal. 

The authority would need a revenue stream to support the payments and Richard said the most 

likely source would be from the authority’s cap-and-trade market receipts. That would likely 

require the legislature, which extended the market’s life last summer through 2030, to extend it 

again, probably through 2050. 

“I want to think this through with our staff,” Richard said, “but it strikes me that we should have 

some type of symposium or something where we bring tunnel builders in and show them the 

work that we’ve done, ask them what additional work is needed — how should it be structured 

to find the right balance between risk and reward? That would give us something to talk to the 

legislature and congress about in terms of here’s how we could do this in a way that could bring 

the private sector in early.” 

Tesla CEO Elon Musk said last week that his new tunneling company – The Boring Company – 

which has yet to build a tunnel, could build a second Bay crossing for BART in a fifth of the time 

and at a tenth of the cost of current estimates. 

“We should be harnessing all the geniuses out there in the private sector to do this,” Richard 

said. “If Musk’s company is one of those, absolutely we’d talk to anybody.” 

He said there had been no contact between the authority and Musk. The Boring Company did 

not respond to an email request for comment. 

Back to Top 

Letter: Till bullet train is derailed, oppose any tax, fee, bond (East Bay Times) 

Until California cancels the plodding bullet train, recent estimate $77 billion and going up with 

every new report, I would suggest we all consider opposition to any tax, fee or bond, including 

Prop. 68. 

Mr. Brown’s boondoggle offers minimal benefit to anyone other than directly related real 

estate and construction interests, yet uses up money adequate to substantially update our 

highways, water reservoirs and water treatment facilities. 

California has a large surplus, yet continues to have severely underfunded liabilities in public 

pension plans and fails to administer appropriated funds for social services. What a mess! A 

textbook example of fiduciary irresponsibility. Write to your representatives. 

Pat Pawlowski 

San Ramon 

 

https://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/search/results?q=Elon%20Musk
https://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/news/2018/03/01/elon-musk-bart-boring-co-bart-tunnel-cost-tsla.html
https://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/news/2018/03/01/elon-musk-bart-boring-co-bart-tunnel-cost-tsla.html
https://www.eastbaytimes.com/2018/03/13/letter-till-bullet-train-is-derailed-oppose-any-tax-fee-bond/
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SF supervisors opposed to Wiener’s housing-transit bill soften stance a bit (San 

Francisco Chronicle) 

A bill by state Sen. Scott Wiener prompted a raucous debate at City Hall Monday, as 

progressive activists and westside homeowners attacked the core idea: that dense 

development near transit corridors will help solve a regional housing crisis. 

Leading the charge was Supervisor Aaron Peskin, who co-sponsored a resolution with three 

progressive colleagues — Hillary Ronen, Norman Yee and Sandra Lee Fewer — to oppose 

Wiener’s bill. They say it would impede the city’s ability to impose affordable housing quotas 

and other restrictions on developers. 

But when their resolution went before the supervisors’ Land Use and Transportation 

Committee Monday, Chairwoman Katy Tang, a moderate, persuaded Peskin to soften his 

stance. Instead of outright condemning Wiener’s proposal, the supervisors will call for 

amendments to help preserve the character of San Francisco’s neighborhoods. 

That compromise seemed designed to placate neighborhood associations in Cow Hollow and 

residents living west of Twin Peaks, who united with the progressives on this issue. They packed 

the committee hearing Monday, hurling colorful insults at Wiener. 

One person called state Senate Bill 827 an “undemocratic power grab.” Another compared it to 

a “hydrogen bomb” that will “blow San Francisco to bits.” 

On the other side were the “Yes In My Backyard” activists, an ascendent, younger group of 

political players who argue that dense housing is good for the environment, and that it will help 

stabilize rents. 

If there’s one thing the debate showed, it’s that housing and land use are the most polarizing 

issues in the city. SB 827 inflamed a long-stewing fight that is shaping the June 5 mayor’s race. 

Of the three leading candidates, Supervisor London Breed — the moderate pick for mayor — 

was the only one to support Wiener’s legislation unequivocally in a YIMBY questionnaire. She 

got the group’s sole endorsement. 

One of Breed’s opponents, progressive Supervisor Jane Kim, is a member of the Land Use and 

Transportation Committee, but she was absent Monday. Supervisor Ahsha Safai, a moderate 

who constantly stumps for more housing, left the committee meeting early. He represents the 

Excelsior, which could be broadly affected by the state Senate bill. 
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California attorney general ordered to rewrite description of cap-and-trade cash 

plan, Proposition 70 (Los Angeles Times) 

https://www.sfchronicle.com/politics/article/SF-supervisors-opposed-to-Wiener-s-12748029.php
https://www.sfchronicle.com/bayarea/article/Jane-Kim-surging-in-SF-mayor-s-race-while-Mark-12744085.php
http://www.latimes.com/politics/essential/la-pol-ca-essential-politics-updates-california-s-attorney-general-is-ordered-1520879065-htmlstory.html
http://www.latimes.com/politics/essential/la-pol-ca-essential-politics-updates-california-s-attorney-general-is-ordered-1520879065-htmlstory.html


The official title for Proposition 70, a ballot measure laying out rules for future climate change 

revenues collected by the state, must be rewritten after a Sacramento judge agreed with a 

Republican lawmaker that voters in June would otherwise be misled. 

Assemblyman Chad Mayes (R-Yucca Valley) filed the lawsuit last week calling the ballot title 

“both wrong and highly prejudicial” for the proposed amendment to the California 

Constitution. Mayes was the GOP leader of the Assembly during last year’s negotiation over 

extending the state’s cap-and-trade program, which passed the Legislature with support from 

eight Republican lawmakers. 

Proposition 70 would require the Legislature to take a one-time vote in 2024 on how revenues 

collected from cap-and-trade are spent. Those dollars come from companies that pay money 

for any emissions beyond the "cap" imposed by state regulators. Revenues collected from those 

emission allowances have added up to almost $5 billion to date. The spending plan would 

require a supermajority vote in both the state Senate and Assembly. 

