
From: VTA Board Secretary  
Sent: Monday, April 02, 2018 1:43 PM 
To: VTA Board of Directors 
Subject: From VTA: March 30 - April 2, 2018 Media Clips  
 

 

VTA Daily News Coverage for Friday, March 30 – Monday April 2, 2018 

1. BART Tunnel Agreement (various coverage) 

2. VTA goes with single-bore subway and BART signals acceptance (Silicon Valley 

Business Journal) 
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BART Tunnel Agreement (various coverage) 
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NBC Bay Area 
KCBS Radio 
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VTA goes with single-bore subway and BART signals acceptance (Silicon Valley 

Business Journal) 

The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority staff has recommended the controversial 
single-bore tunnel for BART’s San Jose subway in the final environmental filing on the project. 
VTA’s board is expected to approve that decision at its meeting Thursday and forward it to the 
Federal Transit Administration, to which VTA will later apply for a $1.5 billion grant as the final 
funding piece in the $4.7 billion project. Most of the cost will be paid from local sources 
including funds from Measure B, the transportation measure passed by voters in 2016. 

http://mms.tveyes.com/MediaCenterPlayer.aspx?u=aHR0cDovL21lZGlhY2VudGVyLnR2ZXllcy5jb20vZG93bmxvYWRnYXRld2F5LmFzcHg%2FVXNlcklEPTQ2OTk3OCZNRElEPTk1Nzk1MDImTURTZWVkPTYzNzUmVHlwZT1NZWRpYQ%3D%3D
http://mms.tveyes.com/MediaCenterPlayer.aspx?u=aHR0cDovL21lZGlhY2VudGVyLnR2ZXllcy5jb20vZG93bmxvYWRnYXRld2F5LmFzcHg%2FVXNlcklEPTQ2OTk3OCZNRElEPTk1NzkzMDImTURTZWVkPTIxNyZUeXBlPU1lZGlh
http://mms.tveyes.com/MediaCenterPlayer.aspx?u=aHR0cDovL21lZGlhY2VudGVyLnR2ZXllcy5jb20vZG93bmxvYWRnYXRld2F5LmFzcHg%2FVXNlcklEPTQ2OTk3OCZNRElEPTk1Nzk0MTUmTURTZWVkPTQ2ODgmVHlwZT1NZWRpYQ%3D%3D
http://mms.tveyes.com/MediaCenterPlayer.aspx?u=aHR0cDovL21lZGlhY2VudGVyLnR2ZXllcy5jb20vZG93bmxvYWRnYXRld2F5LmFzcHg%2FVXNlcklEPTQ2OTk3OCZNRElEPTk1NzkzMTEmTURTZWVkPTY0MSZUeXBlPU1lZGlh
https://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/news/2018/03/30/vta-goes-with-single-bore-subway-and-bart-signals.html?ana=e_du_prem&s=article_du&ed=2018-03-30&u=oboFmgl6no%2FBUgbE98AM%2Bw0d876644&t=1522695102&j=80781291


The immediate significance of the recommendation is that this type of tunnel is not the one 
that BART, which will operate the trains, wanted. BART is used to the operational and safety 
aspects of twin-tunnel subways, which it has on the rest of its system. 
But the single-bore design will result in much less disruption of downtown and Santa Clara 
Street during the construction phase than twin tunnels, something that downtown businesses 
and city government have pushed hard for after the experience of building light rail. 
Grace Crunican, BART’s general manager, signaled her acceptance of the VTA recommendation 
in a March 28 letter to the Bay Area's state legislative delegation praising VTA General 
Manager Nuria Fernandez and saying “if approved, the agencies (BART and VTA) will be able to 
build and operate an extension that will result in years of safe and efficient transit service.” 

BART’s board meets April 26 and can accept or reject what the VTA board approves. Crunican’s 
letter makes acceptance more likely. 
The downtown San Jose station — VTA staff recommended the west option running 
approximately 1,000 linear feet under Santa Clara Street between Market and Third streets — 
can be built without a multi-year street closure with single-bore technology. The twin-tunnel 
design requires that stations be excavated from above, not only cutting through the street 
surface but also severing the utility lines just below the surface. 
VTA has said in the past that a single-bore could cut construction time by as much as a year and 
possibly save money, although it is not as far along in that tunnel design as it was with twin 
tunnels. 
Scott Knies, head of the San Jose Downtown Association who led lobbying efforts for the single-
bore tunnel, trumpeted the VTA staff recommendation in a Facebook posting as a “huge victory 
today for SJDA and the entire downtown community.” 

An attachment to VTA’s recommendation acknowledges that the single-bore tunnel “would 
require additional training for operations, maintenance and safety and security personnel.” 

For passenger accessibility, one tunnel also means that all the surface entrances for passengers 
will be on one side of the street because the two boarding platforms are stacked one atop the 
other on one side of the tracks. Twin-tunnel stations have one platform between the tracks. 
In addition to resolving the tunneling method, here are the major recommendations contained 
in the VTA environmental document, called the Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report: 

 The west option for the downtown San Jose station mentioned above. The other option 

was a few hundred feet farther east along Santa Clara Street at City Hall. The single-bore 

selection figured into this decision because had twin tunnels been selected, constructing 

the west option would have required cutting VTA’s light-rail lines on First and Second 

streets during the years it was being built. 

 The north option for BART’s Diridon Station stop. It will be beneath Santa Clara Street 

rather than a bit more south, where it would lie beneath what are now parking lots 

shared by the station and SAP Center. Again, the single-bore choice means the station 

can be built beneath the street without closing it. 
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VTA, BART agree on one-tunnel option for San Jose extension (Mercury News, 

Mass Transit Magazine) 

In a “huge victory” for downtown businesses, BART and Santa Clara Valley Transportation 
Authority staff are set to recommend building one tunnel instead of two for the long-awaited 
San Jose BART extension when their boards meet next month to discuss the multi-billion-dollar 
project. 
Both agencies recently reached an agreement on the divisive issue, according to a letter BART 
General Manager Grace Crunican sent to Bay Area legislators Wednesday. BART initially favored 
twin bores for safety reasons, while the VTA wanted a single bore because it would cause less 
disruption to downtown and cost less to build. 
“VTA and BART have been working collaboratively for several years to move this vision forward 
and have come to the point where staff of each agency will recommend to their respective 
Board of Directors that a single bore alternative be adopted,” Crunican wrote. 
ADVERTISING 

The VTA board is slated to take up the recommendation on April 5 and the BART board on April 
26. Spokespeople for each agency declined to comment on the agreement and how it was 
reached ahead of the meetings. 
The boards could break new ground if they choose to go with a single bore. The tunneling 
technique hasn’t been used before with passenger railroads in the United States. 
“I think it’s a reflection of honest effort on both sides to recognize transit construction design 
needs innovative approaches,” said Mayor Sam Liccardo about the agreement. “We’ve seen 
considerable progress in recent weeks to find a path forward that ensures our subway is both 
safe and compatible” with a rapidly developing city. 
In her letter, Crunican said VTA General Manager Nuria Fernandez “deserves both credit and 
praise for getting us to this pivotal point.” 

“Through her leadership and determination we trust that, if approved, the agencies will be able 
to build and operate an extension that will result in years of safe and efficient transit service,” 
she continued. “We look forward to a celebration with you down the road where we can all 
appreciate her hard work and dedication to increasing public transit opportunities in our 
impacted communities.” 

The San Jose Downtown Association heralded the agreement as a “huge victory” for it and the 
entire downtown community. 
“BART will be dug as a single bore tunnel, keeping the construction mostly below Santa Clara 
Street,” the association said in a Facebook post Friday. “Great to have solidarity on this issue.” 

In a twin-tunnel design, the tunneling machine bores underground until it gets to the station 
areas, where crews then begin the difficult work of tearing up the street and relocating the 
utility networks underneath them, a process called “cut and cover” that almost always leads to 
delays. 
By building a single, 4.7-mile tunnel deep underground, the VTA says it can shorten an 
otherwise 5-year construction timeline by 10 months. The project would also make BART an 
industry leader once again. 
BART cited safety concerns in its previous support of the twin tunnel option, which is used 
elsewhere in its system and throughout the country. A different design would require the 

https://www.mercurynews.com/2018/03/30/agreement-reached-on-tunnel-option-for-san-jose-bart-extension/
https://www.mercurynews.com/2018/03/27/deadline-for-bart-to-san-jose-decision-looms-but-officials-still-cant-agree/


agency to train its operators and instruct its passengers on up to three different evacuation 
procedures — variations that, in an emergency, could lead to a moment’s hesitation or a simple 
mistake that BART officials say might make the difference between life or death. 
The boards are up against a deadline to make a decision on what kind of tunnel to build. To get 
funding and start construction on the estimated $4.7 billion extension in the next two years, 
the VTA and BART boards must settle on an option at their upcoming meetings. 

Downtown Assault (NBC Bay Area) 

(Link to video) 
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How San Jose's new BART subway could spur development downtown Silicon 

Valley Business Journal) 

The recommendation of doing the BART subway beneath downtown San Jose as a single-bore 
tunnel will have the biggest short-term impact on San Jose, since much less of downtown will 
be torn up to build it. 
But the long-term impact, in addition to seamlessly tying the rail hub at Diridon Station and the 
rest of downtown into the larger BART network, is what will happen with the real estate around 
the stations once trains begin running, which is now scheduled for 2026. 
Among the other recommendations the Valley Transportation Authority staff made in the 
federal environmental filing the VTA board is expected to endorse Thursday is to proceed with 
the subway project with the “TOJD Alternative,” an unsurprising but nevertheless little talked-
about option to have the environmental clearance include “transit-oriented joint 
development.” 

