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VTA Daily News Coverage for Monday, March 26, 2018 
1. Cheating commuters cost Bay Area $60 million a year (Mercury News, East Bay Times) 

2. Palo Alto narrows down options for rail redesign (Palo Alto Weekly) 

3. Developer eyes 31.5 acres in North San Jose for massive mixed-use development with 

thousands of homes (Business Journal) 

 

Cheating commuters cost Bay Area $60 million a year (Mercury News, East Bay 

Times) 

Cheaters are costing Bay Area transportation agencies and cities more than $60 million a year 
in lost revenue — and that is a low-ball estimate of the price of train riders and drivers who 
don’t pay their fair share of commuting costs. 
Sneaking onto BART or Caltrain without buying a ticket, using paper plates — the covers that 
come with cars bought at a dealer — to avoid paying a bridge toll, skipping auto registration 
fees, or improperly using a disabled placard to park free at meters are all rampant, prompting 
new enforcement measures across the state. 
Caltrain will begin a new, tougher enforcement policy April 1 and BART now asks riders to prove 
they have tickets. The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority has doubled the number of 
fare inspectors on light rail. The Department of Motor Vehicles conducts hundreds of monthly 
sting operations called “Operation Blue Zone” on the illegal use of disabled placards across the 
state and recently ran a crackdown in San Jose. And the California Highway Patrol, 
targeting registration scofflaws, is collecting $1.3 million in the Bay Area and $3.4 million a year 
statewide — eight times more than the $425,657 it recovered statewide in 2005. 
Next year, paper plates on new cars and trucks will be replaced by temporary plates when 
vehicles leave a dealer’s showroom or lot. That will enable cameras to identify all vehicles going 
through a toll both on Bay Area bridges or in FasTrak lanes. Officials say they lose at least $19 
million a year from drivers dodging tolls with no license plates. 
One bad actor may not seem like a big deal, but thousands a day is another matter.  
“No question,” said John Goodwin of the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, “this is a 
big problem for transportation agencies across the state.” 
BART loses an estimated $25 million to fare cheats each year. The transit district is installing 
new fencing around the elevator that provides platform access at its South Hayward Station 
and installing taller barriers around other paid areas at multiple stations. 

https://www.eastbaytimes.com/2018/03/26/cheating-w-cheating-box-at-end/


Spokesman Chris Filippi  says BART has “heard loud and clear from our passengers that they’re 
frustrated by it and we’re taking action. Fare evaders erode the trust of honest, fare paying 
customers. 
“We also think reducing fare evasion is an important step in improving safety in the BART 
system,” he added. 
Safety is also a concern on Caltrain, where ridership has soared to a record 62,416 each 
weekday and often forces passengers to stand. Fare inspectors on the Gilroy to San Francisco 
trains will use new electronic equipment to seek out cheaters and ticket those sneaking aboard. 
But Caltrain, like many agencies, doesn’t know for certain how much it loses to cheaters. 
“We don’t have an exact dollar amount of how much money we lose because we have an open 
barrier system for getting onto the train,” spokesman Matt Wilson said, “making it hard to 
know how many people are on the train without paying.” 
But this we do know: Caltrain issues an average of 2,100 verbal warnings and citations to fare 
evaders each month, and sometimes tempers flare and passengers get into confrontations with 
conductors. 
It’s worse on SamTrans buses in San Mateo County. Bus operators reported 432,354 times last 
year that riders were either short their fare or evaded fares that can be $2.50 per trip. 
The VTA is one agency that has fewer fare cheats, after increasing inspectors from 8 to 16 and 
using new ticketing machines for light rail. From July 1, 2017 to Dec. 31, 2017, the fare evasion 
rate was 2 percent. That’s down from 8 percent in 2012. 
Still, that is a loss of $561,600 a year. 
San Francisco loses perhaps $10 million a year from non-disabled drivers using handicapped 
placards to park free at city meters, according to disabled advocates. There are 60,000 disabled 
placards issued in San Francisco and there are only 28,000 meters. A state audit estimated that 
in certain downtown areas of San Francisco, a placard could be worth $14,000 of savings a year 
on parking fees and that cities across California miss out on about $25 million in annual fees. 
DMV officials say when you add in placard abuse in Oakland, San Jose and smaller cities like 
Palo Alto and Berkeley with parking problems, the amount easily soars into the $20 million 
range. 
All these losses have a wider impact. BART’s dirty bathrooms may not get cleaned as often and 
the increase in delinquent auto fees means fewer dollars to the CHP for extra patrols. 
“Just because you can do something without getting caught, it doesn’t mean that you should do 
it, right?” asked Brian Grigsby  of Pleasanton, frustrated by bridge toll cheats. “Is there hope 
that the cheating will ease?” 
Maybe. 
“Taking a somewhat Hobbesian view of human nature, I don’t think for a moment that either 
(the end of paper plates) or transit agencies’ tighter fare collection policies will make scofflaws 
a thing of the past,” the MTC’s Goodwin said. “But I am confident the revenue losses will 
shrink.” 
Look for Gary Richards at Facebook.com/mr.roadshow or contact him 
atmrroadshow@bayareanewsgroup.com. 
_______________________________________________________________ 
The cost of cheating 

http://bayareane.ws/mrroadshowfb
mailto:mrroadshow@bayareanewsgroup.com


Bay Area transportation agencies lose more than $60 million a year to fare evaders, toll 
cheaters, illegal use of disabled placards to park free at meters, and non-payment of auto 
registration fees. Here are some of those costs: 
BART: $25 million a year lost to fare evaders. 
DISABLED: Illegal use of disabled parking placards costs an estimated $20 million a year 
BRIDGE TOLL AND FASTRAK CHEATS: $19 million a year statewide, $11 million in Bay Area. 
UNPAID AUTO FEES: $3.4 million statewide and $1.3 million a year in Bay Area. 
LIGHT RAIL: Fare evaders cost VTA $561,000 a year. 
CALTRAIN: No estimate, but 2,100 verbal warnings and citations are issued for fare evaders 
each month. 
SAMTRANS: No estimate, but bus operators reported 432,354 times last year that riders were 
either short of their fare or avoided buying a ticket. 
Back to Top  
Palo Alto narrows down options for rail redesign (Palo Alto Weekly) 

City looks to discard options deemed too costly or too difficult to construct 
As Palo Alto moves toward a December decision on the best way to separate the rail tracks 
from local streets, city leaders are starting to winnow down their list of options and discarding 
those deemed too costly, unsightly or disruptive. 
The City Council's goal is to narrow down the current list, which has 34 options, to about 16, 
before ultimately choosing between four and eight for an in-depth study. On Wednesday 
morning, the council's Rail Committee generally endorsed this approach as part a wide-ranging 
discussion about the different alternatives. 
The list of 16, which is slated to go to the City Council on May 7, is just as notable for what's not 
in it as for what is. None of the choices include a citywide project -- a key omission for those 
who have long clamored for a trench or a tunnel from one end of the city's 4-mile corridor to 
another. Though a citywide tunnel has not been technically excluded from consideration, staff 
and the Rail Committee have been backing away from this alternative because of its high cost 
and potential for significant construction disruption and traffic impacts. 
Among the drawbacks for a citywide trench or tunnel is the need to create temporary tracks on 
Alma Street during construction, which would require closure of parts or all of Alma to traffic. 
The list does, however, include an assortment of more modest proposals, some of which bely 
the commonly stated notion of grade separation as one of the biggest infrastructure projects in 
Palo Alto's history. Three of the 16 are "no build" options, which include minor safety upgrades 
like quad gates, which bars access to the tracks when a train is arriving. 
The 16 alternatives include four different options for the Palo Alto Avenue crossing and four for 
Churchill Avenue crossing. The remaining eight design options in the staff list pertain to grade 
crossings at Meadow Drive (five) and Charleston Road (three). 
At Palo Alto Avenue, two of the options on the table call for simply closing the grade crossing, in 
combination with either a new bike-pedestrian path on Everett Avenue or a widened University 
Avenue (Chief Transportation Official Josh Mello said the city can also consider doing both). A 
third would create a viaduct structure over the tracks, to Menlo Park. The fourth would limit 
improvements to quad gates and creation of a quiet zone. 
The four options proposed at Churchill are: 