The ballot title written by state Atty. Gen. Xavier Becerra suggested to voters that Proposition 

70 would have a negative impact on the environment. That title was "Limits Legislature's 

Authority To Use Cap-and-Trade Revenue To Reduce Pollution."  

“Proposition 70 in no way changes the purposes for which the funds can be used,” Mayes wrote 

in a legal brief filed last Friday. 

Sacramento Superior Court Judge Allen Sumner agreed with Mayes and ordered that the title 

should be changed. The Monday ruling instructs Becerra and state elections officials to change 

Proposition 70’s title to “Requires Legislative Supermajority Vote Approving Use of Cap-and-

Trade Reserve Fund.” 

The ruling comes as a number of Democrats are lining up to defeat Proposition 70, even though 

Gov. Jerry Brown and the party’s legislative leaders voted for the ballot measure last summer. 

Brown has also signed the official argument in support of the proposition that will appear in the 

statewide voter information guide. 

Critics have long suggested the duty of writing titles and summaries for statewide ballot 

measures would be better handled by the nonpartisan Legislative Analyst’s Office. Becerra, who 

was appointed in December 2016 to replace Sen. Kamala Harris, told legislators during his 

confirmation hearings that he believed in fairness when it comes to writing the ballot 

summaries. 

"I know many of you will be reading over my shoulders," Becerra told assembly members in 

January 2017. "And I understand the importance of a word." 
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From: VTA Board Secretary  

Sent: Tuesday, March 13, 2018 5:08 PM 

To: VTA Board of Directors 

Subject: FW: Notice of Public Hearing re. Proposed LAFCO Budget for FY2019 

 

VTA Board of Directors: 

Per LAFCO’s request, we are forwarding you the attached Notice of Public Hearing regarding 

the proposed LAFCO Budget for FY 2019. 

 

Thank you. 

 

VTA Office of the Board Secretary 

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 
3331 North First Street, Building B-1 
San Jose, CA 95134-1927 
Phone: 408-321-5680 

 

 

From: Abello, Emmanuel   

Sent: Monday, March 12, 2018 3:45 PM 

Subject: Notice of Public Hearing re. Proposed LAFCO Budget for FY2019 

 

The Clerk of the Board of Supervisors, City Clerks and Special District Clerks: 

Please forward this Notice to the members of your legislative bodies. 

 

Thank you. 

 

Emmanuel Abello, LAFCO Clerk 

LAFCO of Santa Clara County  

The LAFCO Office has moved! Please note the new address.  
777 North First Street, Suite 410  

San Jose, CA 95112 

www.santaclaralafco.org 

http://www.santaclaralafco.org/
travers_t
Text Box



 

NOTICE: This email message and/or its attachments may contain information that is confidential or restricted.  It is intended only for the 

individuals named as recipients in the message.  If you are NOT an authorized recipient, you are prohibited from using, delivering, 

distributing, printing, copying, or disclosing the message or its content to others and must delete the message from your computer.  If you 

have received this message in error, please notify the sender by return email.   

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

Local Agency Formation Commission of Santa Clara County (LAFCO) 

 

The Local Agency Formation Commission of Santa Clara County will hold a public 
hearing on Wednesday, April 4, 2018 at 1:15 p.m., or as soon thereafter as the matter can 
be heard, in the Board Meeting Chambers, County Government Center, 70 West 
Hedding Street, San Jose, California, to consider: 

1. Adoption of the Proposed LAFCO Budget for Fiscal Year 2019 

Staff reports and related material for these items will be on file at the LAFCO Office and 
available on the LAFCO website www.santaclaralafco.org by March 30, 2018. All 
interested persons may be present and comment at said time and place or may submit 
written comments. Written communications should be filed prior to the date of the 
hearing by email, fax or mail.  

Email: emmanuel.abello@ceo.sccgov.org 

Mailing Address: LAFCO of Santa Clara County 
777 North First Street, Suite 410  
San Jose, CA 95112 

http://www.santaclaralafco.org/
travers_t
Text Box



From: VTA Board Secretary  
Sent: Friday, March 16, 2018 1:43 PM 
To: VTA Board of Directors 
Subject: From VTA: March 14 - March 16, 2018 Media Clips  
 

 

 

VTA Daily News Coverage for Wednesday, March 14 – Friday, March 

16, 2018 

1. San Jose: Man hospitalized after jumping in front of light-rail train (Mercury News) 

2. Opinion: Protect downtown San Jose during BART tunnel construction 

3. Highway 87 Shoulder Lanes (KCBS Radio) 

4. BART’s tunnel vision: Is it visionary enough? (San Francisco Chronicle) 

5. Is California high speed rail still a ‘train to nowhere’? 

6. Embattled high-speed rail continues to be a moving target for cost, schedule, route 

7. Borenstein: Jerry Brown’s embarrassing bullet-train bragging to Trump (Mercury 

News) 

8. Dianne Feinstein vs. driverless cars: Why California senator is squaring off against 

high-tech (Los Angeles Daily News) 

9. Churches to offer safe parking for RV dwellers (Mountain View Voice) 

San Jose: Man hospitalized after jumping in front of light-rail train (Mercury 

News) 

Light-rail service was affected Thursday night when a man jumped in front of a train in South 

San Jose, officials said. 

The incident, which involved a northbound train, was reported at 5:07 p.m. at the Tamien 

station, said Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority spokeswoman Brandi Childress. 

Start your day with the news you need from the Bay Area and beyond.  

Sign up for our new Morning Report weekday newsletter. 

The train was arriving at the station when the man jumped, said Sgt. Rich Glennon of the Santa 

Clara County Sheriff’s Office. The operator of the train pulled the emergency brake, avoiding a 

serious collision. 

https://www.eastbaytimes.com/2018/03/15/san-jose-man-hospitalized-after-jumping-in-front-of-light-rail-train/
http://bayareane.ws/morningreport


It wasn’t clear if the train hit the man or passed over him, but he crawled out from under the 

train and onto the station platform, where emergency responders treated him for minor 

injuries. 

Get breaking news with our free mobile app. Get it from the Apple app store or the Google 

Play store. 

“There was no serious visible trauma,” said Glennon, adding that the man was taken to a 

hospital. 