This integrates the project into San Jose’s general plan that emphasizes development around 
transit stations. The plan puts residents in those developments near transit, reducing their need 
for cars. Putting the work and retail of those developments near stations means the places 
residents want to go are also on transit. 
"The question is what new ideas are going to come for downtown because of this kind of 
momentum?,” Silicon Valley real estate consultant Bob Staedler said. “What’s going to be the 
next thing that we’re going to see? Is it going to be a new tech company? Is it going to be the 
FAA (Federal Aviation Administration raising height limits on downtown buildings)? It’ll be 
interesting to see how this all plays out, and I think the single bore is a huge win for the region.” 

One reason for that is the real estate plays being made downtown can begin producing cash 
flow sooner, since Santa Clara Street won’t be closed down and because historic buildings 
won’t be affected by the deeper tunnel depth that building only one big tube requires. 
Another reason is that VTA says the single bore takes less time to complete. 
“That just really helps the economic impact of what BART can deliver,” Staedler said. 
VTA has identified properties for TOJD around each of the four stations the subway extension 
will include. But for downtown, the two most important are what is now called the Downtown 
station beneath Santa Clara Street where it crosses First and Second streets, and the Diridon 
station beneath Santa Clara between the existing Caltrain stop and SAP Center. 
“In a way you’re already seeing this development with Google and Trammell Crow” near 
Diridon, said Scot Knies, head of the Downtown Association, which was formed as a result of 

http://mms.tveyes.com/MediaCenterPlayer.aspx?u=aHR0cDovL21lZGlhY2VudGVyLnR2ZXllcy5jb20vZG93bmxvYWRnYXRld2F5LmFzcHg%2FVXNlcklEPTQ2OTk3OCZNRElEPTk1Nzk0NzcmTURTZWVkPTc2NzUmVHlwZT1NZWRpYQ%3D%3D
https://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/news/2018/04/02/how-san-joses-new-bart-subway-could-spur.html
https://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/news/2018/03/30/vta-goes-with-single-bore-subway-and-bart-signals.html
https://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/news/2018/03/30/vta-goes-with-single-bore-subway-and-bart-signals.html
https://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/search/results?q=Bob%20Staedler


the downtown shutdown during light rail construction and worked hard for the single-bore 
subway. “Look at Gary Dillabough and the purchase of the Fountain Alley lot and his 
consolidation of property at First and Santa Clara right on top of the station box.” 

Directly across Santa Clara is a chunk of property, now mostly a parking lot, once known as the 
Mitchell Block and called the VTA Block on many documents now because of its owner. 
VTA plans to use that property as a construction staging area once subway digging begins, 
scheduled for two years from now, but then it becomes valuable for redevelopment when the 
trains are running. VTA could become a landlord or a seller, either option contributing to its 
bottom line. 
At the Alum Rock station behind the Five Wounds Church, VTA will be the operator of a 1,200-
space parking garage operator although some other development is planned there with a local 
community working group contributing to the plans. 
The end of the BART extension, which extends from the Berryessa station scheduled to open 
later this year, will be a ground level station near the Santa Clara Caltrain depot where another 
parking facility is planned as well as a storage and maintenance yard for trains. 
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New signs coming on popular bike trail in downtown San Jose: Roadshow 

(Mercury News) 

We could sure use some signs to guide us along the Guadalupe River bicycling/walking trail 
through the downtown San Jose area. If it were possible to follow the path, it would probably 
be a safer way to bicycle than trying to ride crowded downtown streets. … There are spurs and 
branches off the main trail that go nowhere. A runner or biker could run down one for several 
hundred feet only to reach an embankment or locked fence. 
Tim Zadel, Peter Reynolds and others 

A: A signage and striping plan has been developed for the trail from Interstate 280 to I-880. 
Striping will be updated to more clearly indicate the main trail alignment. If funding is approved 
you could see this in place in a year. The trail has seen more than 400 percent increase in use 
since 2007, and up to 55 percent are regular users and bike commuters. 
ADVERTISING 

Q: A few years ago there were lots of skunks on the Guadalupe River Trail. 
This year there are rats. Lots of them. Particularly where it goes under West Santa Clara Street. 
If I bicycle through at night, I typically see one or more rats crossing the trail there. What’s 
caused the increase? 

And when you hit one, should you notify someone with the city? I was trying to avoid two of 
them running together when one took a fateful turn and went directly under my wheels. 
Stan Searing 
San Jose 

A: This from Joan-Our-Critter-Expert: “Last year produced a bumper crop of rats. While rats 
always are prolific breeders, they are more so in times when food and shelter are plentiful, and 
thanks to all the rain we had last year, they were highly motivated. It looks like we’ll be 
continuing the trend this year, too. 

https://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/news/2017/12/18/san-jose-bank-of-italy-building-sale-owner-develop.html
https://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/news/2017/12/18/san-jose-bank-of-italy-building-sale-owner-develop.html
https://www.mercurynews.com/2018/04/02/roadshow-new-signs-coming-on-popular-bike-trail-in-downtown-san-jose/


“Rats are mostly nocturnal, but they will venture out during the twilight and even broad 
daylight. It all depends on what they’re doing — looking for food, a new home or some rodent 
romance. In most cases, there is no need to report the dearly departed rodents. Many animals 
will take care of carcass removal and be thankful for the fast food meal.” 

Q: Do you think we will ever see the connection of the Los Gatos Creek Trail to the Diridion 
Station directly in this decade? Currently you have to walk around via Park or Montgomery 
streets when you can see the platforms from the end of the trail. 
Robert Patterson 
San Jose 

A: The city and Caltrans are planning an under-crossing to permit direct travel from Auzerais 
Avenue to Montgomery/Bird Avenue. Not sure when this will happen, though. 
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Self-driving technology adds pressure on carmakers (The Financial Times) 

Editor's note : This story is available as a result of a content partnership with the Financial 
Times. Subscribers will see stories like this every day on our website (and in our daily emails) as 
an added value to your subscription. 
In a driverless world, carmakers are still clutching for the steering wheel. 
The advent of self-driving vehicles will force manufacturers to make a choice: do they want 
control of their vehicles as they become service providers to consumers directly or are they 
happy to become a supplier to tomorrow’s robo-taxi operators? 

By striking partnerships with ride-booking groups while also developing new technology in-
house, many carmakers have so far dodged making a choice. 
Two recent fatal crashes involving self-driving vehicles — one from Tesla using its semi-
autonomous autopilot and one from Uber that struck and killed a pedestrian — show the limits 
of current technology, serving as a reminder that many in the industry predict full autonomy is 
decades away. 
For carmakers that are still on the fence over their business models, this gives them more time. 
But they cannot stall forever — the first companies are coming off the fence, signing long term, 
lucrative deals to provide hardware to the self-driving taxi industry. 
Waymo’s agreement last week to buy 20,000 electric Jaguar Land Rover cars was the second 
major deal in the sector after Volvo’s sale of up to 24,000 XC90 sport utility vehicles to Uber last 
year. 
“Our model at Waymo isn’t to be a car company,” said John Krafcik, chief executive of Waymo, 
a subsidiary of Google’s parent Alphabet. 
“Our role in the world we see clearly is to build the world’s most experienced driver, and to 
deploy that driver in as many places as we can to help move the world to a better place.” 

While ride-hailing remains nascent, with the vast majority of consumers still owning cars, it is 
expected to expand rapidly as services become more common in towns and cities, helped by 
self-driving technology that will remove the cost of employing drivers. 
Overall, the potential for businesses in ride-hailing and autonomous driving is enormous, with 
$3tn in revenue to be generated by 2050, according to a study by Intel and research group 
Strategy Analytics. 

https://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/news/2018/04/02/self-driving-technology-adds-pressure-on-carmakers.html?ana=e_mc_prem&s=newsletter&ed=2018-04-02&u=oboFmgl6no%2FBUgbE98AM%2Bw0d876644&t=1522692862&j=80801701


Credit Suisse also estimates the global car-sharing and ride-sharing market to expand from 
$17bn in 2015 to $81bn in 2030. 
Yet competing in this market — something that companies such as the Nissan-Renault-
Mitsubishi Alliance and General Motors aim to do — takes vehicle manufacturers far out of 
their comfort zone. 
“Carmakers have never been in services. Their job ends with developing, manufacturing and 
delivering safe vehicles to the mass market. Even maintenance is a service that is done by their 
dealers,” said Ryosuke Izumida, chief executive of research firm GFResearch and a former fund 
manager at Fidelity Investments. 
“[By going into services,] they’re attempting to do something that they have never done before 
and that’s why it’s so tough and why progress is slow.” 