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/news/2018/03/21/palo-alto-narrows-down-options-for-rail-redesign


• Closing the grade crossing in conjunction with either a widened Embarcadero Road 
• A new bike-pedestrian path at Seale Avenue. 
• Reconstructing the grade crossing so that Churchill goes under the tracks. 
• A "no build" alternative that includes "minor safety improvements" that would eliminate the 
need for train horns. 
At Meadow Drive, one solution would close the crossing and create a bike-pedestrian 
underpass at Loma Verde Avenue. Two others would reconstruct Meadow under the tracks 
(what staff is calling the "hybrid" option), one in conjunction with the Loma Verde underpass 
and one without the underpass. The fourth is the "no build" alternative, while the fifth is the 
most ambition option on the table: a rail trench under both Meadow and Charleston Road. 
The list also includes three alternatives for Charleston, two of which call for placing the road 
under rail (in one case, along with Meadow; and the other, without Meadow). The last option 
would create a trench just at the Charleston crossing. 
The difficulty of constructing a trench or a tunnel in the northern half of the 4-mile corridor was 
highlighted last month in a white paper from the city's consulting firm, Mott MacDonald. In 
addition to construction costs that would exceed $2 billion, these alternatives could have 
significant operation and maintenance costs, Mello told the committee. 
Caltrain and Union Pacific, the freight operator, are not interested in operating a trench, which 
could curb their opportunities for future expansion, Mello said. This could leave the city on the 
hook for the ongoing operation and maintenance, he said. 
Elevating trains over roads would bring its own challenges, including significant visual impacts 
and privacy concerns. 
"There are people along the corridor who are concerned that train riders will look into their 
backyard over their fencing, and they'd lose some of the privacy they have," Mello said. 
Notably, the only options on the list of 16 that call for trains over roads are "hybrid" 
alternatives that combine the raising of the tracks with lowering of roads, including Alma. 
To narrow down the list, staff relied largely on the criteria that the council approved last year, 
though officials also tacked on three new criteria. The most important factors that were 
considered in scoring the options were their ability to facilitate movement for all modes of 
transportation; to reduce delay and congestion; to improve bicycle and pedestrian connectivity 
across the corridor; and to improve rail operations. 
Other factors that were considered (but deemed less critical) centered on noise reduction, 
visual impacts, construction impacts, estimated community support and the need to acquire 
properties near the right-of-way. 
Options that were deemed financially infeasible or impossible to construct under existing 
technical standards were also discarded as "fatally flawed." 
The Rail Committee didn't formally adopt the list of 16 options, though several members said 
they support staff's method for narrowing down the options. They also offered a few other 
ideas that they want staff to look at, including closing the Churchill Avenue grade crossing and 
creating at Churchill a bicycle-and-pedestrian underpass. 
Not everyone, however, is convinced that the new list fairly represents the desires of the 
community. Resident Steven Rosenblum, who earlier this month attended a community 
meeting on trenching and tunneling, suggested that the city has moved too quickly to eliminate 
the most ambitious options: trenching and tunneling. 

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/news/2018/02/21/dreams-of-a-train-tunnel-slip-away
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Rosenblum disagreed with staff's conclusion that a trench or a tunnel is not feasible and 
pointed to the central tunnel project in San Francisco, a $1.9 billion extension of the city's 
subway system between Chinatown and the Caltrain station at 4th and King streets. About half 
of the cost is being borne by the federal government, while the rest comes from state, regional 
and local sources. 
The city has also considered the idea of "value capture" to pay for the tunnels, the idea that it 
can sell development rights over the tunnel to finance its construction. Ultimately, staff and Rail 
Committee members concluded that this method is unlikely to succeed in raising the type of 
funding that would be needed for a citywide trench or tunnel. 
"To come anywhere close, we're talking about a wall of eight-story buildings," Scharff said 
Wednesday. 
The Rail Committee is scheduled to further narrow down the list in June, at which point it will 
select one or two alternatives for each of the four grade crossings, for a total of four to eight. 
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Developer eyes 31.5 acres in North San Jose for massive mixed-use development 

with thousands of homes (Business Journal) 

A local developer is eyeing up more than 31 acres on San Jose’s north side for a massive mixed-
use project with more than 1.5 million square feet of commercial space alongside thousands of 
residential units. 
Sunnyvale-based Siliconsage Builders last week submitted to the city of San Jose what is known 
as an “enhanced preliminary review request” for the site, which is essentially a request to talk 
about possibilities for the land. The Sunnyvale-based developer hasn’t submitted a formal 
proposal for a project but did provide city officials a massing image, which shows how big a 
development might be, if it were to move forward. 
In its review request, Siliconsage has laid out a vision for 31.5 acres along Seely Avenue that 
could become a mixed-use project with up to 500,000 square feet of retail space, 700,000 
square feet of office, a 350-room hotel and 3,250 residential units, a 50,000-square-foot 
theater, a 30,000-square-foot amphitheater and 4.5 acres of open space. 
“There’s not a lot of amenities up in North San Jose, … but when you think about a city growing 
up, and not out, these are the kinds of infill projects that produce a lot of revenue to the 
city,” Bob Staedler, principal at local land use consultancy Silicon Valley Synergy, said in an 
interview. 
The request taps into the city’s larger, long-term vision to make North San Jose a local 
destination with more jobs, retail and homes, per its North San Jose Area Development Policy. 
That plan was originally adopted in 2005, but refreshed in 2015 and allowed for nearly 27 
million square feet of new office, R&D and industrial development as well as 32,000 new 
residential units and 1.7 million square feet of retail space. 
Developers have in recent years proposed and started constructing millions of square feet of 
new office, retail and residential units in the booming North San Jose area. The city still has 
plenty of opportunity for office and industrial space to rise in the near-term, but new housing 

https://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/news/2018/03/26/north-san-jose-development-seely-ave-siliconsage.html
https://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/news/2018/03/26/north-san-jose-development-seely-ave-siliconsage.html
https://www.siliconsagebuilders.com/User/User/Portfolio
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development options are maxed out for the time being, according to Nanci Klein, assistant 
director of economic development and director of real estate for the city. 
More residential units are expected to be allowed to rise in the area eventually, but the city has 
set guidelines for how quickly homes should be approved, leaving this phase of North San Jose's 
development pushing at the current caps. But the city is open to discussion, Klein said. 
“There have been discussions of the possibility of releasing additional units in North San Jose,” 
she said in an interview on Friday. “There are multiple property owners who have suggested an 
interest in building additional units, if and when the city can move forward.” 
The property that Siliconsage is eyeing, tucked between Seely Avenue, Montague Expressway, 
the Coyote Creek Trail and Epic Way, is currently owned by three separate limited liability 
companies or property trusts, public documents show. The side sits adjacent to software 
company Cadence Design Systems' headquarters campus, about a mile from Cisco Systems' San 
Jose campus and not far from the border between San Jose and neighboring Santa Clara. 
Today the land includes one large office at 2670 Seely Ave., owned by Cadence Design Systems, 
and a few smaller structures throughout, including the Tsukuda fruit stand. 
“It’s a great location,” Klein said, noting that it is close to Highway 880 and Montague 
Expressway as well as a “hop, skip and a jump” to the planned BART service extension. 
"There is a lot about this site that is of particular interest,” she added. 
A call to Siliconsage Friday went unreturned, but a massing image for the project shows a 
majority of the property developed with multifamily residential uses. Notably, the developer 
primarily works in residential real estate development, often within mixed-use communities. 
A massing image for the 31.5-acre site in North San Jose shows an approximate layout for a 
potential development next door to Cadence Design Systems' San Jose headquarters campus. 
The commercial uses — including the hotel, theater and office — would abut Montague Road 
and Epic Way. A new pedestrian corridor lined with retail and dining bisects the property in 
documents submitted to the city.   
Though the drawings aren’t very detailed, Siliconsage has also designated a “shuttle loop” for 
the property that appears to follow the pedestrian corridor leading to the amphitheater. 
Massing drawings for the site show that most of the development would reach five stories high. 
But five high-rise residential buildings abutting the Coyote Creek Trail could reach as high as 20 
stories, the documents show. 
“It’s an exciting mixed-use project,” Staedler said, noting that as amenity-rich as it is, the 
project will still likely draw concerns from neighbors. “It’s probably not the scale of Santana row 
or City Place, but it really shows that San Jose and Silicon Valley is a great place to invest.” 
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From: VTA Board Secretary  
Sent: Monday, March 26, 2018 4:13 PM 
To: VTA Board of Directors 
Subject: VTA Information: March 29, 2018, VTA's BART Silicon Valley Ad Hoc Governance Committee 
Joint Meeting  
 