As a result of the incident, light-rail service was reduced to a single track between the Curtner 

and Virginia stations. Normal service resumed at 6:45 p.m., Childress said. 

 
HELP IS AVAILABLE: 

Call the Santa Clara County Suicide & Crisis Hotline at 855-278-4204 or 

visit www.sccbhsd.org/suicideprevention 
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Opinion: Protect downtown San Jose during BART tunnel construction 

The twin-bore design would mean the demise of a downtown that has finally caught its stride 

The story of the San Jose Downtown Association’s origin has been shared with me numerous 

times.  In 1986, while the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) was expanding light 

rail through the heart of downtown San Jose, the impact on the local business community was 

so horrific that business owners banded together and gave birth to the Downtown Association, 

demanding relief from the onslaught of construction impacts shuttering doors on mom-and-

pop businesses. 

While it may seem like ancient history for many, this story continues to resonate with me as I 

consider my vote as a VTA director to certify the Environmental Impact Reports and project 

description for BART Silicon Valley Phase II.  In 2016, our taxpayers placed their trust in us as 

public agencies to bring BART to Silicon Valley’s urban core and essentially create for the first 

time a full public transit loop around the Bay Area.  We are now approaching the terminus of 

our design process only to come to an impasse on the required five miles of underground 

tunnels through downtown. Twin-bore tunnels would require an estimated 91,000 square foot 

hole in order to drop down the station box on Santa Clara Street between San Pedro Square 

and City Hall.  VTA staff has worked diligently to demonstrate to our BART counterparts that 

single-bore tunneling technology is a safe and sound alternative comparable to their twin-bore 

preference.  Following a nationwide peer review, VTA dug even deeper to meet all the safety 

requisites demanded by BART and meeting or exceeding those in their current infrastructure. 

http://bayareane.ws/mercappleapp
http://bit.ly/googleplaymercapp
http://bit.ly/googleplaymercapp
https://www.sccgov.org/sites/bhd/Services/SP/Pages/default.aspx
https://www.mercurynews.com/2018/03/15/opinion-protect-downtown-san-jose-during-bart-tunnel-construction/
https://www.mercurynews.com/2018/03/15/opinion-protect-downtown-san-jose-during-bart-tunnel-construction/


So let’s be clear: in a few weeks, both VTA and BART will either approve an innovative and safe 

single-bore project that will not require our public right-of-way along Santa Clara Street to be 

torn up, or surrender to the twin-bore status quo that could potentially cause reprehensible 

damage to our businesses and the demise of a downtown that has finally caught its stride. 

Some may call me melodramatic but I have seen firsthand during my short time here in office 

how a public transit project gone wrong can ravage a business corridor.  Three years ago, 

business owners were banging at my door, infuriated at how their businesses were plummeting 

due to the Bus Rapid Transit project that left the streets their customers depended on in 

complete disarray.  Mind you, that project only encroached a few feet beneath the street 

surface. I cannot begin to fathom the damage a 40-foot deep by 1,400-foot long void would 

cause, just so we could accommodate twin-bore tunnels, when really we could achieve the 

same safe result with single-bore.  Those who have invested time, talent and treasure into our 

downtown deserve better. 

Downtown San Jose has worked tirelessly for decades under many waves of leadership, 

including my predecessors, Mayor Sam Liccardo and Santa Clara County Supervisor Cindy 

Chavez, to create a business ecosystem that would attract people to come live, work and play in 

the Bay Area.  Whether it be living in one of our developing high rises, such as MIRO, working at 

the new WeWork Valley Towers, or frequenting a trendy bar or restaurant at our world-

renowned San Pedro Square, downtown San Jose has created a buzz attracting the likes of 

Google and Adobe to double down in Silicon Valley.  Our region will continue to thrive only if 

our business environment also thrives.  Performing open-heart surgery through the capital of 

Silicon Valley’s prime business corridor would not only be counterintuitive, it would literally be 

a buzzkill. 

Raul Peralez represents District 3, serving downtown and surrounding neighborhoods, on the 

San Jose City Council. He is a member of the VTA Board of Directors. 
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Highway 87 Shoulder Lanes (KCBS Radio) 

(Link to audio) 

Nonprofit revs up efforts to reduce traffic (Palo Alto Weekly) 

Nonprofit to start distributing more transit passes; considers expansion to California Avenue 

The new nonprofit charged with easing Palo Alto's traffic congestion has a new leader, a 

growing bank account and fresh plans to expand its programs both in downtown and beyond. 

The Palo Alto Transportation Management Association (TMA), which the city launched three 

years ago to tackle downtown's worsening traffic problem, has seen some success in its first 

two years by using transit subsidies, carpool programs and trip-planning assistance. According 

http://mms.tveyes.com/MediaCenterPlayer.aspx?u=aHR0cDovL21lZGlhY2VudGVyLnR2ZXllcy5jb20vZG93bmxvYWRnYXRld2F5LmFzcHg%2FVXNlcklEPTQ2OTk3OCZNRElEPTk1MDAyNjcmTURTZWVkPTQyNjYmVHlwZT1NZWRpYQ%3D%3D
https://www.paloaltoonline.com/news/2018/03/14/palo-alto-nonprofit-revs-up-efforts-to-reduce-traffic


to a mode-shift survey conducted last May and June, the rate of service workers who drove 

alone in 2017 was 70 percent, down from 80 percent in 2016. 

The biggest contributor to this trend is the TMA's subsidized-transit program, which buys 

Caltrain, VTA or SamTrans passes for service employees. Today, 115 downtown workers use 

subsidized transit passes, according to a report from Christine Maley-Grubl, the association's 

newly hired executive director. That's up from 89 last fall. 

But thanks to the City Council's decision last year to allocate $480,000 for the TMA, the 

organization is hoping to raise the number to 200 this year. And provided it gets the necessary 

funding in future years, the association is looking to distribute between 700 and 1,000 transit 

passes in the next three to five years. 

The transit program alone could account for nearly half of the association's goal of reducing 

solo driving by 30 percent from the baseline year of 2015. The association estimates that 

downtown has about 5,500 employees who drive alone to and from work, which means it 

would have to shift 1,650 drivers to other modes. 