It is notable that companies considered technological laggards, such as Jaguar Land Rover or 
Fiat Chrysler, have been happy to jump into partnership with technology companies. 
In contrast, groups with more of their own technology to defend such as Germany’s Daimler or 
GM have eschewed handing over their vehicles to other businesses for added technology. 
While GM invested $500m into ride-booking group Lyft in 2016, the US carmaker has pursued 
its own strategy for developing a robo-fleet, buying technology group Cruise and announcing 
ambitions to launch a ride-booking service next year. 
Meanwhile Ford, which some analysts say has trailed arch-rival GM in technology, recently 
struck its own deal with Lyft. 
One of the fiercest advocates of co-operation between car and technology groups is Sergio 
Marchionne, the chief executive of Fiat Chrysler. 
He has repeatedly lambasted the industry for failing to split costs of developing expensive new 
technologies such as battery cars or self-driving systems. 
He thinks there is little reason to pour billions into the new systems while others more 
experienced in building software and deep learning systems are developing the same 
technology. 
In a sense, this is little different to the historical practices of car manufacturers buying in 
components they do not specialise in, such as tyres or gearboxes, in order to specialise on areas 
such as engines. 
In a bid to transform its business, Japan’s biggest carmaker Toyota said it would form a new 
mobility alliance with technology rivals including Amazon, Uber and Didi. 
As Akio Toyoda, the chief executive of Toyota, bluntly put it last year, the battle to capture a 
leading role in the autonomous, connected, electric and shared car markets is “not about 
winning or losing, but one about surviving or dying”. 
Honda, Japan’s third-largest carmaker, has been in discussions with Waymo for months and has 
invested in Grab, the Singapore-based ride-hailing group, in a deal that will include offering 
Honda bikes for sale to Grab drivers. 
“Cars have been a business-to-consumer model but we want to study other business models 
that are being considered by these partner companies. We need to make sure we don’t fall 
behind,” said Takahiro Hachigo, Honda’s chief executive. 
Nissan, Japan’s second-biggest carmaker, has partnered with DeNA, the mobile game producer, 
as they recently launched public tests of their “robo-taxis” in Yokohama where they will gather 
feedback from 300 participants. 



The group, which also includes France’s Renault and Mitsubishi, will aim to launch self-driving 
taxis by 2022. 
Elsewhere, Volvo has stated an ambition to be the “supplier of choice” for the ride-sharing 
industry, while also working on its own self-driving systems alongside Autoliv. 
Chief executive Hakan Samuelsson said last month that the company was also in advanced 
discussions with several other ride-hailing groups, without specifying individual companies. “It’s 
not an exclusive deal with Uber . . . We are hoping to close the deal with others.” 

He added: “That is very interesting, growing a new segment, it will be a significant part of our 
business we expect by 2025, but we are not ready to quantify that yet.” 

Despite striking the deal with Waymo this week, JLR has rowed back from claims that it will 
become merely a kit supplier to technology businesses. 
Strategy director Hanno Kirner told the Financial Times that the UK carmaker’s interest in 
autonomous vehicles extended beyond being a hardware supplier to companies such as 
Waymo and Lyft, in which JLR has invested. 
“Customers will continue to own cars, we believe, for a long time,” he said. 
“Because we will be in both areas, we don’t think we’ll become a mere hardware provider. At 
the premium end, look at houses, watches, telephones, whatever. It’s all about the total 
customer experience and it goes beyond just being a piece of hardware.” 

Mr Kirner said JLR was seeking partnerships with a range of companies to span the spectrum of 
uses of self-driving vehicles, from ride-hailing services to public transportation to individually 
owned cars. 
“We believe that this is a world where we don’t have to be afraid of anyone. Co-operating with 
several people on several different products is good for us,” he said. 
He added: “We are today supplying cars for Lyft to use in their fleet, and we are co-operating 
on concepts and mobility concepts with them and developing them. That shouldn’t keep us 
from working with Waymo at the same time.” 

Others think partnerships are essential to survive. 
Indeed, after the two fatal accidents involving self-driving cars, this need for co-operation has 
become even more important in the eyes of some chief executives, who think it is the best way 
to tackle safety issues. 
Stefan Heck, chief executive of Nauto, a Silicon Valley self-driving technology start-up, which 
Toyota, BMW and GM have invested in and partnered with for data gathering, said: “No one 
automaker can get enough experience quickly enough to make an autonomous vehicle as safe 
as everyone wants it.” 

Next destination: self-driving motorbikes 

Waymo’s discussions with Honda, which have been going on since late 2016, may lead to the 
Alphabet company buying autonomous motorbikes from the Japanese group, writes Shannon 
Bond. 
John Krafcik, Waymo’s chief executive, said the company would strike more partnerships with 
car manufacturers as it builds out its fleet for its ride-hailing service and other business lines, 
including trucking and logistics. 
Waymo is in “ongoing” discussions with Honda about a collaboration, and Mr Krafcik 
emphasised the breadth of Japanese automaker’s portfolio, from cars to trucks to motorcycles. 
“They make the entire range of cars, but also other things with wheels,” he said. 



Motorcycles in particular are “interesting”, he noted, declining to speculate further. 
“What we’d like is to be able to serve the perfect vehicle for each trip and each purpose,” he 
added. 
“As Waymo grows, you’ll see a diversity of [car manufacturer] partners. You’ll see a diversity 
too for the cars that will enter our fleet.” 
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The key to delivering high-speed rail? Do it one building block at a time 

(Sacramento Bee) 

Along 119-miles in the Central Valley, more than 1,700 men and women are working to create 
the nation’s first high-speed rail system. Despite the challenges that come with any major 
infrastructure project, work is progressing, structures are being built and plans are moving 
forward to ultimately connect Los Angeles to San Francisco – as the voters approved. 
On March 9, the California High-Speed Rail Authority released its Draft 2018 Business Plan to 
move the project forward in the face of well documented challenges. 
Those challenges require us to conduct business differently than we have in the past – and we 
are. We have learned some hard but valuable lessons from our construction experience thus far 
in the Central Valley. We are incorporating those lessons into our future construction practices 
to ensure that we better identify and mitigate risk, establish appropriate project budgets and 
contingency funds, and effectively manage costs. 
  
THIS APPROACH HAS BEEN USED TO DELIVER OTHER VITAL TRANSIT SYSTEMS, SUCH AS THE 
BAY AREA RAPID TRANSIT (BART) SYSTEM. IN 1973, BART SERVED 4.6 MILLION PASSENGER 
TRIPS; IN 2018, IT WILL SERVE 126 MILLION. 
However, with the federal funds we have received, our available bond funds, and finance-able 
state cap and trade dollars, we can build about half that system and provide important mobility 
connections and economic and environmental benefits sooner as we continue working to 
deliver the entire project. 
The 2018 Draft Business Plan proposes an investment strategy to: 
▪  Meet our commitments to our federal partners by completing the 119-mile Central Valley 
Segment and the environmental review for all project segments statewide by 2022. 
▪  Develop 224 miles of high-speed rail ready infrastructure on two lines, one in the Central 
Valley (Bakersfield to Madera) and one in the Silicon Valley/Bay Area (between Gilroy and San 
Jose/San Francisco). This will reduce travel times on existing passenger rail systems, expand 
clean electrified rail service, and prepare for testing and potential high-speed rail operations in 
these two corridors by 2026. 
▪  Complete project development work to refine the design, scope and cost for the Pacheco 
Pass tunnel that is the critical link between the Central and Silicon Valleys. 
▪  Invest remaining Proposition 1A funds in high-priority projects along the Burbank to Anaheim 
corridor that improve freight, local and regional passenger rail service, enhance transit 
connections and improve safety. 
▪  Leverage state funding committed to the project to pursue additional private and federal 
funding or financing to invest in the development of the high-speed rail system statewide. 

http://www.sacbee.com/opinion/california-forum/article207386399.html


This building-block strategy will provide early mobility and environmental benefits and build on 
the economic impact high-speed rail is already producing. Thousands of good-paying jobs have 
helped put people back to work in the Central Valley. Hundreds of businesses – large and small 
– are hard at work on the program across the state. And billions of dollars have been infused 
into the state’s economy, creating nearly $6 billion in economic output. 
This approach has been used to deliver other vital transit systems, such as the Bay Area Rapid 
Transit (BART) system. When it commenced service in 1972, BART primarily served East Bay 
commuters heading into downtown San Francisco each weekday. Today, BART has expanded in 
virtually all directions, now serving the San Francisco and Oakland airports, expanding in Contra 
Costa and Alameda Counties, and moving south to serve San Jose where it will ultimately 
connect with other rail and transit providers (including high-speed rail) at the Diridon station. In 
1973, BART served 4.6 million passenger trips; in 2018, it will serve 126 million. 
This didn’t happen overnight, but after a set of building-block investments that made BART an 
essential part of the Bay Area’s economy and culture. This same approach is worthy of 
continued support for the delivery of the nation’s first truly high-speed rail system in California, 
the home of innovation and progress. 
BRIAN P. KELLY IS CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER OF THE CALIFORNIA HIGH SPEED RAIL AUTHORITY. 
REACH HIM AT INFO@HSR.CA.GOV. 
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A Blueprint for More Equitable Transportation Planning (NextCity.org) 

Streets are among the most used public assets, but for many in Najari Smith’s Richmond, Calif., 
community, those streets don’t feel like the safe, accessible public infrastructure they’re meant 
to be. 
In 2012, Smith founded Rich City Rides as a way of taking back the streets and building human 
infrastructure — connection, community, and safety in numbers — where the built 
infrastructure has failed them. The organization and their cooperatively-owned bike shop offer 
repair workshops, a youth earn-a-bike program, and weekly group rides. 
Smith has heard his local government talk about safety in terms of fixing potholes or providing 
bike lanes. His community, on the other hand, talks about safety in terms of being targeted by 
the police, who might stop them for a minor infraction like riding without a helmet or lights, 
and then pat them down. There is a disconnect between his community – largely people of 
color in this working class city – and the officials charged with assuring everyone’s safety on the 
streets. 
After years of working to make his voice heard by participating in various planning committees 
in his city and the larger Bay Area, Smith realized that sitting at those committees’ tables wasn’t 
enough. For years, he says, “I was allowed to weigh in on decisions that were already made. 
Don’t come to me with something you’ve already determined to be an issue and look to me to 
cosign it. That’s tokenizing. And it’s hard because you have this idea that if only I brought more 
people like me to the table, we’d have some equality.” 