VTA Board of Directors: 

 

You may now access the Agenda for VTA’s BART Silicon Valley Ad Hoc Governance 

Committee Joint Meeting w/BART’s Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 

Partnership Special Committee of the Board of Directors scheduled for March 29, 2018, at 

1:00 p.m. on our website HERE. 
 

The joint meeting will be held at BART Headquarters, 23rd Floor, 300 Lakeside Drive, Oakland. 
 

If you plan to attend this meeting, please reply to this e-mail.  Please note that space is limited. 

 

Thank you. 
 
Office of the Board Secretary 
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 
3331 North First Street, Building B 
San Jose, CA 95134-1927 
Phone 408-321-5680 

 

 
 

 

 
Conserve paper. Think before you print.  
 

http://vtaorgcontent.s3-us-west-1.amazonaws.com/Site_Content/vta+bart+ad+hoc+committee.pdf
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VTA Daily News Coverage for Tuesday, March 27, 2018 
1. Time is ticking on $1.5 billion BART decision paving way to San Jose (Mercury News) 

2. Guest opinion: Get behind RM3, the Bay Area depends on it (Silicon Valley Business 

Journal) 

3. Caltrain’s electrification project (San Mateo Daily Journal) 

4. Answers are needed before Bay Area votes on Regional Measure 3 (San Francisco 

Chronicle; East Bay Times) 

5. Most California governor candidates oppose bill that would override zoning to build 

housing near transit (East Bay Times) 

 
Time is ticking on $1.5 billion BART decision paving way to San Jose (Mercury 

News) 

When it’s completed, the four-station BART extension into downtown San Jose and Santa Clara 
will be the most significant public transit investment the Bay Area has seen in decades. 
Not only will it link the economic powerhouse of Silicon Valley to the East Bay and San 
Francisco, it will also connect BART to Caltrain and high-speed rail, transforming San Jose into a 
regional transit hub unlike any the Bay Area has ever seen. 
To get there, both BART and the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA), which is 
funding the construction and operating costs of the extension, need to agree on 
several potentially contentious issues. The most pressing is how to build the tunnel connecting 
the soon-to-be completed Berryessa BART station with four new stations to be built 
in downtown San Jose and Santa Clara. By 2035, 52,000 passengers every weekday are 
expected to ride BART trains on the new extension. 
Both agencies say a deal is imminent, but time is running short. 
“The engineers are still working furiously on solutions,” said San Jose Mayor Sam Liccardo. “I’m 
seeing progress I hadn’t seen in months.” 
The VTA says it can shave 10 months off construction by building a single, 4.7-mile tunnel deep 
underground. The design would be a first in the United States and requires technology Liccardo 
is hoping the city will pioneer. The project would not only put BART back on the map as an 
industry leader, but it would spare San Jose’s downtown businesses years of disruptive 
construction just as the city is coming into its own as a hotbed for commercial and residential 
construction. 

https://www.mercurynews.com/2018/03/27/deadline-for-bart-to-san-jose-decision-looms-but-officials-still-cant-agree/


Citing safety concerns, BART favors the same twin tunnel design used elsewhere in its system 
and throughout the U.S. A different tunnel design would require BART to train its operators and 
instruct its passengers on up to three different evacuation procedures — variations that, in 
a fire or another emergency, could lead to a moment’s hesitation or a simple mistake that 
agency officials say might make the difference between life or death. 
“It’s almost like they are talking past each other,” said Phillippe Thomas, the chief engineer at 
the Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority, who was briefed on the project last fall when 
BART and the VTA asked him and five other experts to help them evaluate their options. “They 
each have a view based on their experience, and somehow you have to blend both viewpoints 
to make the system work.” 
And there’s roughly $1.5 billion in federal grant funding on the line, about one-third of the 
estimated $4.7 billion needed to complete the project. 
To get funding and start construction in the next two years, the VTA’s governing board needs to 
make its decision by April 5, and BART must approve that recommendation by April 26. 
Why one tunnel? 
In true Silicon Valley style, the VTA is proposing an innovative tunneling technique that hasn’t 
been used before with passenger railroads in the United States, though it has been used to 
build a transit tunnel in Barcelona. 
Rather than having a center platform flanked by trains running in opposite directions, as BART 
has in downtown San Francisco, station platforms in a single-tunnel design are stacked one on 
top of each other. That means there is less space for packed crowds during peak commute 
times, and it’s harder to transfer passengers from a disabled train to a working one. 
The big benefit is that the single tunnel would be much deeper underground and the 
boring machine can dig below the surface without massive street-level disruptions. But it also 
means longer escalators and taller elevator shafts, which are more costly to operate and hard 
to repair. Difficulties with repairs already plague BART’s aging system; a national shortage of 
repair workers even prompted the agency to create its own apprenticeship program. 
In a twin tunnel design, the tunneling machine bores underground until it gets to the station 
areas, where crews then begin the arduous work of ripping up the street and relocating the 
complex utility networks underneath them, a process called “cut and cover” that almost 
inevitably leads to delays. 
The most recent example of twin tunnel construction in the Bay Area is Muni Metro’s Central 
Subway, a four-station, 1.7-mile extension of its light rail line through Union Square and 
Chinatown in San Francisco. The project is now a year behind schedule, said Paul Rose, a 
spokesman for Muni. 
Utility relocation was a big part of that, said Cheryl Brinkman, the chairwoman of Muni’s 
governing board. 
“Utilities are something that are just invisible to all of us,” she said. “We don’t know what’s 
going on under our streets.” 
For downtown San Jose business owners who survived the VTA’s light rail construction some 30 
years ago, the prospect of another huge construction project eating up parking spaces and 
making a mess of the street is disconcerting. 