Wendy Silvani, who helped start the organization and who is now working with Maley-Grubl 

during the transition, said the program has been getting overwhelmingly positive feedback 

from users. Once people have started using the program, most have not left it, said Silvani (who 

is now helping Redwood City launch a similar association). 

In addition to the promoting transit, the Palo Alto TMA also hopes to expand its two carpooling 

programs: Scoop and Waze. Currently, it has between 160 and 197 unique users per month, 

according to Maley-Grubl. The association is looking to raise that to 240 this year and have 300 

and 600 users in the three-to-five-year timeframe. 

Some think it can do even better. Bob McGrew, vice chair of the TMA's board of directors, 

noted that compared to buying workers transit passes, the carpooling program is inexpensive. 

McGrew, a Palantir employee, wondered whether the city can do even better than 240 users 

this year. 

"This is our cheapest program," McGrew said. "The more we can do through marketing to get 

people to adopt it, the more we can stretch our dollars." 

The association is also thinking about unveiling new programs, including ones relating to 

bicycling and shuttles. The board estimates that it can get between 100 and 150 solo drivers to 

take shuttles in the next three to five years. 

The goals, which the board discussed Wednesday, signify growing ambitions for a group that 

until recently had an annual budget of $160,000. The city limited its contribution to the TMA to 

$100,000 in the first two years. The TMA's initial plan was to only offer about 25 transit passes, 

though it roughly quadrupled its goal before running out of funds last year. 

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/news/2017/09/20/palo-alto-commits-funds-to-fight-solo-driving


Rob George, who chairs the TMA's board of directors, said the group has "done some great 

work and tested programs" in its early days of operation, with almost no funding. 

"Now we're ready with a new permanent (executive director) and some funds to grow some 

programs," said George, area director for Lemonade Restaurant Group. 

The program may expand geographically as well. The TMA board Wednesday discussed bringing 

the transit program to California Avenue, which is experiencing its own traffic and parking 

challenges. The board agreed that this idea is worth pursuing, particularly if the organization is 

able to get some private funding and can partner with the recently established Stanford 

Research Park TMA. 

The effort may also benefit from the council's decision last summer to raise the annual fees for 

parking permits in the California Avenue business district from $149 to $365. During its 

discussion of the TMA last August, several council members said that they would like to see the 

revenues from the permits allocated for programs that discourage driving. 

"The community is interested, the businesses are interested," George said. "If we have the 

ability to add extra funding ... this is moving one step closer to the goals of the TMA in general." 
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BART’s tunnel vision: Is it visionary enough? (San Francisco Chronicle) 

BART is about to spend millions to decide whether and where to build a second Transbay Tube. 

Two of the tunnel’s main goals are to serve as a backup, in case the existing tube is damaged, 

and to handle loads that the half-century-old artery just can’t keep up with anymore. 

BART has an opportunity to be visionary, not just adequate. Its new crossing can help solve not 

only BART’s problems, but also the problems of motorists, seven other rail routes, bicyclists and 

even two airports. And it can disperse traffic loads for the better, freeing up much of downtown 

San Francisco’s gridlock. 

BART was about as visionary as it got a half century ago — “Imagine, Maude, a tube under the 

Bay where we can travel 80 miles an hour and end up in the Emporium Bargain Basement and 

Woolworth’s lunch counter without ever going outside! Golly! What won’t they think of next?” 

Fast forward to 2018; it’s time to think of what comes next. 

Another tube under the Bay carrying only two BART tracks now seems so last century and 

uncreative. While it would add capacity, it might not be a sure-fire backup in case the original 

tube is damaged, say, in a big earthquake. If the quake is big enough to damage one tube, it 

stands a good chance of damaging one only a few blocks away. And it would do nothing to 

solve other Bay Area transportation headaches. 

So how could those problems be addressed? 

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/news/2017/06/23/rate-hikes-aim-to-shake-up-palo-altos-parking-scene
https://www.paloaltoonline.com/news/2017/06/23/rate-hikes-aim-to-shake-up-palo-altos-parking-scene
http://www.sfexaminer.com/barts-tunnel-vision-visionary-enough/


How about a crossing strategically located halfway between the Bay and San Mateo bridges, 

touching down close to the two airports? If it were low-level — supported by pylons, like the 

San Mateo bridge — it would cost less than a tube and wouldn’t disturb the Bay or marine life. 

It would have two tracks for BART. It would have auto lanes with wide shoulders so breakdowns 

wouldn’t cause traffic jams. It could have a structure for bicycles. It would have two tracks for 

Caltrain, ACE Rail, Amtrak’s San Joaquins, Capitol Corridors, Coast Starlight, California Zephyr 

and California High-Speed Rail Authority. 

Perhaps most visionary, it could have two guideways for an extension of SFO’s Airtrain that 

would link every terminal of both airports. So, when SFO was foggy, planes could land in 

Oakland. And when Oakland temporarily ran out of runway space or had fog issues itself, planes 

could land at SFO. At all times, passengers of both airports would have more convenience. 

BART’s crossing would be sufficiently removed from downtown — and not underwater — so 

that the same disaster would be less likely to affect both it and the existing tube. Train 

passengers would finally be able to travel to San Francisco’s new Salesforce Transit Center from 

Sacramento, Stockton, Seattle, Chicago and everywhere else in the United States. Thousands of 

motorists would be siphoned from the Bay Bridge, making traffic in downtown San Francisco, 

the daily toll booth fiasco and the bridge itself considerably more tolerable. Motorists would 

never be more than a traffic-thinning 10 miles from a bridge. And the two airports could 

function more as a single property, with each one’s advantages now available to passengers of 

the other. 

Financially, BART would stand to gain. The cost of such a crossing would be borne not only by 

BART, but also by CalTrans, Amtrak, High Speed Rail, Caltrain, ACE Rail and perhaps the two 

airports. 

In addition to studying Transbay Tube II, BART should also look at Visionary Solution I. 

Stanford M. Horn writes on transportation and development issues. 
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Is California high speed rail still a ‘train to nowhere’? 