“I didn’t realize until a couple of years ago that my trouble wasn’t with there not being enough 
people like me at the table, the issue was that it wasn’t my table,” Smith adds. “I didn’t get to 

mailto:INFO@HSR.CA.GOV
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determine what was on the menu. I want to be able to say, ‘This is what I want, and I want you 
to cook it up for me, experts!’” 

A newly published transportation planning framework provides one possible blueprint to build 
that table. From The Greenlining Institute, an Oakland-based multi-ethnic public policy, 
research and advocacy organization, the “Mobility Equity Framework” is a tool for 
transportation planners and community advocates to assess, compare, and make decisions on 
transportation projects together. 
“You don’t have to be an expert to see that our transportation infrastructure is really failing,” 
says Hana Creger, lead author of the framework. 
Transportation planning needs to prioritize people over cars, Creger says. It especially needs to 
consider the day-to-day needs of people over the spectacle of a showy piece of new 
infrastructure. In order to get to that point, she says, “we need to prioritize equity and 
community power in planning and decision-making, especially in communities that are 
marginalized.” 

Creger points to recent debate over a new Bay Bridge crossing between San Francisco and 
Oakland as an example of how not to approach transportation planning. Citing “intolerable” 
traffic, Senator Dianne Feinstein (D-CA) and East Bay Congressperson Mark DeSaulnier in 
December urged the Bay Area Metropolitan Transportation Commission to build a second 
crossing between the two cities. 
It would be a spectacle, especially standing next to the recently completed eastern span of the 
existing Bay Bridge (which at $6.5 billion cost $6.25 billion more than original cost estimates). It 
might serve a car-centric vision for the Bay Area, “but what are the needs of people where this 
new freeway would be built?” Creger asks. “How would it impact their health and lives? The 
community knows best what meets their needs. Do they need a new BART line instead? Or bus 
routes? They should decide rather than policy-makers advocating for a new bridge crossing.” 

The Mobility Equity Framework offers a method to assess and compare different transportation 
modes based on positive and negative impacts on low-income people. It’s applicable in rural 
and suburban environments as well as urban, the Greenlining Institute says. 
It also advocates for community planning processes like participatory budgeting to ensure that 
planners are actually addressing community needs. 
While there are many ways to budget with community input, “participatory budgeting” refers 
to a structured process by which community members can make recommendations and direct 
decisions on public spending and planning. Growing in popularity, participatory budgeting was 
first introduced in Porto Alegre, Brazil, and has since been used in at least 46 jurisdictions 
across the U.S. and Canada, including Chicago, New York City, Seattle, and the Bay Area cities of 
Vallejo and Oakland. 
Late last year, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) opened up $25 million in 
planning grants to regional and local transportation authorities with the recommendation that 
projects include participatory budgeting as part of their planning grant proposals. 
Participatory budgeting is valuable in particular because of its proven success engaging 
historically disenfranchised communities in planning processes. These communities 
disproportionately rely on public transportation, are most heavily impacted by toxic smog and 
other negative environmental factors, and have long been excluded from transportation 

http://greenlining.org/publications/2018/mobility-equity-framework/
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https://nextcity.org/daily/entry/oakland-participatory-budgeting-residents-decide-spend-cdbgs
https://nextcity.org/daily/entry/california-transportation-participatory-budgeting-process
https://nextcity.org/daily/entry/california-transportation-participatory-budgeting-process
https://nextcity.org/daily/entry/participatory-budgeting-reach-historically-disenfranchised-neighbors
https://nextcity.org/daily/entry/participatory-budgeting-reach-historically-disenfranchised-neighbors


planning. Without taking these community’s needs into account by engaging them in planning 
and decision-making processes, public infrastructure fails to serve those who need it most. 
The Greenlining Institute hopes that the framework will be adopted in whole or in part by 
government entities and included in transportation planning guidelines across California to 
ensure transportation truly benefits all. 
“I really do appreciate having smooth paved bike lanes to ride on,” Smith says. “But what I 
value more is knowing that people in the community feel like those lanes are for us, that those 
bike lanes are my bike lanes, and those trails are my trails. That they were made for me.” 
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What to know about the housing bill that has people freaking out from Marin to 

Compton (Mercury News) 

Memes of a mild-mannered California legislator photoshopped as a Star Trek villain. A San 
Francisco supervisor suggesting the city should sue the state, to “thunderous applause.” 
Wealthy Marin County homeowners and South Los Angeles tenants’ rights groups working as 
political bedfellows. 
All inspired by a wonky state housing bill that has yet to receive a single vote—and faces tough 
odds of passing the Legislature. 
SB 827, sponsored by state Sen. Scott Wiener, a Democrat from San Francisco, tries to force 
cities to build more dense housing around public transit hubs. The bill has received a 
remarkable level of media attention both within California and nationally, providing fodder for 
think pieces from Slate, Vox, The Boston Globe, Bloomberg and The New York Times—
which called it a  “bold, divisive plan to wean Californians from cars.” 

Start your day with the news you need from the Bay Area and beyond.  
Sign up for our new Morning Report weekday newsletter. 
That attention has only amplified a loud and acrimonious debate over how the bill would 
transform California cities. Proponents see the bill as a radical and necessary step for the state 
to solve its endemic housing shortage and meet its ambitious climate change goals. Opponents 
see it as a blunt overreach of state power that would destroy the character of local 
communities while displacing long-established residents so developers could build more luxury 
condo towers for rich people. 
Here are four things you should know about California’s most controversial housing bill in 
decades: 
This isn’t hype. If it becomes law, the bill could really revolutionize California cities. 
As currently written, SB 827 would essentially exempt all new housing built within half a mile of 
a train stop or quarter mile of a frequent bus stop from most local zoning rules. So, if a city had 
zoned an area for single-family homes, developers could invoke the bill to build multifamily 
apartment buildings between four and eight stories high. It would also free those projects from 
parking requirements and other zoning rules frequently abused by cities to impede new 
development. 
How much area in major California cities would fall under the bill? That’s what makes this so 
radical. Preliminary analysis by the San Francisco Planning Department shows that basically 
all—yes, all—of San Francisco and huge swaths of Los Angeles would lose their local zoning 
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regulations. Ninety percent of San Francisco’s residential parcels would have a higher height 
limit for new development under the bill. 
A more rigorous analysis of just how much developers would take advantage of the bill, and 
how it would apply to smaller California cities, has not yet been conducted. But the potential is 
huge. 
For decades, urbanists across the state have longed for the type of density SB 827 would bring. 
Despite major pushback from some quarters of his home city that San Francisco would become 
unrecognizable should the bill become law, Wiener has stressed that such density is good for 
cities like San Francisco, and the most effective way to combat the region’s astronomical 
housing prices. 
Many environmentalists love this bill 
Proponents of SB 827 say it has two primary goals: 1) to increase the supply of housing and 
thereby lower housing prices, and 2) to reduce greenhouse gas emissions that cause climate 
change. 
Urban planning academics and climate change activists argue the state can only meet its 
climate change goals—a 40 percent reduction in greenhouse gas emissions from 1990 levels by 
the year 2030—if it succeeds in getting people out of their cars and onto public transportation 
closer to where they work. Alternative energy sources and cleaner-burning power plants can 
only go so far: The leading cause of emissions nationally is the tailpipe. Building tons of housing 
in major job centers close to good transit seems like a sensible and necessary solution, they 
argue. 
But at least one prominent environmental group with a tradition of opposing new development 
has balked at the measure. Angering many climate change activists, California’s Sierra Club has 
argued the bill would only create more local hostility to future transportation projects and 
would displace low-income residents. 
For more Bay Area housing affordability, home sales and other real estate news 
follow us on Flipboard. 
Anti-gentrification groups argue that communities whose residents have lower incomes are 
much more likely to ride a bus or take a subway to work than commuters who earn more 
money. If lower-income residents are exiled to the suburbs as a consequence of the bill, its 
success at cutting carbon emissions will be muted at best. 
Anti-gentrification and tenants’ rights groups not so much 

Advocates for lower-income renters and urban communities of color have greeted SB 827 with 
a mixture of skepticism and hostility. A group of prominent Los Angeles anti-gentrification and 
civil rights groups signed onto a letter opposing the bill last month on the grounds that it lacked 
sufficient protections for renters whose apartments could be demolished to make way for 
newer, bigger, market-rate projects. They also expressed the broader fear that “opening the 
floodgates” around transit corridors would mean rents around shiny new developments would 
rise out of reach of current residents. 
Wiener has addressed some of those concerns by amending the bill to include fairly strict 
renter protections. Developers who wish to demolish a renter-occupied unit would have to pay 
for the moving and living expenses of tenants for more than three years, and renters would 
have the right to move back into the new development at their old rent. 

http://bayareane.ws/bayarearealestateflipboard


But the changes have yet to attract broad support from major housing equity groups, who fear 
the larger gentrification pressures possibly unleashed from the bill. It also didn’t help that 
backers of SB 827 waited until after the bill’s announcement to try to court those groups’ 
endorsement. 
The bill faces a very tough road in the Legislature 

Bills that override local zoning control are rarely popular in the California Legislature. 
Homeowners in many regions of the state are, by and large, not thrilled with the idea of new 
apartment complexes going up next door over their objections. Homeowners are also more 
likely to vote than renters—a fact state legislators are acutely aware of. 
Cities and counties are stealth power players in Sacramento, and are also not fans of having 
their zoning power stripped away. Up and down the state, mayors, city council members and 
county supervisors have come out against the bill, including Los Angeles Mayor Eric Garcetti. 
Last year, lawmakers passed a handful of laws that encroached on the traditional zoning power 
of cities. But that housing package took a herculean effort to enact after years of failure, and 
importantly included new funding sources for subsidized housing, as well as tenants’ 
protections that attracted support from a wide coalition of housing groups. And the zoning 
process changes brought by those laws pale in comparison to what SB 827 could do. 
Nowhere has opposition to state interference in local planning decisions been as fierce as in 
Marin County, an affluent northern suburb in the Bay Area. If the bill is to receive a full vote of 
the Legislature, it will first have to clear a committee controlled by Sen. Mike McGuire, a 
Democrat who represents Marin. McGuire could prevent the bill from moving past his desk and 
receiving a vote. 
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From: VTA Board Secretary  
Sent: Monday, April 02, 2018 1:50 PM 
To: VTA Board of Directors 
Subject: VTA Information: Ridership Memo for February 2018 
 

VTA Board of Directors: 

 

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

for February 2018. 