Alfredo Diaz, left, owner of Diaz Menswear, helps Juan Palacios, a customer for over 30 years, 
with a shoe order, at Diaz Menswear in downtown San Jose, Calif., on Wednesday, March 21, 
2018. (Nhat V. Meyer/Bay Area News Group)  
Alfredo Diaz, of Diaz Menswear, used to be located on the VTA light rail route and remembers 
not only the grumbling customer complaints, but the neighboring shops that were forced to 
close. 
Now he’s located a few blocks away on East Santa Clara Street between 2nd and 3rd streets, 
right where the new downtown San Jose BART station is planned. 
“Most of our business is people who walk by or drive by,” he said. “(The construction) is really 
going to make all of our customers debate whether they want to come see us or go someplace 
else.” 
The impacts of the station construction in the twin-tunnel design are expected to last up to five 
years and will be predominantly focused on a relatively small area: the three-and-a-half blocks 
along Santa Clara Street between Market and Fourth streets in downtown San Jose, said Grace 
Crunican, BART’s general manager. The Alum Rock station is located under an industrial area, 
the Diridon station will be built under a parking lot, and the Santa Clara station will be built 
above ground. 
“It’s not the length of Mission Street or the length of Market (Street),” Crunican said, referring 
to BART’s original construction through downtown San Francisco in the 1960s, which tore open 
a more than mile-long hole down Market Street, decimating surrounding businesses. 
So is one tunnel really unsafe? 
If this was an entirely new system, the different style of station design wouldn’t be a problem, 
said Paul Oversier, BART’s assistant general manager for operations. But this will be an 
extension of an existing system, and that’s where trouble starts. 
In the single tunnel design, the trains would move on tracks that sit side-by-side in the tunnels 
until they approach stations, when one set of tracks would braid over the other. If a fire started 
on the upper level, passengers would have to access a stairwell that leads them deeper 
underground, an escape route that’s counter-intuitive to most people, said Robert Solomon, a 
division manager at the National Fire Protection Association. 
In the fog of a life-threatening situation, panic sets in, and even the best trained employees 
make mistakes, said Jeff Keating, the rail transit committee chair for the American Railway 
Engineering and Maintenance-of-Way Association. Consistency is one way to help prevent 
those mistakes. 
“It’s not that people can’t be trained, but from a practical standpoint, it causes more 
problems,” Keating said, adding that the risk also extends to maintenance workers. “All you 
need is a second of inattention and then you’re dead.” 
Nor is it clear that VTA could save the time it claims with a single tunnel. Designs for the twin 
tunnels and related stations are further along, meaning their costs are more certain. And, using 
one machine, instead of two, means there’s a lot more risk of delays if something happens to 
the machine, said Gary Brierley, the president of Doctor Mole Incorporated, a tunnel 
engineering firm. 
He pointed to Seattle’s “Big Bertha,” a massive machine that dug a 57.5 foot-diameter tunnel 
under the city’s downtown core for a new highway. When the machine broke down, 
construction stopped, and the project is now four years behind schedule. 



When it comes to long-term investments that last a century or more, it’s the day-to-day 
experience that make a difference to the riders, he said. 
“Everybody complains about construction … but San Jose has to think about the value of this 
investment in the long-term, and they need to think about what people want,” Brierley said. 
“They want a system that operates reliably and consistently, and they want a system that’s 
safe.” 
Back to Top 
 

Guest opinion: Get behind RM3, the Bay Area depends on it (Silicon Valley 

Business Journal) 

San Francisco is a rapidly growing city with attractive job opportunities, low unemployment, 
and is known for its forward-thinking community. But, with rapid growth comes a very 
noticeable problem in San Francisco and the Bay Area — traffic congestion. 
In fact, San Francisco ranks second in population density in the United States, which equates to 
more cars on the roadways and greater reliance on efficient public transit options to get people 
to and from where they need to be.  
Regional Measure 3 (RM3) is a necessary investment to ensure our city is prepared for the 
future and to maintain a safe, navigable city that can be enjoyed by residents and visitors alike. 
RM3 will provide the resources for significant projects like BART expansion, Transbay rail 
crossing, AC Transit rapid bus corridor improvements, Caltrain downtown extension, ferry 
enhancement, trail and bike route improvements to public transit and a next-generation 
Clipper transit fare payment system. 
BART will gain 300 additional new railcars, garnering greater reliability, more service, and less 
crowding. Meanwhile, the next-generation Clipper system will expand riders’ ability to use a 
single card to pay for many different transit systems. The frequency of WETA ferry service will 
also double, with new routes and a new terminal in San Francisco. 
The measure is estimated to generate $4.45 billion over 25 years for transit projects, highway 
improvements, and better bicycle and pedestrian access. 
The traffic congestion in San Francisco and the Bay Area can no longer be ignored. By voting yes 
for the passage of RM3 on June 5, we are contributing to the progress and future of our city. It 
is time to say goodbye to wasted time spent in traffic and hello to a city and region connected 
by efficient roadways and public transit.  
A combined majority vote of all voters in the nine-county region can secure the financing for 
these significant transit improvements. RM3 would increase tolls on the seven state-owned 
bridges in the region by $3: Tolls would rise $1 in 2019, $1 in 2022, and $1 in 2025. The Golden 
Gate Bridge is owned by a separate authority and would not be a part of the increase. 
Notably, in 2017 San Francisco ranked third-worst in the United States for traffic congestion 
behind Los Angeles and New York City, and fifth in the world behind those cities, Moscow and 
Sao Paulo. San Francisco commuters averaged 79 hours in peak-time congestion for the year, 
according to the traffic scorecard assembled by INRIX. 
 Failure to invest in the future of our transit system is not acceptable for a city as innovative as 
San Francisco. We must be willing to put our best foot forward and bring the necessary 
improvements to our transportation network. San Francisco’s transportation network is 

https://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/news/2018/03/27/regional-measure-3-bay-area-june-5-transit-bart.html?ana=e_me_set3&s=newsletter&ed=2018-03-27&u=oboFmgl6no%2FBUgbE98AM%2Bw0d876644&t=1522166507&j=80707721


important to our day-to-day lives, to business growth, and to our ever-burgeoning tourism 
industry. The San Francisco population is estimated to reach around 889,792 by July 1, 2018 
and the San Francisco Travel Association forecasts that the city will reach over 26.281 million 
visitors in 2018. We are a leading city and we must acknowledge that San Francisco values the 
investments provided by RM3 with a yes vote on June 5.  
Jim Wunderman is president and CEO of the Bay Area Council. Gabe Metcalf is president and 
CEO of SPUR. Carl Guardino is president and CEO of Silicon Valley Leadership Group. 
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Caltrain’s electrification project (San Mateo Daily Journal) 

Editor, 
Caltrain should stop the current electrification project, and change to one of two viable and 
newly available alternatives: battery or hydrogen fuel cell electric multiple units (EMUs). In 
2019, Bombardier Talent 3 battery EMUs will begin operation in Austria. 
In 2018, Alstom iLint fuel cell EMUs will begin operation in Germany. Other manufacturers are 
developing competing EMUs. Either of these alternatives deliver the performance, range, quick 
recharge/refuel, passenger capacity and emissions-free operation that Caltrain requires. These 
would save hundreds of millions of taxpayer dollars for the implementation by eliminating the 
large infrastructure that the catenary system requires, and save millions of dollars annually by 
not maintaining that infrastructure. These would extend electrification to Gilroy and other 
destinations for free, by eliminating even more catenary wires to reach those destinations. 
These would eliminate the need to remove or trim 4,000 trees. And these would enable 
Caltrain to reap the advantages of quickly progressing improvements and cost reductions in 
batteries, hydrogen generation and fuel cell technologies. 
When and if California high-speed rail reaches San Jose, passengers would quickly transfer to a 
Caltrain express to San Francisco. Many, perhaps most, passengers would transfer anyway, to 
Caltrain local, BART, VTA or automobiles. It would be quite unfortunate if our railway serving 
Silicon Valley were to spend $2 billion of taxpayer money to construct one of the last catenary 
rail systems rather than one of the first of many battery or fuel cell rail systems. 
Mike Forster 
Palo Alto 
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Answers are needed before Bay Area votes on Regional Measure 3 (San Francisco 

Chronicle; East Bay Times) 