Ten years ago, California voters approved — very narrowly — a $9.95 billion bond issue to 

partially finance what was described as a $40 billion high-speed train system linking the 

northern and southern regions of the state. 

Since then, construction has started on a 119-mile starter line in the San Joaquin Valley, from 

Madera to an orchard near Bakersfield. 

However, the project as a whole has undergone numerous revisions of scope, timing and costs. 

https://www.sfchronicle.com/news/article/Is-California-high-speed-rail-still-a-train-to-12757303.php


At first, the plan was to extend the San Joaquin Valley stretch southward to Los Angeles, but 

that was scotched when the difficulties and costs of traversing or tunneling through two 

mountain ranges proved daunting, as did local opposition. 

Instead, it was decided to extend the San Joaquin Valley segment to San Jose and connect with 

an upgraded commuter rail line to San Francisco. 

The latter, dubbed a “blended system,” was decreed because opposition to noisy high-speed 

trains through the very wealthy San Francisco Peninsula could have been fatal. 

However, switching to a blended system, with lower-speed service between San Francisco and 

San Jose, would also make it virtually impossible to meet the 160-minute travel time between 

San Francisco and Los Angeles that had been promised in the 2008 ballot measure. 

Last week, the High-Speed Rail Authority issued its latest “business plan,” which supposedly 

lays out how the bullet train would be completed. 

The cost estimate, which had once ballooned to about $100 billion before being dropped back 

to about $65 billion, has once again risen to $77.3 billion, or just about twice the 2008 figure. 

The 160-minute travel time has been banished from the newest plan in favor of three hours, 

more or less, but with the blended system, even that higher figure seems highly unlikely. 

Although voters were told that the $9.95 billion would be taxpayers’ only burden for the 

system, hopes for enormous federal or private investment have faded. Therefore, the latest 

version would build the line to San Jose by using the project’s 25 percent share of proceeds 

from the auction of greenhouse gas emission permits, known as cap-and-trade, to secure a loan 

from somebody. 

California consumers thus would be tapped, through their utility bills, gasoline purchases, etc., 

to pay for the bullet train, an indirect form of taxation. And to make the projected loan work, 

the business plan says, cap-and-trade would have to be extended from the current 2030 to 

2050 and the state would also have to give the lenders some guarantees for backup payments. 

It should also be noted that while cap-and-trade auction proceeds are supposed to be used for 

projects that reduce greenhouse gas emissions, the bullet train, by official estimate, would 

reduce automotive travel by just 1 percent, even if fully built out. 

Finally, the plan assumes that once passengers were riding between San Francisco and 

Bakersfield, the system would generate enough profit from fares to finance extension to Los 

Angeles. That assumption counts on as many as 31.7 million passengers during the segment’s 

first full year, 2033, or roughly as many who board planes in the Dallas-Fort Worth Airport each 

year. Realistic or wishful thinking? 

The 2008 ballot measure assumed that the system would be completed, including service to 

Anaheim, by 2030, but the new plan barely sees very limited service on the San Jose-Bakersfield 

portion by then. 



There are obviously a lot of uncertainties in the new business plan. But even if all are resolved, 

the bullet train still looks like a solution in search of a problem, rather than a vital 

transportation system. 

California has no shortage of transportation problems, but traveling between San Francisco and 

Los Angeles isn’t one of them. 
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Embattled high-speed rail continues to be a moving target for cost, schedule, 

route 

The latest release of the every-other-year business plan by the California High-Speed Rail 

Authority represents yet another iteration of a project with moving targets for price, schedule 

and geography. 

The rail agency's draft 2018 business plan issued last week offered a sobering look at a project 

that has been plagued with challenges and skepticism since before 2008, when the state's 

voters approved Proposition 1A, a $9.95 billion high-speed-rail bond. The bonds are one source 

of money to help build what was envisioned as a system of electric trains traveling at up to 220 

mph to connect the state's northern population centers – San Francisco and Sacramento – with 

Los Angeles, the Inland Empire and San Diego, all by way of the the San Joaquin Valley cities of 

Merced, Fresno and Bakersfield. 

What was once optimistically pitched as a complete 800-mile program that could be built for 

about $35 billion and conceivably up and running by as early as 2020 has run headlong into an 

unrelenting wall of obstacles, including engineering, litigation and politics. 

Over time, the cost estimates have ranged from the original rosy $35 billion for 800 miles to a 

sticker-shock-inducing $98 billion for just the first 520-mile phase from San Francisco to Los 

Angeles/Anaheim. For the past six years, the estimate for the San Francisco-Los 

Angeles/Anaheim phase has wobbled in the mid-$60 billion range, with no forecast offered on 

the price tag for future Phase 2 extensions to Sacramento and San Diego. 

The new plan — the first one produced under the guidance of newly minted Authority CEO 

Brian Kelly — details the agency's expectations for building 520 miles of Phase 1 for an 

estimated cost of $77.3 billion. But it also allows that the costs could ultimately land 

somewhere between $63.2 billion and $98.1 billion. 

That wide range of uncertainty is based in part on what's happened in the central and southern 

San Joaquin Valley, where problems associated with right-of-way acquisition, contract 

negotiations, construction delays and other factors led earlier this year to a revised cost 

estimate of $10.6 billion for 119 miles of the route from north of Madera to north of 

Bakersfield. That's $2.8 billion more than had been forecast in the rail authority's 2016 business 

plan. 

http://www.fresnobee.com/news/local/high-speed-rail/article205078624.html
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"A lot of bad things have happened, and this has been cumulative," said Roy Hill, a consultant 

with the British firm WSP who is serving as the rail agency's chief program officer, in January. 

"The worst-case scenario has happened." 

The schedule for potential completion is another major change in the new business plan. In 

2012, the authority forecast that it could begin running trains by 2020 for its first operating 

segment from Merced to the San Fernando Valley, and have the entire San Francisco-Anaheim 

Phase 1 up and running by 2028. 

By 2016, not only had the authority pivoted northward for its first operating segment between 

Bakersfield and San Jose, but bumped the schedule back three years to 2025, while 2029 was 

the new target date for Phase 1. 