 

Thank you. 

 
Office of the Board Secretary 

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 

3331 N. First Street 

San Jose, CA 95134 

408.321.5680 

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

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

 Chief Operating Officer 
 
DATE: March 29, 2018 
 
 
SUBJECT: VTA Ridership for February 2018 
 

February 2018 total monthly system ridership for bus and light rail was 2,849,928, an 
increase of 1.6% over February 2017.  This is the first same-month year-over-year 
increase since January 2016.  February 2018 had 20 weekdays, the same as 
February 2017. Core bus route recorded a 3.5% increase in average weekday 
ridership. The Local routes recorded a 14.1% increase in average weekday 
ridership, while Community bus routes average weekday ridership recorded a 3.1% 
decrease.  
 
There were no major events at the Levi’s® Stadium in February 2018 and February 
2017. 
 
February 2018 total monthly ridership recorded a 0.3% increase compared to 
January 2018. Ridership change from January to February typically averages -1.0%.  
 

Ridership Feb-2018 Feb-2017
Percent 
Change 

Jan- 2018 
Percent 
Change 

 
Bus 2,193,968  2,149,088 2.1% 2,205,816  -0.5% 
Light Rail 655,960  655,412  0.1% 636,170  3.1% 
System 2,849,928  2,804,500  1.6% 2,841,986  0.3% 

 
 
  



Five key core routes, lines 64, 70, 72, 73 and 522 recorded an overall average 
weekday ridership improvement of 19.9% over February 2017. Line 522 recorded a 
26.4% improvement over February 2017 as shown in the table below: 
 
Route Feb-2018 Feb-2017 Difference Percent Change
522 7,152 5,658 1,494 26.4% 
73 2,794 2,101 693 33.0% 
70 4,371 3,945               426 10.8% 
64 3,166 2,784 382 13.7% 
72 2,785 2,412 373 15.5% 
Totals 20,268 16,900 3,368 19.9% 

 
47 of the 69 bus routes, or 68%, did not meet the weekday standards as defined in 
the Service Design Guidelines. The top five core routes and light rail stations that 
had the most average weekday ridership declines are shown in the table below: 
 
Route   Feb-2018   Feb-2017 Difference Percent change 
22 9,983 11,233 (1,250) -11.1% 
323 1,739 1,974 (235) - 11.9% 
23 6,654 6,867 (213) - 3.1% 
62 1,360 1,494 (134) -9.0% 
60 1,756 1,850 (94) -5.1% 
Totals 21,492 23,418 (1,926) -8.2% 

 
Station Feb-2018 Feb-2017 Difference Percent change 
Santa Clara Station 1,601 1,719 (118) -6.8% 
Convention Center Station 935 993 (58) -5.8% 
Gish Station 584 641 (57) -8.9% 
I-880 Station   274 330 (56) -17.1% 
San Antonio Station    2,026 2,076 (50) -2.4% 
Totals 5,420 5,760 (340) -5.9% 

 
The fiscal year-to-date total system ridership for bus and light rail recorded a 4.1% 
decrease. 
 
Ridership (Current)

  Jul'17-Feb'18
(Prior)

      Jul'16-Feb'17
Percent 
Change 

Bus 18,693,312 19,224,317 -2.8% 
Light Rail 5,636,008 6,146,017 -8.3% 
System 24,329,320 25,370,334 -4.1% 

 



From: VTA Board Secretary  
Sent: Monday, April 02, 2018 5:22 PM 
To: VTA Board of Directors; VTA Advisory Committee Members 
Subject: VTA April/May 2018 Take-One is now available 
 

VTA Board of Directors and Advisory Committee Members: 

 

The April/May 2018 Take-One is now available.  Please click on the link below: 

 

http://vtaorgcontent.s3-us-west-1.amazonaws.com/Site_Content/Take%20One_Final.pdf 

 

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 
 

 

http://vtaorgcontent.s3-us-west-1.amazonaws.com/Site_Content/Take%20One_Final.pdf
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From: VTA Board Secretary  
Sent: Tuesday, April 03, 2018 4:22 PM 
To: VTA Board of Directors 
Subject: From VTA: April 3, 2018 Media Clips 
 

 

VTA Daily News Coverage for Tuesday, April 3, 2018 
 

Single Bore Agreement (KTVU Ch. 2) 

(Link to Video) 
Back to Top 
 

BART Backs One-Tunnel Option for Downtown San Jose Extension (San Jose Inside) 

The long-awaited BART extension to San Jose’s urban core will involve one tunnel instead of 
two—a big win for downtown businesses. 
A letter sent last week from BART General Manager Grace Crunican to regional legislators 
recommends single-bore because it would save money and temper the impact of building 
massive new infrastructure in the heart of the city. 
The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) and BART, which have been working for 
two decades on the multi-billion-dollar project to stretch the train line from Fremont to central 
San Jose, will bring the single-bore proposal to their respective boards of directors, the letter 
states. VTA’s board plans to discuss the recommendation on Thursday; BART will later this 
month. 
The question of whether to opt for a single or double bore tunneling was a divisive one, with 
BART initially pushing for the latter option because it’s consistent with infrastructure design 
elsewhere in the region. But locals feared a repeat of the upheaval from the VTA’s light rail 
construction in the 1980s, which wreaked so much havoc that it spawned the San Jose 
Downtown Association to advocate for embattled stakeholders. 
 
A rendering of the single-bore design, which delves deeper underground than its double-bore 
counterpart. (Source: VTA) 
The double-bore design would feature parallel channels linked by a passenger platform. It 
would lie closer to the surface than a single-bore tunnel—about 35 feet below ground as 
opposed to 85 feet—and would require an estimated $70 million more to construct. 
A single-bore tunnel, by contrast, would cost less to build because it would bypass major public 
utility infrastructure. But it would cost slightly more to operate over the long-term. The VTA 
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puts the price of running a single-tunnel system about 2.8 percent higher over a 30-year period 
than the two-bore alternative. 
Building a two-tunnel system would not only cause significantly more surface-level disruptions, 
it risks a political toll as well by potentially undermining public support for a project that’s 
already behind schedule and over budget. 
In a recent Mercury News op-ed advocating for single-bore, downtown Councilman Raul Peralez 
said he saw how debilitating it was for local businesses when construction problems pushed 
back the completion date of VTA’s new express bus line along the Alum Rock corridor. The 
impact of a far bigger project through a far denser part of the city would be all the more 
devastating, he noted. 
“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,” Peralez wrote. “Those who have invested time, talent and treasure 
into our downtown deserve better.” 
The one-tunnel design would set new precedent, officials said. Single-bore tunneling hasn’t 
been used before with passenger trains in the U.S., BART and VTA officials said. According to 
urban planning think tank SPUR, the only transit system in the world that uses a single-bore 
tunnel is Barcelona’s Metro 9 Line. 
BART’s top administrator applauded her counterpart in the South Bay for coming to an 
agreement on the tunnel design. 
“VTA General Manager Nuria Fernandez deserves both credit and praise for getting us to this 
pivotal point while maintaining a commitment to both safety and speedy project delivery,” 
Crunican wrote in her March 28 letter. “Through her leadership and determination we trust 
that, if approved, the agencies will be able to build and operate an extension that will result in 
years of safe and efficient transit service.” 
Back to Top 
San Jose names new planning director (Mercury News) 

San Jose City Manager Dave Sykes has selected Rosalynn Hughey to be the city’s next director 
of the Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement. 
“I am proud to say that Rosalynn excelled through the selection process and I am very 
appreciative of her commitment to San Jose,” Sykes said in a statement announcing the news 
Tuesday. 
Hughey, who has served as acting director of the department since June of last year, came to 
San Jose as assistant director of the department in 2014 from Washington, D.C., where she 
served as deputy director in the Office of Planning. 
“I see the work I do as integrating planning, people and partnerships, and look forward to 
engaging our residents, working with the land development community and forging a variety of 
partnerships with the private and nonprofit sectors,” Hughey said in a statement. 
Hughey, who has an urban studies degree from the University of Maryland, will officially take 
the helm of the department as the city experiences an uptick in interest from developers and 
tech companies looking to expand their footprint in the city. 
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Google has been assembling a collection of buildings for a massive complex near Diridon 
Station, and HP Enterprise recently announced it would move its headquarters to north San 
Jose. 
“I think Rosalynn’s done a great job working with the many challenges of San Jose,” said Bob 
Staedler, an executive with the land-use planning and consulting firm Silicon Valley Synergy and 
a former real estate manager with the city’s now-defunct Redevelopment Agency, adding that 
he’s looking forward to work Hughey has done around “streamlining approvals” and improving 
service. 
Hughey will be in charge of more than 300 staff. 
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From: VTA Board Secretary  
Sent: Wednesday, April 04, 2018 3:34 PM 
To: VTA Board of Directors 
Subject: From VTA: April 4, 2018 Media Clips 
 