Regional Measure 3 will be on the June 5 ballot in the nine Bay Area counties. If it passes, it will 
result in bridge toll increases of up to $3 and raise an estimated $4.45 billion to be used for 
transportation projects throughout the Bay Area. The measure would provide funding for some 
needed transportation improvements, such as the purchase of new BART and San Francisco 
Municipal Railway cars and the much needed 1.3 mile Caltrain downtown extension. 
A fair number of the measure’s other projects, however, are of questionable value. 

https://www.smdailyjournal.com/opinion/letters_to_editor/caltrain-s-electrification-project/article_289955ca-315d-11e8-bb69-6323c17f07aa.html
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The following questions are not about the merit (or lack thereof) of the measure’s projects, but 
instead focus on how the expenditure of dollars would be managed and administered. In the 
recent past, Bay Area transportation agency administrators have diverted voter-approved funds 
from their specified use to other uses later deemed to be of higher priority. In an effort to avoid 
a repeat of past mistakes, the volunteer organization I represent has requested definitive 
answers on how the Measure 3 program would be managed and administrated. 
The proponents of the measure have so far provided no answers to these questions: 
•How would the Bay Area Toll Authority (as administrator) prevent the misdirection and waste 
of scarce transportation resources? The dollar amounts assigned to some of the measure’s 
projects look quite high. What would happen to surpluses? 
•What would guarantee that funds allocated to later projects would still be there when 
needed? Some of the projects on the list would be ready for immediate construction; others 
would take years to get to that point. 
•How would project cost overruns be paid for? Would the needed additional funds come from 
Measure 3 or from some other source? 
•In view of the sketchy project descriptions in state Senate Bill 595, which often include escape 
clauses such as “including but not limited to,” what guarantees are there that the money 
authorized for a particular project would be spent on that project? 
•Are the 35 Measure 3 capital projects described in that legislation, signed into law by the 
governor in October 2017, part of an overall regional plan designed to materially reduce traffic 
congestion and improve the region’s rail and other public transit systems? Or are they a 
hodgepodge of parochial and Caltrans projects cherry-picked to satisfy various special 
interests? 
Clear answers to these questions are needed before anyone is asked to vote for Regional 
Measure 3. 
Gerald Cauthen is the chair of Bay Area Transportation Working Group, a group of concerned 
citizens formed in 2012 and dedicated to the goal of returning balance to Bay Area 
transportation. He is the former senior engineering manager and transportation vice president 
for Parson Brinckerhoff, an engineering and design firm. 
Past mistakes 
Alameda County Measure B funds, voted upon in 1986, were diverted from the planned 
upgrading of Hayward’s Mission and Foothill boulevards to a new I-280 bypass freeway, 
subsequently blocked by the court as being in violation of the measure. 
San Francisco Proposition A funds, voted upon in 2014 to make specified Muni improvements, 
have reportedly been quietly squirreled away to pay for anticipated Central Subway cost 
overruns. 
$120 million for transit improvements in the Dumbarton Transit Corridor between Redwood 
City and Fremont were approved by Alameda County voters in 1986 and in 2014. There is a plan 
to divert most or all of the remaining Dumbarton funds to building a new highway in Union City. 
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Most California governor candidates oppose bill that would override zoning to 

build housing near transit (East Bay Times) 

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180SB595
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The candidates running for California governor agree that the state needs to build more 
housing. But most of the hopefuls at a debate in Los Angeles on Monday night said they were 
against a controversial state bill that would allow taller apartment buildings to be built near 
public transit stops. 
The measure, Senate Bill 827, would override some local zoning restrictions to allow four- to 
eight-story housing developments to be built within a walking distance of subway stations, rail 
stations and high-frequency bus stops. It’s sparked vigorous debate, with supporters saying it 
would help alleviate the Golden State’s housing crunch and opponents insisting it would 
drastically reshape vast neighborhoods of single-family homes. 
Democrats John Chiang, the state treasurer, and Antonio Villaraigosa, the former Los Angeles 
mayor, as well as Republicans John Cox, a San Diego County businessman, and Travis Allen, a 
state assemblyman, voiced opposition to the bill on Monday, arguing that it would wrest local 
control away from California cities. 
ADVERTISING 
Delaine Eastin, a Democrat and the former state schools chief, sounded the most supportive 
notes, saying she backed SB 827’s concept, though she found the current bill “imperfect.” 
Lt. Gov. Gavin Newsom, the frontrunner in the race, didn’t take part in the debate. A 
spokesman said he supports the bill’s intent but hasn’t endorsed it. 
Chiang said he would veto the bill “as it is today” if elected. “I want to build around 
transportation centers, but we need to make sure that there’s local input and local control,” he 
said. 
Villaraigosa argued that SB 827 would take away cities’ abilities to set their own housing 
policies while not doing enough to spur new development in places that don’t have as much 
public transit, like Marin County. “The communities of L.A. want to be able to make their own 
decisions,” he declared, although he didn’t definitively say that he would reject the bill. 
Cox acknowledged that the state needed more housing density, especially near the coastlines, 
but said he opposed SB 827 “because I’m against one-size-fits-all remedies in state 
government.” 
And Allen framed the bill as an attack on single-family homes. 
“The California Democrats are trying to convince Californians that what you need is less local 
control and more high-density, infill urban housing,” he said, suggesting that state residents 
want to live in homes “with a front yard and a back yard.” 
“I happen to know some of you don’t like to cut your lawns,” Eastin responded to laughs, 
adding that housing developments “can’t always have a front yard and a back yard.” 
She pointed to her days as a City Council member in Union City, where she said she helped 
build multi-family developments near the city’s BART station. California should build more high-
density housing near transit like that, she said. 
The five candidates also laid out different positions on the state’s beleaguered high-speed rail 
project. Villaraigosa and Chiang said they supported it, arguing that connecting San Francisco 
and Los Angeles would drive economic growth and help alleviate housing shortages. Eastin 
insisted that the line, which has seen steep cost increases in recent years, needed to identify a 
new funding stream. 
And Cox and Allen said they would scrap the train if they were elected governor. “It’s a 
testament to corruption,” said Cox. 

https://www.mercurynews.com/2018/03/03/sb-827/


Several of the candidates onstage also attacked Newsom for skipping the debate to attend a 
fundraiser. “Thank you for caring enough about this state to be here,” Villaraigosa told the 
audience. 
Newsom spokesman Nathan Click said the lieutenant governor had participated in eight 
debates so far, including one on the same stage at the University of Southern California in 
January. 
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From: VTA Board Secretary  
Sent: Wednesday, March 28, 2018 11:15 AM 
To: VTA Board of Directors 
Subject: VTA Information: Notice of Cancellation - March 29, 2018, VTA's BART Silicon Valley Ad Hoc 
Governance Committee Joint Meeting  
Importance: High 
 

VTA Board of Directors: 

 

The VTA’s BART Silicon Valley Ad Hoc Governance Committee Joint Meeting w/BART’s 

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority Partnership Special Committee of the Board 

of Directors scheduled for March 29, 2018, has been CANCELLED. 

 

Please click HERE to view the Notice of Cancellation.  

 

Thank you. 
 
Office of the Board Secretary 
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 
3331 North First Street, Building B 
San Jose, CA 95134-1927 
Phone 408-321-5680 

 

 
 

 

 
Conserve paper. Think before you print.  
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From: VTA Board Secretary  
Sent: Thursday, March 29, 2018 2:46 PM 
To: VTA Board of Directors 
Subject: From VTA: March 29, 2018 Media Clips 
 

 

VTA Daily News Coverage for Thursday, March 29, 2018 
1. Did you hear about San Jose man’s arrest for bringing a gun to March for Our Lives? 