Now, the hope — which will be largely dependent on coming up with money to keep building 

the system — is to have trains running between Bakersfield and San Jose/San Francisco in 2029, 

and in 2033 for the entirety of Phase 1. The plan still offers no cost or schedule estimate for the 

future segments to Sacramento or San Diego. 

In the meantime, however, work — and spending — continues both in the Valley and 

elsewhere in the state. By the end of the current 2017-18 fiscal year in June, the rail authority 

will have spent more than $5.4 billion statewide over the past 12 years, with the pace of 

expenditures rising exponentially since the first tangible construction work began in 2013-14 in 

Fresno and Madera counties. 

More than $3.3 billion of that will have been for work in the Valley. The early spending since 

2007 was for planning and environmental analysis between Merced and Bakersfield, a process 

that continues for some sections around Chowchilla and north of Bakersfield. Since 2014, the 

biggest expenditures have been for purchasing right-of-way property, which has taken far 

longer than the authority expected, and for a trio of construction contracts. 

In what will likely be a highly charged election year, high-speed rail could be one of the major 

political footballs getting kicked around by candidates who will ultimately decide whether work 

and spending on the project will continue. Gov. Jerry Brown has been one of the project's 

biggest boosters and leveraged his support into a series of close legislative successes in the 

Assembly and state Senate. But Brown will be out of office after this year, leaving it to the next 

governor to determine if it should move forward. 

Additionally, the Assembly and Senate control the state's purse strings. Because Brown's 

margins of victory on several key measures to advance the rail project have been so narrow in 

recent years, even subtle changes in the makeup of the Legislature could also swing the fate of 

the rail system. 
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Borenstein: Jerry Brown’s embarrassing bullet-train bragging to Trump (Mercury 

News) 

https://www.mercurynews.com/2018/03/16/borenstein-jerry-browns-bullet-train-bragging-to-trump-embarrassing/


Governor’s point person for high-speed rail says it’s time for another public vote on the 

project. 

In an open letter to Donald Trump this week, Gov. Jerry Brown bragged that California’s bullet 

train exemplifies the sort of infrastructure project the president supposedly wants to “Make 

America Great Again.” 

“You have lamented that ‘we don’t have one fast train’ in our country,” Brown wrote. “Well, 

Mr. President, in California we are trying to fix that. We have a world-class train system under 

construction.” 

World-class? How embarrassing. 

Especially given the timing of Brown’s letter, written just three days after the California High-

Speed Rail Authority released its latest round of ever-increasing cost estimates. 

Construction of the state’s bullet-train system, still in its infancy, is already at least four years 

behind schedule, over budget and lacking most of the funding needed to complete the project. 

Worse, to raise the down payment, $9 billion of state bond money, backers deceived voters 

with the very sort of lies and false promises for which Democrats — rightfully — now demonize 

the president. 

It’s time to put an end to the high-speed rail boondoggle. Or, at the very least, give voters 

another say. Surprisingly, even Dan Richard, chair of the bullet train authority board and 

Brown’s political front man on the issue, welcomes a vote. 

“I actually would be OK with that,” he told me Thursday morning. “I do think this is a choice 

that people ought to make. … At some point, sure, I’m happy to call the question with the 

voters.” 

Let’s do it. 

But, this time, let’s provide voters independent and realistic cost estimates, funding sources 

and timetables for completion. 

Get tech news in your inbox weekday mornings. Sign up for the free Good Morning Silicon 

Valley newsletter. 

Richard suggested placing a measure on the ballot in 2020. This year would be better; delay 

would allow Richard to continue spending money and laying more trackways, making it 

incrementally harder for voters to abandon the project. It’s an ongoing cynical strategy to 

convince the public to keep throwing good money after bad. 

Indeed, Brown and Richard’s entire funding plan is predicated on buying time — especially on 

the notion that if they start building it, private investors will come. Thus far, not a single 

company has taken the bait. 

https://www.gov.ca.gov/2018/03/12/governor-brown-to-president-trump-ahead-of-visit-in-california-we-are-focusing-on-bridges-not-walls/
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Maybe voters, given a chance to make an informed decision, will go along. After all, the idea of 

a European-style bullet-train ride through rural California from San Francisco to Los Angeles is 

alluring. 

If we had plenty of money to burn and otherwise stellar transportation infrastructure, high-

speed rail might make sense. But California and its local governments are buried deeply in debt 

and the state’s transit systems and roadways are crumbling. 

The bullet train, however enticing, is not wise use of tens of billions of transportation dollars. It 

wasn’t when voters passed Proposition 1A in 2008, and the situation is worse today. 

To understand how badly this project has gone off the rails, compare what voters were told 

then with the rail authority’s reality last week: 

A decade ago, voters were told the project would cost $45 billion for service from San Diego to 

San Francisco and Sacramento. 

Today, the estimated cost is $63 billion-$98 billion for just the portion from Los Angeles 

(actually Anaheim) to San Francisco. Richard says he has no idea what the rest of the promised 

system would cost. 

In 2008, the ride from Los Angeles to San Francisco was forecast to take about 2 1/2 hours and 

cost $50 one-way, or about $61 in today’s dollars. Today, the authority estimates the ride will 

take nearly three hours and the fare will be $93. 

Voters were told then that sufficient money would come from federal, private, local and state 

sources. 

The reality 10 years later: No private investment so far. Only about $20 billion of funding has 

been found, not even enough to complete the link between Bakersfield and San Francisco, 

which is now supposed to be done by 2029. 

That $20 billion includes the $9 billion of voter-approved bond borrowing — which must be 

paid back with taxpayer money in the state’s coffers — and $3.5 billion of federal funding 

approved by the Obama administration. There’s no chance of more federal money unless 

Democrats take back control of Congress and the White House. 

The only thing keeping the program financially afloat is $8 billion the authority is counting on by 

2030 from the state’s tenuous cap-and-trade pollution offset program. 

Yet, the authority keeps tearing up the Central Valley building what could turn out to be tracks 

to nowhere. 

This is no way to run a railroad — or build it. But this is the bullet-train program, the supposedly 

masterful infrastructure project, that Brown touted to Trump. 