 

VTA Daily News Coverage for Wednesday, April 4, 2018 
 

1. Final arguments near in Measure B appeal (Los Altos Town Crier) 
2. Letters from our readers: VTA single-bore plan for BART extension puzzling (East Bay 

Times) 
3. SCVTA Board set to approve second phase of BART extension (RT&S.com) 
4. Exclusive: Google adds huge site to downtown San Jose village proposal (Mercury News) 

 
 

Final arguments near in Measure B appeal (Los Altos Town Crier) 

 

The challengers to a recent public transit funding bond are readying their final brief for the 
Sixth District Court of Appeal, which will hear final arguments before a decision later this spring. 
The Valley Transportation Authority’s 30-year, half-cent countywide sales tax aimed to improve 
transit, highways, expressways and transportation options. Nearly 72 percent of voters 
approved an estimated $6.3 billion in funds for the Santa Clara County transportation projects 
in 2016. 
Saratoga resident Cheriel Jensen filed suit last January to block the measure, arguing that its 
language was unacceptably vague. A judge’s initial ruling found the bond measure valid and 
dismissed her challenge. Mountain View attorney Gary Wesley, who is representing Jensen, 
filed an appeal to the dismissal. 
Holly Perez, public information officer for the VTA, said that after Superior Court Judge Mary 
Arand issued her judgment of dismissal in July, Jensen appealed in August, and both parties 
have now entered the briefing stage of the appeal. Wesley enters a brief on Jensen’s behalf, the 
VTA responds and Jensen responds to that response. That final brief from Wesley is due next 
week, at which point the court can schedule oral arguments or render a decision. The court or 
either of the participants could demand oral arguments. 
Perez said the court has granted the case scheduling priority, which means oral arguments may 
begin quickly but could, in theory, take months. The court has 90 days after arguments to 
render a decision. At the earliest, that would mean the case was approximately three months 
away from a Court of Appeal decision. Either side could then appeal that decision to the 

https://www.losaltosonline.com/news/sections/news/201-traffic-development/57500-final-arguments-near-in-measure-b-appeal


California Supreme Court and ask that the court review one or more of the issues raised in the 
case. The court would have two months to decide whether to take up the case. 
“We have all the facts that are relevant in front of us, and it is up to the Court of Appeal judge 
to instruct the trial court judge regarding the validity of the measure,” Wesley said. “The whole 
case can be decided on a matter of statutory interpretation and applying it to the language of 
the measure.” 
ONE MORE STEP 
Wesley said that unless the Court of Appeal convinces him he’s wrong, he sees one more step 
in the saga – “If I lose, I’m going to the Supreme Court, and if they lose, they’re going to the 
Supreme Court, and that’s going to take a few extra months.” 
Wesley and Jensen are contesting Measure B based on a statute that states that bond 
measures like this one must list specific uses for the funding. In the case of Measure B, he 
argued, a provision allows VTA to change the planned uses by a supermajority vote of the VTA 
board. 
“The problem is that if you can change how the money is used, then you haven’t specified 
purposes,” Wesley said. 
Sales-tax income that has been accruing since last year sits frozen pending that appeal. The 
local projects awaiting Measure B funding haven’t been able to access those funds, but for the 
past year have for the most part progressed through preliminary planning phases funded by 
other sources. 
Back to Top 

Letters from our readers: VTA single-bore plan for BART extension puzzling (East 

Bay Times) 

 

Here we go again — yet another proposed public project whose budget will inevitably spin out 
of control. (Remember the new Bay Bridge, high-speed rail, Valley Medical Center, Oroville dam 
repairs, etc.). 
VTA has decided to go ahead with a single-bore tunnel for the San Jose BART extension. Keep in 
mind that this technique has never been used in the U.S. for passenger railroads, so San Jose 
will be the guinea pig. 
By now, anyone who still believes that the public sector can deliver any project on time and 
within budget, let alone one that hasn’t been tried before, deserves what they will surely get. 
Joseph Gumina 
San Carlos 
Back to Top 

SCVTA Board set to approve second phase of BART extension (RT&S.com) 

 

The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority's (SCVTA) Board of Directors is set to vote at its 
April 5 meeting on the staff-recommended BART Silicon Valley Phase II extension project 
description. 

https://www.eastbaytimes.com/2018/04/04/letter-vtas-single-bore-tunnel-plan-for-the-san-jose-bart-extension-requires-technique-never-done-in-u-s-before/
http://www.rtands.com/index.php/passenger/commuter-regional/scvta-board-set-to-approve-second-phase-of-bart-extension.html


The project description includes the downtown San Jose station locations and the single-bore 
tunneling method. The board is also expected to certify the environmental document related to 
the project at the same meeting. 

SCVTA said the authority has evaluated various options to deliver the best and least disruptive 
project for the next six-miles of the BART extension into downtown San Jose and Santa Clara, 
Calif. 

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) authorized a three-month extension in January 2018 
for SCVTA to complete the project development phase of the Federal New Starts funding 
program, which gave staff the ability to continue working with BART to address concerns. 

After the Board votes on April 5, the project will need approval from the BART Board of 
Directors, which is scheduled to review the project description and vote at its April 26 meeting. 

SCVTA said a Record of Decision is expected to come from the FTA in June 2018, which will 
allow SCVTA to start engineering and pre-construction work for the project's second phase. 

Back to Top 

Exclusive: Google adds huge site to downtown San Jose village proposal 

(Mercury News) 

 

Google has struck a deal to buy a big parcel from Trammell Crow that represents a major 
addition to the sites which the search giant has begun to assemble for its proposed transit-
oriented development in downtown San Jose, the company confirmed Tuesday. 
City officials have approved the 8.5-acre site for 1 million square feet of offices in a pair of 
towers, along with a residential tower containing 325 housing units, and 35,000 square feet of 
retail, including ground-floor shops and restaurants, according to a leasing brochure circulated 
by CBRE, a commercial realty brokerage. 
Despite gaining approvals, Trammell Crow has yet to begin construction on the property. 
ADVERTISING 
Mountain View-based Google’s purchase of the development site underscores the technology 
company’s widening interest in a major presence in downtown San Jose. 

 
“This confirms that Google is serious about downtown San Jose,” said Bob Staedler, principal 
executive with Silicon Valley Synergy, a land-use and planning consultancy. “Google really 
appears committed to a major project downtown.” 
While Google has reached a firm agreement to buy the property from Trammell Crow, the 
company has no immediate plans to construct buildings on the site, a spokesperson for the tech 
titan said Tuesday. 

https://www.mercurynews.com/2018/04/03/google-adds-huge-site-to-downtown-san-jose-village-proposal/


Nevertheless, Google’s potential development efforts in the Diridon Station area — as 
underscored by the transaction with Trammell Crow — indicate that the downtown district is 
widening. 
“It brings the west side of downtown San Jose close to the main core of the downtown,” said 
Scott Knies, executive director of the San Jose Downtown Association. “This is such a key parcel 
for Google, because it is literally in the confluence of the Guadalupe River and Los Gatos Creek.” 
At present, the site consists primarily of surface parking lots and small buildings. Trammell Crow 
has named the project Diridon. 
An affiliate controlled by Trammell Crow paid $58.5 million in 2015 for the site, buying it from 
San Jose-based tech company Adobe Systems. Google didn’t discuss its purchase price on 
Tuesday. 
Mountain View-based Google said Tuesday that it expects a deed would be recorded in the 
near future to make the purchase complete. 
Google’s acquisition of the Trammell Crow Diridon development site is part of the company’s 
ongoing investment in properties next to and near the Diridon train station, Google said. 
Owning the property, even if it isn’t developed immediately, would give Google greater 
flexibility for a cohesive development of an integrated mixed-use community of offices, 
residences, retail, restaurants and amenities that the company is proposing, a Google 
spokesperson said. 
Eventually, 15,000 to 20,000 of Google’s workers could be employed in office buildings near 
Diridon Station and the SAP entertainment complex, according to Google. 
Google intends for its development in downtown San Jose to be integrated with adjacent and 
nearby neighborhoods. 
From December 2016 through the end of March this year, affiliates of Google and Trammell 
Crow have spent at least $221.6 million buying an array of properties on the western edges of 
downtown San Jose that would be developed for the Google transit village. 
The purchase by a Google and Trammell Crow venture of the Orchard Supply Hardware 
property near the corner of West San Carlos Street and Royal Avenue was deemed to be a 
major game-changer in Google’s purchasing efforts, because the transaction took the scope of 
Google’s buying efforts nearly all the way south to Interstate 880. 
Similarly, Google’s move to buy the Trammell Crow development site takes Google’s village 
footprint to the west edge of State Route 87. 
“You are really seeing a major increase in Google’s reach in downtown San Jose,” Staedler said. 
Back to Top 
 



From: VTA Board Secretary  
Sent: Wednesday, April 04, 2018 3:59 PM 
To: VTA Board of Directors 
Subject: VTA Response to Board inquiry regarding sound walls  
 
VTA Board of Directors:  
 
At the March 2018 Board meeting, the Board asked staff to provide history and policy information 
relating to soundwalls. Please see attached document from Marcella Rensi, Deputy Director, 
Programming & Congestion Management.   
 