Few did. (Mercury News) 

2. Silicon Valley Execs Champion Controversial Housing Bill (Bloomberg News) 

3. Letters to the Editor, March 29 (San Francisco Chronicle) 

 
Did you hear about San Jose man’s arrest for bringing a gun to March for Our 

Lives? Few did. (Mercury News) 

Man arrested for allegedly bringing a loaded, unregistered handgun to Saturday march, but 
authorities don’t believe he had any plans to attack anyone 
A man who brought a loaded handgun to Saturday’s March for Our Lives rally in downtown San 
Jose was whisked out of a crowd of thousands and arrested, authorities have confirmed. This 
news organization learned about the arrest after being alerted by witnesses, one of whom 
photographed the arrest and wondered about the lack of news coverage, given the gravity and 
danger posed by bringing a gun to a gun-control rally. 
Authorities say an investigation swiftly determined that the detained man had no violent plans 
for the march. A transit patrol deputy with the Santa Clara County Sheriff’s Office made what 
was described as a skillful apprehension without causing a panic. 
Sheriff’s Sgt. Richard Glennon said the man was participating in the demonstration, and 
reportedly told authorities he had brought the Glock .45 caliber pistol — which he carried in a 
fanny pack — to protect himself and the crowd against any violent and armed interlopers. 
“Based on his statements it seems he was supportive of the demonstration, and brought it for 
his safety,” Glennon said, referring to the gun. 
The episode unfolded as the march of roughly 5,000 people walked from City Hall to join more 
demonstrators assembled at the Arena Green. Around 10:50 a.m., private security staff working 
for the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority got a tip about a “possible suspect with a 
firearm” according to the Sheriff’s Office. 
Transit deputies manning a post at First and Santa Clara Street, just off the march route, 
spotted someone who matched the tipster’s description, which included a tan trench coat, 
Glennon said. 

https://www.mercurynews.com/2018/03/28/did-you-hear-about-san-jose-mans-arrest-for-bringing-a-gun-to-march-for-our-lives-few-did/
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A deputy saw a suspicious bulge underneath the front of the man’s trench coat, and 
approached the man. The deputy asked if he was armed, and the man reportedly told him “no,” 
but the deputy insisted on searching him in part because of his resemblance to the caller’s 
suspect description. 
“After a pat down, a gun was located, in addition to a magazine,” Glennon said. 
Glennon said that after an interrogation, there was “no indication whatsoever” that the man, 
identified as 54-year-old Michael Tilton of San Jose, was planning any violence. Still, Tilton was 
arrested and booked on two felony counts of carrying a loaded firearm in public, and having an 
unregistered firearm. He was later released. 
“It’s somewhat ironic that you’re having a march about gun control, and then someone shows 
up so outside the bounds of the law,” Glennon said. 
Tilton could not be immediately reached for comment, including phone calls and messages left 
at phone numbers listed for him in public records. 
Terry Kreiter said he was bicycling in the area to watch and photograph the demonstration, and 
happened to be on First Street when he watched the transit deputy deftly enter the march and 
pull out Tilton. He commended the swift action by the deputy, who was joined by other officers 
and security personnel to form a ring around the man. 
Moments later, the man was safely out of the crowd, Kreiter said. 
Back to Top 
Silicon Valley Execs Champion Controversial Housing Bill (Bloomberg News) 

Well-paid tech jobs helped lead to most expensive housing market in the country 
California is bracing for a high-profile fight over the state's housing crisis. It's a clash that pits 
Silicon Valley technology executives, who want to cut regulations that make it hard to build 
multi-story apartment buildings, against existing home owners and affordable housing 
advocates.  
The housing crunch, particularly acute in cities like San Francisco and San Jose, is a problem that 
the tech industry helped create by attracting well-paid new workers who can outbid long-time 
residents. That, combined with zoning restrictions, has helped to push up housing prices to the 
highest in the nation, with a median price of $1.3 million in San Jose, according to the National 
Association of Realtors. Other cities in California, including Los Angeles, home to Snap Inc., are 
in similar straits.  
At the same time, the technology sector is frustrated with the limited housing supply and high 
prices in its home state that make it difficult to recruit workers and foster a diverse community. 
It has spent years building the political machinery to back the push for the bill: It has state and 
local lobbying groups, a long-list of donors and favored politicians. 
Now, it also has a sledgehammer of a bill, which would force California cities to allow new 
multi-story apartments to be built near public transportation. The bill, SB 827introduced this 
year by California State Senator Scott Wiener, a Democrat from San Francisco, is set to be one 
of the most contentious pieces of legislation in the state capital of Sacramento this session. The 
Los Angels City Council voted unanimously Tuesday to oppose the bill. 
A new guard of powerbroker chief executives has put their names and wealth behind the pro-
growth movement that’s laying the groundwork for the bill, including Twitter Inc. Chief 
Executive Officer Jack Dorsey,  Stripe Inc. co-founders Patrick and John Collison, Lyft Inc. CEO 

https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2018-03-28/silicon-valley-execs-champion-controversial-housing-bill
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Logan Green, and Yelp Inc. CEO Jeremy Stoppelman. Facebook Inc. is getting on board, too.   
 
``Facebook supports legislation that spurs the creation of new housing near high-quality 
transportation to reduce traffic congestion on local roadways," Ann Blackwood, Facebook’s 
state and local public policy manager, said in a statement. 
They’re up against neighborhood preservation groups and affordable housing activists who for 
years have dominated housing policy in the Bay Area. Neighborhood councils often block new 
construction projects, since locals want to preserve the city’s charm and, critics say, impose 
artificial limits on housing inventory that keep home values rising. They fear the bill would lead 
to the ``Manhattan-ization’’ of the Bay Area, with towering buildings casting shade on iconic 
single-family Victorian homes. What’s more, they argue that the new construction won’t help 
with lowering costs because their proximity to public transportation will make them 
``premium’’ rentals.  
 
``It's about damn time that the tech sector started to engage in housing policy," Wiener said in 
an interview. "This is a major industry in our state. It employs an enormous amount of people 
and the tech sector like other economic sectors relies on the health of our state to succeed." 
At the end of 2017, 56 percent of households in the U.S. could afford the median priced U.S. 
house, according to the California Association of Realtors. But only 21 percent of people in the 
Bay Area can afford the median priced house there, which rose to a record $825,000 in 
November.  
"In California we have dug ourselves into a massive housing hole in the last 50 years by making 
it progressively harder to build housing by making it more time consuming and 
expensive,"  says Brian Hanlon, who heads the California YIMBY group.  "We're past the point of 
viewing housing as a pure local issue. It is a statewide concern." 
California YIMBY has raised more than $1 million and has a registered lobbyist on its payroll. 
The group hopes to collect another $1.5 million this year, Hanlon says. He estimates that about 
90 percent of the money has come from technology executives. 
Marco Zappacosta, the 32-year-old CEO for the local services startup Thumbtack Inc.,  is a 
contributor. 
 