Sometimes it’s better to say nothing at all. 

http://vig.cdn.sos.ca.gov/2008/general/pdf-guide/suppl-complete-guide.pdf#prop1a
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Dianne Feinstein vs. driverless cars: Why California senator is squaring off against 

high-tech (Los Angeles Daily News) 

The senior U.S. senator from the country’s most tech-savvy state has for months blocked a bill 

championed by some of California’s biggest tech companies that would cut regulations and get 

self-driving cars onto roads sooner — and she made it clear Wednesday she’s not backing 

down. 

The fight has pitted 25-year incumbent Dianne Feinstein against one of the most powerful 

industries in her state at a time when she’s facing her most vigorous election challenge in years. 

The bill, known as the AV START Act, would loosen federal regulations for the development of 

self-driving vehicles and speed up the process for getting them on the road. Companies would 

be allowed to test autonomous vehicles — and even market them to consumers — before new 

federal safety regulations on the technology are written. Meanwhile, states would be blocked 

from adopting tougher rules on self-driving cars. 

Proponents say removing regulatory roadblocks and allowing wider testing on public roads is 

key to allow the autonomous vehicle industry to continue to grow. A similar bill passed the 

House of Representatives unanimously in September. 

But Feinstein and a handful of other senior Democratic senators have argued that self-driving 

car technology isn’t ready for prime time. They’re holding the bill up in the Senate, blocking 

proponents’ efforts to approve it through unanimous consent. So far, Senate leaders haven’t 

been willing to spend the time needed for a debate on the Senate floor that would send it to a 

vote, which could take up to a week. 

“Until new safety standards are put in place, the interim framework must provide the same 

level of safety as current standards,” Feinstein and four Democratic Senate colleagues wrote in 

a letter to the leaders of the Senate Commerce Committee on Wednesday, which was released 

to the Bay Area News Group. “Self-driving cars should be no more likely to crash than cars 

currently do, and should provide no less protection to occupants or pedestrians in the event of 

a crash.” 

She and the other senators — including potential 2020 presidential candidate Kirsten Gillibrand 

of New York — asked for changes to the bill such as making any exemptions from current safety 

standards temporary and requiring a “firm timetable” for new regulations to be written. They 

also want the bill to require safety evaluations for partially automated vehicles. 

Driverless cars have been allowed on California roads for testing since September 2014. Under 

new state regulations approved last month, a human backup driver must be in the car or able 

to remotely operate it. 

https://www.dailynews.com/2018/03/15/dianne-feinstein-vs-driverless-cars-why-california-senator-is-squaring-off-against-high-tech/
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Feinstein has previously voiced concerns about having autonomous cars driving alongside 

humans on Golden State highways. “You have to have a period of time where these cars are put 

on roads, but not necessarily heavily impacted California freeways that are going 65 to 75 miles 

an hour,” she told Recode in December. “I’m a driver, and I know I wouldn’t feel very 

comfortable.” 

Get tech news in your inbox weekday mornings.Sign up for the free Good Morning Silicon 

Valley newsletter. 

Meanwhile, tech companies like Waymo, Tesla, Intel and Lyft have pushed back, teaming up 

with some of the country’s biggest automakers to support the bill. Passing it would “protect 

against a patchwork of regulations that could stifle innovation, job growth, and the 

development of safety technologies that will reduce the number of lives lost on U.S. roadways,” 

more than 100 auto and tech groups and companies wrote in a letter to Senate leaders earlier 

this month, pointing out that most traffic deaths are caused by human error. 

The bill is one of the top legislative priorities for the autonomous vehicle industry, said Moor 

Insights & Strategy analyst Patrick Moorhead, who argued that worries over self-driving cars 

were “akin to the fears that the horse and buggy lobby spread when the first automobiles were 

introduced.” 

Sen. John Thune, R-South Dakota, and the bill’s sponsor, said he would fight to move it forward 

“even if it takes a debate on the Senate floor.” 

“The safety and life-enhancing benefits of self-driving vehicle technology and legislation to help 

move it forward are too important to fail,” he said in a statement. 

Consumer and public interest groups have backed Feinstein’s position in the debate, arguing 

that widespread testing of autonomous vehicles would put pedestrians and bicyclists at risk. 

This isn’t the first time Feinstein has clashed with the tech industry. She accused Apple 

of endangering national security after the tech giant refused to unlock the iPhone of one of the 

San Bernardino mass shooters in 2016, and blasted lawyers of Google, Facebook and Twitter 

during hearings on Russian election influence last year. 

“Feinstein is a bit old-school when it comes to tech,” said Tim Bajarin, an analyst with Campbell-

based Creative Strategies. “She’s been very supportive of the industry when it comes to the role 

they play in economic growth, but I’m not sure she clearly understands the amount of advances 

that are really taking place (in self-driving car tech).” 

Feinstein’s main challenger in this year’s election, State Senate leader Kevin de León, said in a 

statement that he also opposes the AV START Act. 

“This bill is just another D.C. power-grab and end-run around state regulations, further eroding 

states’ ability to govern their own roads and public safety,” he said. “This technology is moving 

forward and the bill is unnecessary, like so many things Congress seems to prioritize.” 



Tech industry leaders have been divided in the Feinstein-De León race — Feinstein has 

received donations from Facebook chief operating officer Sheryl Sandberg and Tesla founder 

Elon Musk, while De León is being backed by LinkedIn founder Reid Hoffman, Y Combinator 

president Sam Altman and Emerson Collective founder Laurene Powell Jobs, among others. 

Observers say the tech industry’s influence in D.C. is growing, even as several of the biggest 

tech giants have faced controversy over how Russian agents used their platforms to influence 

the election. Google parent company Alphabet spent more on federal lobbying in 2017 than 

any other company, and other tech firms are also scaling up their lobbying activity and political 

contributions. 

“Tech elites tend to look like Democrats on every issue, except they oppose regulation,” said 

Stanford political economy professor Neil Malhotra, who’s studied the political viewpoints of 

tech executives. “Those opinions are becoming more and more powerful.” 
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Churches to offer safe parking for RV dwellers (Mountain View Voice) 

Mountain View looks to budding nonprofit to aid growing homeless population 

As more people are living out of their vehicles, Mountain View's residents have been caught in 

a bind between their sense of compassion and their comfort levels. Now the best outcome 

might be to move the problem off the streets. 