If you have any questions, please reply to this email.  
 
Thank you.  
 
 
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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MEMORANDUM 
 

TO:  VTA Board of Directors 
    
    

FROM: Marcella M. Rensi, Deputy Director Programming & Congestion Management 

 

DATE: March 27, 2018 
 

SUBJECT: VTA’s Soundwall Policies 
 

 

 

This memo provides a brief history and explanation of VTA’s retrofit roadway noise mitigation 

policies. 

 

Why is VTA involved with retrofit freeway soundwalls and noise mitigation? 
 

When VTA constructs new roadway or transit improvements, VTA is required to provide noise 

mitigation as specified in the project’s environmental documents.   However when it comes to 

retrofit mitigation – that is mitigation years or decades after the freeway has been open -  VTA is 

not the first agency that people generally look to for soundwall funding.  VTA acquired that role 

in the late 1990’s.   

 

In 1997, the State enacted Senate Bill 45 (SB-45), which passed control over prioritizing 75% of 

the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) to regional agencies. In response to its 

reduced resources, Caltrans reduced its responsibilities by directing prioritization and funding of 

retrofit roadway noise abatement to regional agencies. The VTA Board of Directors addressed 

that responsibility in 2000 by creating a Noise Barrier Program (Program) in Valley 

Transportation Plan 2020 (VTP 2020).  That commitment has continued through the current 

Valley Transportation Plan.  

  

What are VTA’s current soundwall policies? 

 

On November 6, 2003, the VTA Board of Directors adopted project eligibility and evaluation 

criteria for the Program and a policy concerning the construction of roadway barriers on existing 

freeways and expressways within Santa Clara County.  The basic requirements are as follows: 

 Project limits must be within Santa Clara County 

 The land uses to be protected must have been constructed prior to the freeway or 



 

expressway, and prior to 1992.1 

 A VTA Member Agency or Caltrans must request the project.  

 The requesting agency must demonstrate that the project meets VTA’s Basic Noise 

Mitigation Standard. 

 The requesting agency must provide complete scoping documents. These documents 

include a noise study report, right-of-way information, very preliminary engineering 

plans, cost estimates and a funding plan.  

 Member agencies must designate a staff contact for roadway noise complaints. 

Member agencies are responsible for investigating and evaluating complaints.   

The full policy is attached for reference. VTA’s most current list of member agency staff 

contacts for roadway noise complaints is attached as well. 

VTA’s 2011 Soundwall Study 

 

In 2011, VTA commissioned a study to help member agencies determine which locations they 

might wish to study further and nominate for funding. This list does not represent potential 

projects in any priority and the study did not reflect any corresponding funding commitments.  

VTA engaged two consulting firms to study 79 locations identified by member agency staff and 

by citizens who had called VTA directly over time. The study was presented to the VTA Board 

and provided to all of VTA's member agencies and Caltrans upon its completion in 2011. The list 

of locations studied is provided for your convenience. 
 

Future 2016 Measure B Soundwall Program 

 

The 2016 Measure B Highway program included $50 million for a soundwall program.  The 

VTA Board of Directors included $2 million in the 2018 and 2019 VTA Highway budgets for 

that purpose.  VTA staff intend to begin discussions on the program criteria with the TAC and its 

working groups this summer. 

 

Why Was the I-280/Bird Location Selected for Funding in the 2018 STIP? 

 

The soundwalls at I-680 and Capitol and I-280 at Bird Ave in San Jose were identified, studied, 

justified and preliminarily scoped by Caltrans in the 1980’s.  The VTA Board-adopted noise 

barrier policies directed staff to prioritize projects remaining on the Caltrans list for future state 

funding, as these two sites were still unfunded at the time that SB 45 was adopted and Caltrans 

ceded responsibility for funding retrofit soundwalls to the local agencies.  Funding first became 

available in the early 2000’s but the projects were deprogrammed during the depths of the State’s 

transportation funding crisis in the mid-2000’s. The first opportunity to reprogram them came in 

2014, but only one, I-680/Capitol, could be accommodated at that time.  The opportunity to fund 

                                                        
1The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) began requiring all new transportation facilities to provide noise 

mitigation when warranted, and holding local land use authorities responsible for siting sensitive uses adjacent to 

existing facilities. 



 

I-280/Bird came several months ago in the 2018 STIP, and the California Transportation 

Commission (CTC) programmed the project funding on March 21, 2018.  

 

If you have questions or need further information, please do not hesitate to contact me. 
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VTA SOUND BARRIER PROGRAM 

 
PROCESS & CRITERIA 

 
Adopted  November 6, 2003
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Agency/ 
Policy 

Cost Limit / Per Benefited 
Unit 

Minimum Noise 
Reduction 

Existing Noise Level Barrier Height Landscaping / Aesthetic Enhancements 

VTA 
STANDARD 

$47,000 (2001$) 5 dBA Approaching or greater than 67 
dBA; 52 dBA for school sites – 
65 dBA = “approaching” 67 
dBA 

Minimum: 6 ft 
Maximum: 16ft 

Caltrans standard wall and landscaping on the freeway/expressway 
side to be covered by grant. Design and construction cost of any 
modifications to a std wall (i.e., special design features, plants or 
aesthetic enhancements) requested by a local agency shall be paid for 
by the local agency. However, additional aesthetic features that can be 
accommodated within the cost limits are encouraged. 

Caltrans Variable to $47,000 (2001$) 5 dBA Greater than 67 dBA; 52 dBA for 
school sites 

Minimum: 6 ft 
Maximum: 16 ft 

Only on the highway side 

INDOT $20,000 -$30,000 5 dBA Greater than 67 dBA N/A N/A 

WDOT $30,000 (1988 dollars) 8 dBA At least 67 dBA N/A N/A 

MoDOT $30,000 5 dBA At least 66 dBA Maximum: 18 ft N/A 

NCDOT $25,000 5 dBA Greater than 67 dBA Maximum: 25 ft Visual impact considerations will ensure that a proposed barrier meets a 
basic aesthetic level 

UDOT N/A 5 dBA Greater than 67 dBA N/A Yes 

NJ Turnpike $45,000 4 dBA Greater than 67 dBA Maximum: 26 ft N/A 

LAMTA $40,000 5 dBA Greater than 67 dBA; 52 dBA for 
school sites 

N/A The design and construction cost of any modifications to a standard wall 
(i.e., special design features or aesthetic enhancements) requested by a 
local agency shall be paid for by the local agency  

Traffic Authority 
(SCCTA) 

N/A 5 dBA Greater than 62 dBA Not required to 
meet FHWA and 
Caltrans 
standards* 

N/A 

* SCCTA Soundwalls were funded with local sales tax dollars, and were therefore exempt from FHWA requirements.
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1. Project limits must be within Santa Clara County 

2. Project must be requested by a VTA Member Agency or Caltrans  

3. Project must meet VTA’s Basic Noise Mitigation Standard 

4. Project must be eligible for STIP funds (State/Federal or State Only, subject to availability) 

5. NBSSR or equivalent must be complete   

 
Eligible Projects Ineligible Projects 

 New soundwalls on existing freeways and 
expressways 

 

 Noise barriers for developments 
constructed after the transportation 
facility. 

 New state and/or federally eligible sound 
mitigation on existing freeways and 
expressways 

 Noise barriers for new transportation 
projects (required as part of 
transportation project) 

 Noise barriers in locations where a 
roadway improvement project is 
planned within the 25 years. 

  Noise barriers on arterials or local 
streets 

  Replacement/upgrade of existing 
sound barriers 

  Noise mitigations that do not meet 
VTA’s Basic Noise Mitigation 
Standard 

  Maintenance of noise mitigation 
barriers 

 

Eligible Expenditures Ineligible Expenditures 

Capital & Capital Support only: 
• Environmental Studies and Documents, 

including all engineering/design required for 
that purpose (ENV)  

• Plans, Specifications & Estimates (PSE) 
• Right of Way Acquisition (ROW)  
• Construction & Construction Support (CONST) 

• Grant application preparations 

• Initial feasibility studies and 
NBSSR/NBSSR Equivalents 

• Any and all funds expended prior to grant 
programming 

• Maintenance expenses  
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The following table summarizes the sponsoring agency’s role and responsibilities at each stage 
of the project. 

 
Sound Barrier Project 

Roles and Responsibility Matrix 
Step Project Type 
 Freeway – Soundwall Freeway – Other Noise 

Barrier/Treatment 
Expressway – Soundwalls 
and Other Barrier Types 

Initial Project 
Request 

Sponsoring Agency Sponsoring Agency Sponsoring Agency 

Initial Project 
Evaluation 

Caltrans or Sponsoring 
Agency 

Sponsoring Agency Sponsoring Agency 

Preparation of Noise 
Barrier Summary 
Scope Report 
(NBSSR) 

Caltrans or Sponsoring 
Agency 

Sponsoring Agency Sponsoring Agency 

Public Outreach Sponsoring Agency and 
Caltrans 

Sponsoring Agency Sponsoring Agency 

Environmental  Caltrans or Sponsoring 
Agency  - must be a 
NEPA document 

Sponsoring Agency Sponsoring Agency 

Design Caltrans or Sponsoring 
Agency 

Sponsoring Agency – design 
must be approved by Caltrans 

Sponsoring Agency – design 
must be approved by County 
Roads 

Right-of-Way Caltrans or Sponsoring 
Agency 

Sponsoring Agency – design 
must be approved by Caltrans 

Sponsoring Agency 

Construction Caltrans or Sponsoring 
Agency, under 
encroachment permit with 
Caltrans oversight  

Sponsoring Agency under 
encroachment permit, with 
Caltrans oversight 

Sponsoring Agency 

 
 
Pre-Grant Application 
 
Step I: Initial Request  
VTA will only accept requests from the fifteen incorporated cities of Santa Clara County, and 
the County of Santa Clara.  Each city and the County should designate a person/process for 
collecting and evaluating requests for noise mitigation projects within its boundaries.  VTA and 
Caltrans will forward all citizen inquiries to the appropriate local agency. 
  