  "Technology companies have such insane margins that they're one of the few sectors that can 
continue to be viable in this environment -- Google and Facebook and all of us are going to 
continue to be okay,’’ he said. ``The real question is do you want plumbers and cleaners and 
babysitters?” 
A mix of self-interest and shared ideology is motivating the tech industry's housing 
obsession.  Companies like Lyft and Pandora Media Inc. have moved their customer support 
offices away from Silicon Valley to save money. Thumbtack has opened offices in Salt Lake City, 
Utah where it is cheaper to live and to hire workers. The company also has a team of remote 
contractors in the Philippines. 
And while tech workers are generally free-market minded, in the battle for housing they’re also 
taking a moral stand. The tech industry’s high-profile role championing the legislation comes 
amid rising scrutiny of companies from Facebook to Google and a tech backlash.   
 

https://www.paragon-re.com/trend/bay-area-housing-affordability
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The bill’s critics come in various stripes. Home owners and neighborhood groups worry that the 
legislation will negatively alter the character of historic neighborhoods. Other opponents say 
the bill will just encourage tear-downs and evictions and ultimately create more high-end 
housing. Without protections like rent control, new, taller apartment buildings will cater to the 
area’s wealthy residents and attract more tech interlopers.  
"There's a whole lot more money, as Scott Wiener has shown, in trying to gentrify 
communities," says Damien Goodmon, director of the Housing is a Human Right campaign. He 
compares the proposal to an "Ayn Rand, trickle down" housing philosophy that assumes that 
more high-end housing supply will somehow help the poor. "The market is not going to build to 
a level that's affordable," he said. 
The bill's drafters say that they're in the process of revising the legislation to avoid unintended 
side effects, mitigate some local concerns, and to win over more supporters. Protections have 
been added that would make it more difficult to tear down housing that already has affordable 
units. 
As proposed, the new housing could be as much as eight stories high, depending on the 
location, though many would be just three stories tall, Hanlon said. The bill also eliminates local 
requirements that new housing projects near public transportation create additional parking 
spaces. 
 
"The bill is a work in progress," Wiener said. The senator said he thought there was a 
reasonable chance that the bill will be approved by its May deadline, though not necessarily in 
the "pure and pristine" form in which it was introduced. "We definitely have a winding path 
ahead of us and a lot of people to convince." 
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Letters to the Editor, March 29 (San Francisco Chronicle) 

Light-rail access needed 
I grew up in East San Jose and was the high school anomaly who rode the bus: to BART, to San 
Jose State, to Santa Clara University and to work downtown. “Why don’t you drive?” people 
would ask. This only made my commitment to transit stronger. I would have loved having light 
rail back then, and opening BART this year will be a game changer. However, the west side 
remains a transit desert. Along one corridor (the wide Stevens Creek Boulevard) lies downtown 
Cupertino, Apple’s headquarters, Santana Row, the Winchester Mystery House, two community 
colleges, two shopping malls and a medical center: all without rail transit access. Light rail 
extending from the Race Street Station to De Anza College would be within walking distance of 
all these places and would connect directly to Caltrain and BART. 
It would address far more than the concern about building new housing across from Apple. I 
guess it all depends on how much Santa Clara Valley can work together to solve problems, 
rather than just complain about them. 
Peter Albert, San Francisco 
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From: Baltao, Elaine  
Sent: Thursday, March 29, 2018 5:15 PM 
To: VTA Board of Directors 
Cc: Gonot, Carolyn 
Subject: VTA's BART Silicon Valley Phase II- related letters: CA Delegation to BART and BART's response  
 

VTA Board of Directors:  

 

On March 26, 2018 a delegation of State Senators and Assembly members sent a letter to the 

BART Board indicating their preference for the single bore tunneling method recommended by 

VTA staff.  On March 27, 2018, BART Board Chair Robert Raburn sent the attached response 

(without the enclosure) to the delegation with a copy to the VTA Board. 

 

We understand the letter may have created an impression that VTA and BART are working 

together to develop “modifications” to VTA‘s single bore design in order to address 

“problematic fire and life safety issues.”  To be clear:  there are no fire/life safety issues in the 

current single bore tunnel configuration, and modifications are not necessary to make the single 

bore tunnel design safe because the design already satisfies all applicable fire and life safety 

requirements.  Nevertheless, as we advance through the next phases of design, improvements and 

refinements will be will be evaluated by both BART and VTA staff. 

 

In regard to the three specific subjects raised by BART in the March 26th letter, VTA responds as 

follows: 

 

Emergency Evacuation: VTA’s single bore tunnel design will provide passage to safe 

conditions at these locations in similar distances as in the twin bore design. Evacuation of 

passengers between stations at these locations will be very similar to conditions that would be 

found in the twin bore tunnel design, and similar to conditions within the existing BART 

system.  In fact, the single bore tunnel design has significant advantages for mobility impaired 

passengers when evacuating a train at the stations that enable them to reach a point of safety 

without assistance, and in a shorter period of time than in the twin-bore station configuration.  

Ventilation:  The ventilation plan for the single bore tunnel follows the industry standard tunnel 

ventilation approach, and is essentially the same ventilation approach that would be deployed for 

the twin-bore tunnel design. This applies not only the transitions, but also the track crossover. 

 

Non-Conformity with Existing BART System:  BART has many different track configurations 

throughout its 100 mile system, and all of its operators as well as safety personnel, police, and 

local fire services have been trained on the unique aspects of each and every one of them.   Every 

BART extension, even a twin bore tunnel, will have unique aspects.   VTA expects that BART 

personnel will be trained equally effectively for any tunnel configuration used for VTA’s BART 

extension. 

 

VTA makes passenger safety and security its highest priority.  VTA and BART continues to 

work together cooperatively, and VTA is optimistic that the staff of both agencies will support a 

single-bore option. 

 



If you have any questions, please contact Carolyn Gonot, Chief Engineering and Program 

Delivery Officer.  
 
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 
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From: Baltao, Elaine  
Sent: Thursday, March 29, 2018 5:17 PM 
To: VTA Board Secretary 
Cc: Lawson, Jim 
Subject: VTA's BART Silicon Valley Phase II letter: BART GM letter to CA delegation - Single Bore will be 
recommended to BART Board  
Importance: High 
 

VTA Board of Directors,  

 

On March 28, 2018 BART General Manager Grace Crunican sent a letter to the delegation 

stating that BART staff will recommend the single bore alternative to their Board.  This letter is 

attached. 

 

If you have any questions, please contact Jim Lawson, Director of Government 

Affairs/Executive Policy Advisor.  
 
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 
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From: VTA Board Secretary  
Sent: Friday, March 30, 2018 5:23 PM 
To: VTA Board of Directors 
Subject: VTA Correspondence: Support for Single-Bore Tunnel; Support for Twin-Bore Tunnel; Support 
for More Affordable Housing at Tamien 
 

VTA Board of Directors: 

 

We are forwarding you the following:  

 

 
 
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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From Topic 

The Silicon Valley 

Organization 

 

Letter of Support for Single-Bore Tunneling Method 

 

BART Accessibility Task 

Force (BATF) 

Letter of Support for Twin-Bore Tunneling Method 

 

Members of the Public Support for More Affordable Housing at Tamien Transit-

Oriented Development   

mailto:board.secretary@vta.org


From: Eddie Truong 
Sent: Tuesday, March 27, 2018 11:53 AM 
To: Eddie Truong 
Subject: BART Phase II Construction - Single Bore Tunneling Method 
 
Dear BART Board of Directors,  
 
Attached is a letter of support for the single-bore tunneling method and to avoid any cut-and-cover 
construction regarding the BART Phase II project. There will be a severe, detrimental impact on our 
Downtown San Jose businesses, if this construction project is not done correctly. We urge you to protect 
Downtown San Jose during BART construction by proceeding with the safe, single-bore tunneling 
method.  
 
Should you have any questions on The SVO’s position, please contact me at 408-291-5267. 
 
Regards, 
Eddie 
 
cc: VTA Board of Directors, San Jose City Council 
 
EDDIE TRUONG 
Director of Public Policy & Advocacy 
The silicon valley organization 

Formerly the San Jose Silicon Valley Chamber of Commerce 
101 W Santa Clara St. 
San Jose, CA 95113 
408-291-5267 
Thesvo.com  
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March 27, 2018 
 
Honorable Robert Raburn, President 
BART Board of Directors 
344 20th Street 
Oakland, CA 94612   
 
Re: BART Phase II Construction – Single Bore Tunneling Method  
 
The Honorable Robert Raburn and the BART Board of Directors:  
 
On behalf of The Silicon Valley Organization (The SVO), I am writing to support the BART 
Phase II project, specifically with the single bore tunneling method. By way of background, 
we are the Silicon Valley’s premier business advocacy organization representing 1,400+ 
companies that employ nearly 300,000 workers and we represent our membership as the 
region’s largest Chamber of Commerce.  
 