For that goal, the city is looking to local do-gooders to help. In the coming weeks, a coalition of 

local churches will start testing out a "safe parking" program, opening up their facilities to 

overnight campers. This would mean families living out of their vehicles on the street could 

instead park in the church lots and use their restrooms. It's an idea that has gained traction 

among policymakers as a possible alternative to growing car encampments on city streets. 

If all goes according to plan, a test pilot of the safe parking program should begin in April, said 

Pastor Brian Leong of the Lord's Grace Church in Mountain View. He and his partners recently 

launched a new nonprofit, Lots of Love, to provide insurance and management for the 

program. 

"We want to alleviate as much as possible," he said. "It's not the end-all, be-all solution for the 

city, but we hope it makes a difference." 

Numbers vary on how many people are currently living out of vehicles on Mountain View 

streets. The most recent survey conducted by local police officials in December counted 291 

inhabited vehicles, more than half of which were large RVs and campers. These makeshift car 

camps are clustered in certain areas of the city, such as Crisanto Avenue near Rengstorff Park, 

Shoreline Boulevard and Continental Circle. 

https://www.mv-voice.com/news/2018/03/16/churches-offer-safe-parking-for-rv-dwellers


Leong and other Lots of Love participants say they realize their safe-parking program can help 

only a fraction of these vehicle campers, especially in the program's early days. For the pilot, he 

expects only three churches to participate, and each would take only four vehicles. 

One of those churches will be St. Timothy's Episcopal Church. Speaking for the congregation, 

Rev. Lisa McIndoo said many members have been pushing for the church to get involved as a 

social justice issue. A couple years ago, about a dozen congregation members camped out 

overnight in the parking lot to better understand the homeless experience. Some have made it 

an annual sacrifice for Lent, she said. 

The safe parking program had "overwhelming support" in the parish, McIndoo said. 

"We're living in this very affluent part of the Bay Area, but then there's people around us that 

have significant housing issues," she said. "We want this to be a learning process for us to find 

out how we can be better servants of the community." 

Leong and McIndoo both acknowledged the program is starting small, yet they believe the idea 

could quickly catch fire and inspire other churches to join once they can show it's working well. 

Already, about six other faith groups and property owners have expressed strong interest in 

opening up their parking lots for the program, Leong said. 

Lots of Love plans to partner with the Community Services Agency by having outreach staff 

identify clients. As of right now, priority will be given to families with children, seniors and 

single women. No drugs, alcohol or weapons will be tolerated. Participants would also need to 

sign up for case management through the Community Services Agency, including joining a 

waiting list for permanent housing. Those participants must have a working vehicle, with valid 

registration, insurance and a driver's license. 

It's likely that those requirements may exclude some of the city's homeless living in cars. 

Dozens of people living out of trailers actually don't own the vehicles, but rather are renting 

them from others. These "car landlords" typically don't hand over the ignition keys, leaving the 

renters unable to move the vehicles, Leong said. 

Nevertheless, city officials see a lot of potential in the program -- in fact, the City Council voted 

last week to contribute $55,000 to help it start. Many involved in the Lots of Love pilot to 

a successful program in Santa Barbara as proof that the idea can significantly help the 

homeless. 

Mayor Lenny Siegel said he hoped the city could eventually help bring more lots into the 

program, including the large city-owned parking lots near Shoreline Amphitheatre. That area 

wouldn't be available during the summer concert season, but it is mostly vacant during the cold 

weather months. 

If Lots of Love can demonstrate that its safe-parking program is successful, then it has the 

potential to rapidly grow, Siegel said. 
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For now, the council has held off on ramping up police enforcement of people living out of their 

vehicles on the street, despite growing complaints about trash and crime. Siegel wants to 

refrain from harsher enforcement until the safe-parking program can accommodate the 

majority of car campers. He expects that to take at least a year. 

"I see this as the first proof of concept to demonstrate we can create safe parking," Siegel said. 

"We can't do broad-brush enforcement without this." 
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Safe parking: City looks to Santa Barbara (Mountain View Voice) 

Southern California city considered a mode program for vehicle-dwelling homeless 

For Mountain View or any other city trying to create a safe-parking program, the first stop is 

Santa Barbara. 

Since 2004, the Southern California county has successfully coordinated a safe-parking 

program, which currently takes about 130 lived-in vehicles off the streets, settling them at 

various parking lots. Today, the Santa Barbara program is considered the model that Mountain 

View and many other areas are trying to emulate. 

That interest has been surging lately, said Cassie Roach, a senior case manager at the nonprofit 

New Beginnings, which manages Santa Barbara's program. Pretty much every week, her office 

phone rings with another call from a U.S. city -- usually on the West Coast -- that's trying to 

start its own safe-parking program. Seattle, San Diego, San Francisco, Portland, Los Angeles -- 

these are just some of the big cities with officials that have recently reached out to her team, 

she said. 

The story she hears is often the same: homelessness on the rise, and city leaders trying to 

staunch the blight. That has led her to believe that the infamous housing crisis is reaching new 

levels of desperation. 

"More working poor are falling into vehicular homelessness because housing is ever more 

expensive," she said. "But they're still able to maintain a vehicle, so that's how they live." 

Her top piece of advice? Case management, she said. It's vital for program managers to connect 

homeless individuals with resources and set trackable goals. While liability insurance may seem 

like a necessity, she says her program has never once had to use it. Any property damage is 

usually handled by auto insurance, which clients in the safe-parking program are required to 

have. 

Board members with Mountain View's new Lots of Love program say they've received various 

forms and guidance from the counterparts in Santa Barbara. Mountain View pastor Brian Leong 

pointed out that Santa Barbara had some significant advantages, such as more available land 

and parking lots. Still, the city's expertise was valuable, he said. 

https://www.mv-voice.com/news/2018/03/08/council-rejects-restrictions-on-rv-campers
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"I don't think anyone can expect this to end all parking on the street, but I hope we can make a 

big enough difference," he said. "This will be very new, so we'll have to work hard to gain trust 

and make it work." 
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