BART’s extension to San Jose presents an incredible economic development opportunity 
that will support increased public transit options between job centers and housing sites. If 
this project is done right, it will promote business expansion, ease traffic congestion, and 
encourage higher-density housing projects throughout Silicon Valley. With this in-mind, we 
urge you to consider the following elements as BART construction negotiations continue to 
move forward: 
 

 Proceed with the Single Bore Tunneling method and avoid any cut-and-cover 
construction in Downtown San Jose. This will reduce impacts on any business that 
primarily operates in the downtown urban core.  

 Engage the business community to ensure that sufficient funds are available in any 
Business Interruption Fund.  

 Regardless of the tunneling method utilized to build the station, the project must 
utilize best practice traffic impact mitigation, such as:  

o During the utility relocation phase, equipment and trucks must be removed 
at the end of work shift to ease traffic congestion and normalize business 

o One lane should be left open in each direction during construction hours. 
o Sidewalks must remain open and pedestrian bridges provided to allow foot 

traffic to circulate around businesses operating in construction zones. 
 
The SVO urges the BART Board of Directors to make these considerations as you partner 
with the Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) and the City of San Jose, to ensure that 
businesses in the downtown core won’t unfairly be penalized and lose loyal customers 
during BART Phase II construction. If you have any questions about The SVO’s position, 
please contact Eddie Truong, Director of Public Policy & Advocacy, at 408-291-5267. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Matthew R. Mahood 
President & CEO 
 
cc: VTA Board of Directors 
      San Jose City Council       



-----Original Message----- 

From: Robert Franklin 

Sent: Friday, March 23, 2018 4:47 PM 

To: VTA Board Secretary; Board Director 

Cc: Grace Crunican; General Manager 

Subject: BART Accessibility Task Force letter to the BART Board and the VTA Board about the 

twin bore tunnel 

 

To members of the BART Board and the VTA Board: 

Please find attached a letter that I have been asked to forward to you on behalf of the BART 

Accessibility Task Force (BATF) regarding the twin bore tunnel for the BART extension to San 

Jose. 

Please feel free to contact me if you wish to relay any information to the BATF or have any 

questions or comments for them. 

Thank you. 

Bob Franklin 

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART) Department Manager, Customer Access 

and Accessibility 

www.BART.gov 

 

----- 

 
 

http://www.bart.gov/




From: Angie Schertle   
Sent: Friday, March 23, 2018 8:16 PM 
To: VTA Board Secretary; rrennie@losgatosca.gov; mayoremail@sanjoseca.gov; 
District1@sanjoseca.gov; District2@sanjoseca.gov; District3@sanjoseca.gov; District4@sanjoseca.gov; 
District5@sanjoseca.gov; District6@sanjoseca.gov; District7@sanjoseca.gov; District8@sanjoseca.gov; 
District9@sanjoseca.gov; District10@sanjoseca.gov; John.McAlister@mountainview.gov; 
svaidhyanathan@cupertino.org; larry.carr@morganhill.ca.gov; mayor@sunnyvale.ca.gov; 
daniel.harney@cityofgilroy.org; teresa.oneillSC; bnunez@ci.milpitas.ca.gov; 
dave.cortese@bos.sccgov.org; Cindy.Chavez@bos.sccgov.org; supervisor.yeager@bos.sccgov.org; 
pring@thecorecompanies.com 
Subject: We need more affordable housing at the future Tamien Center 

 

Dear VTA Board Members, 
 

VTA's Tamien Transit Oriented Development needs to include more housing that's 
affordable for low-income families in our area. Please support the efforts of the VTA 
staff and developer to increase the number of affordable units by decreasing parking. 
The Washington neighborhood, which surrounds the site of the Tamien Center, is a low-
income community. I encourage you to make sure that the Tamien project includes 150 
or more units of affordable housing for residents whose income is below 50% of our 
city's median income, including those in the extremely low-income category and those 
who are undocumented. 
 
Kind regards, 
Angie Schertle 

San Jose Resident 
 

 

 

 
From: Jesus Carrera   
Sent: Sunday, March 25, 2018 9:47 PM 
To: VTA Board Secretary; rrennie@losgatosca.gov; mayoremail@sanjoseca.gov; 
District1@sanjoseca.gov; District2@sanjoseca.gov; District3@sanjoseca.gov; District4@sanjoseca.gov; 
District5@sanjoseca.gov; District6@sanjoseca.gov; District7@sanjoseca.gov; District8@sanjoseca.gov; 
District9@sanjoseca.gov; District10@sanjoseca.gov; John.McAlister@mountainview.gov; 
svaidhyanathan@cupertino.org; larry.carr@morganhill.ca.gov; mayor@sunnyvale.ca.gov; 
daniel.harney@cityofgilroy.org; teresa.oneillSC@gmail.com; bnunez@ci.milpitas.ca.gov; 
dave.cortese@bos.sccgov.org; Cindy.Chavez@bos.sccgov.org; supervisor.yeager@bos.sccgov.org; 
pring@thecorecompanies.com 
Subject: Affordable Housing at new Tamien Development 
 
Dear VTA Board Members, 

 
I am a resident of the Tamien neighborhood and I've owned a home here for over 7 years. I use the 
Tamien Caltrain station weekly for work and have been made aware of a new housing development 
in that area. I want to strongly encourage you to support efforts for more affordable housing at 
Tamien! 



The community in this area is a low income community and desperately needs more affordable 
housing.  I'd like to see as many units as possible be affordable for the low income families in this 
area. It's no secret that Silicon Valley has high rent prices and it's pushing people out. Hard-working 
people who are the life blood of this neighborhood will be affected. Please be counter-cultural. 
Support more affordable housing.  
 
Thank you, 

 
Jesús Carrera 

 

 

 

 
From: Ellie Chang   
Sent: Tuesday, March 27, 2018 9:44 PM 
To: VTA Board Secretary; rrennie@losgatosca.gov; mayoremail@sanjoseca.gov; 
District1@sanjoseca.gov; District2@sanjoseca.gov; District3@sanjoseca.gov; District4@sanjoseca.gov; 
District5@sanjoseca.gov; District6@sanjoseca.gov; District7@sanjoseca.gov; District8@sanjoseca.gov; 
District9@sanjoseca.gov; District10@sanjoseca.gov; John.McAlister@mountainview.gov; 
svaidhyanathan@cupertino.org; larry.carr@morganhill.ca.gov; mayor@sunnyvale.ca.gov; 
daniel.harney@cityofgilroy.org; teresa.oneillSC@gmail.com; bnunez@ci.milpitas.ca.gov; 
dave.cortese@bos.sccgov.org; Cindy.Chavez@bos.sccgov.org; supervisor.yeager@bos.sccgov.org; 
pring@thecorecompanies.com 
Subject: More Affordable Housing For Tamine 

 

Dear VTA Board Members, 
 

I am an eighth grader living in Willow Glen that is concerned about housing and 
transportation issues. We need more affordable housing at the VTA's Tamien Transit 
Oriented Development!  The VTA staff and developer are collaborating to reduce 
parking and increase the number of affordable housing units.  I want to STRONGLY 
ENCOURAGE YOU TO SUPPORT EFFORTS FOR MORE AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
AT TAMIEN! 

The Washington community is a low income community and desperately needs more 
affordable housing.   We'd like to see 150 units or more of affordable housing at 
Tamien, with the majority (or all) of the affordable housing for residents at less than 50% 
of the Area Median Income.  Additionally, we'd like to ensure that the affordable housing 
units are accessible for undocumented families.  
 
Kind regards, 
Ellie 
 