Step II: Preparation of Noise Barrier Summary Scope Report (NBSSR) or Equivalent 
Projects cannot be programmed into the STIP until a Noise Barrier Summary Scope Report 
(NBSSR) or equivalent has been completed. NBSSR guidelines are available at 
www.dot.ca.gov/hq/ 
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The project sponsor is responsible for completing the NBSSR.  All noise studies must conform 
to approved Caltrans/FHWA methodology.  Expenditures to complete an NBSSR or equivalent 
are not eligible local match contributions.   
 
Soundwalls on the Freeway System 
 
If a project is a soundwall on the State Highway System, the local agency may request that 
Caltrans prepare the NBSSR.  The agency will submit a written request to VTA that consists of 
the following: 
 
A. A transmittal letter which describes the project and names the local agency project manager 

B. A Governing Board resolution that commits the agency to conducting the public outreach 
process, and local match (if any) should the project be funded. 

C. A completed initial screening study that evaluates whether the project will meet VTA Noise 
Barrier programming standards and whether the project will be Federally eligible. The 
screening will determine whether the four Federal criteria are met and contain the following 
components:  

 The existing noise level expressed in dBA, Leq(h). 
 The estimated decibel reduction resulting from the installation of a soundwall or equivalent 

barrier 
 A description of the potential barrier’s length and height 
 A diagram of the affected freeway section, its’ on and off-ramps and the barrier locations 
 The number of residences, schools and commercial buildings affected by the proposed 

barrier 
 The estimated construction cost of the barrier and the associated support costs 
 Special circumstances that could affect the costs, such as retaining walls, lane closures, right-

of-way acquisitions, etc. 
 
VTA staff will submit the NBSSR requests to Caltrans once per year, in February.  Caltrans will 
notify VTA of its’ ability and schedule to compete these NBSSR requests. 
 
Caltrans will only prepare NBSSRs for soundwalls on the State Highway System.   If a 
project sponsor is proposing a soundwall off the state highway system or alternative noise barrier 
in any location, it must prepare it’s own study, at its’ own expense.  These costs do not count as 
part of local match for scoring purposes. 
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GRANT APPLICATION 
 
Step III: Application Submittal 
VTA will solicit noise barrier projects every two years during the STIP cycle.  Projects must 
have completed NBSSRs to compete.  The CIP Subcommittee will evaluate projects based on the 
adopted criteria.  Projects will be programmed in the STIP when funds are available. 
 
POST GRANT AWARD 
 
Step IV: Project Delivery 
Projects will be programmed in the STIP, and are subject to timely use of funds requirements.  
Projects must receive a CTC allocation vote in the fiscal year in which they are programmed, or 
the funds will revert back to the STIP. 
 
Soundwalls on the Freeway System 
If the project is a freeway soundwall, the project sponsor may request that Caltrans build the 
project.  If Caltrans agrees, the funds will be programmed to Caltrans.  The sponsoring agency 
would then enter into a cooperative agreement with Caltrans to provide the local match 
component, coordinate public outreach and provide for ongoing maintenance.  If the sponsoring 
agency wishes to construct the wall itself, Caltrans must approve the design. The sponsoring 
agency will construct the project under an encroachment permit, subject to Caltrans construction 
oversight.  The local agency must enter into an agreement with Caltrans for ongoing 
maintenance. 
 
Other Noise Barriers on the Freeway System 
The sponsoring agency must design non-soundwall noise barriers on the freeway, subject to 
Caltrans approval.  The sponsoring agency will construct the project under an encroachment 
permit, subject to Caltrans construction oversight.  The local agency must enter into an 
agreement with Caltrans for ongoing maintenance. 
 
Soundwalls and Other Noise Barriers on the Expressway System 
The sponsoring agency is responsible for all aspects of project delivery, including design and 
construction.  The County of Santa Clara must approve all projects on County right-of-way.  The 
sponsoring agency must enter into an agreement with the County of Santa Clara for ongoing 
maintenance. 
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Severity of Need: Up to 25 Points  
 Mitigate Residential Area – Up to 25 points, based on unit density and cost per unit.  

 Mitigate Educational Facility – Up to 20 points, based on population served. 

 Mitigate Recreational Facility (locations where people are for long periods of time) – Up to 5 
points, based on population served. 

Intensity of Need:  Up to 25 Points 
• Pre-project noise levels are equal to or greater than 72 dBA (exterior, residential) or 57 dBA 

(interior) for school sites  - 25 points 

• Up to 15 points, if there is documented trespassing on Freeway or Expressway right-of-way. 

• No points, if noise levels are greater than 67 dBA but less than 72 dBA (exterior) for 
residential or between 52 dBA and 57dBA (interior) for school sites. 

Previously Identified Need: 25 Points 
 Project is on Caltrans HB-311 Soundwall List  

 Project is identified in Caltrans’ 1992 study of I-280 

 An adopted Caltrans, City or County plan identified the project prior to January 1, 2004. 

Project Readiness:  Up to 15 Points 

To obtain points, agencies will self-certify that the following phases are complete.  “Ready-to-
Go” points are cumulative. 
 
 Environmental phase (ENV) complete – 5 pts 
 Right of Way (ROW) complete – 5 pts  
 Plans, Specifications and Estimates (PSE) complete – 5 pts 

Local Match:  Up to 10 Points  
Local match consists of the following contributions to all project phases and project 
elements that would have been eligible for grant funding.  Local agency expenditures for 
grant preparation, pre-grant feasibility studies and local agency staff times in public 
outreach process are not eligible contributions towards local match. 
 

Local Contribution to Total Project Cost 
 

Points 

20%+ 10 

5% - 20% 5 
 



Noise Reduction Screening Study Results
Eligibility for Sound Barrier Program

No. Location City
Existing Peak 
Noise Level

Benefitting 
Receptors

Sound Barrer 
Cost Notes Eligibility Reason Notes

1
San Tomas Expressway Budd Avenue to 
the Winchester south off-ramp Campbell Unlikely Existing Soundwall

2
San Tomas Expressway Campbell 
Avenue to Budd Avenue (both sides) Campbell 52.5 Unlikely Noise measurements

Very unlikely to meet the Noise Mitigation 
Standard of 65 dBA.

3

San Tomas Expressway Hamilton 
Avenue to Campbell Avenue (both 
sides) Campbell 59.4 Unlikely Noise measurements

Very unlikely to meet the Noise Mitigation 
Standard of 65 dBA.

4
SR 85 at Acacia near Homestead and 
Maxine Cupertino Unlikely Developed after freeway

The SR 85 Express Lanes Project may include 
a  noise study for this area.

5
SR 85 at Elderwood near Stelling 
Avenue Cupertino 55.0 Unlikely Noise measurements

Very unlikely to meet the Noise Mitigation 
Standard of 65 dBA.

6
US 101 between Las Animas Road and 
Leavesley Road (west side) Gilroy Unlikely Planned Project

H101-23:  US 101 Widening between 
Cochrane and Monterey Hwy

7
US 101 between Leavesley Road and 
Tenth Street (west side) Gilroy Unlikely Planned Project

H101-23:  US 101 Widening between 
Cochrane and Monterey Hwy

8
I-680 between Calaveras Boulevard and 
City Limits Milpitas Unlikely

Existing Soundwall, 
Planned Project

H680-01:  I-680 HOV lanes between 
Calaveras and SR 84

9
I-680 between Milpitas/Fremont border 
and Calera Creek & Jacklin Off-Ramp Milpitas Unlikely

Existing Soundwall, 
Planned Project

H680-01:  I-680 HOV lanes between 
Calaveras and SR 84

10
I-680 between Landess/Montague and 
Calaveras Boulevard Milpitas Unlikely Developed after freeway

11
I-880 SB ramp from EB SR 237 to 
Tasman Drive (west side) Milpitas 59.0 Unlikely Planned Project

The I-880 HOV IS/EA determined that the 
predicted noise level will not approach or 
exceed the noise abatement criterion (67 dBA 
Leq[h]).

12
I-880 between Montague and Great 
Mall Parkway (east side) Milpitas 56.0 - 68.0 Unlikely

Existing Soundwall, 
Planned Project

The I-880 HOV IS/EA determined that 
soundwall would not reduce noise levels by 5 
dBA.

13
SR 237/I-880 Interchange to Dixon 
Landing Road (east side) Milpitas 61.0 Unlikely Existing Soundwall

The I-880 HOV IS/EA determined that the 
predicted noise level will not approach or 
exceed the Caltrans noise abatement criterion 
(67 dBA Leq[h]).

14
Central Expressway between Rengstorff 
Avenue and Mayfield Avenue Mountain View Unlikely Planned Project

CAHSR will prepare a noise study report for 
this area.

15
Central Expressway NE of Moffett 
Boulevard Mountain View Unlikely Planned Project

CAHSR will prepare a noise study report for 
this area.

Date Revised:  5/27/2011
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Noise Reduction Screening Study Results
Eligibility for Sound Barrier Program

No. Location City
Existing Peak 
Noise Level

Benefitting 
Receptors

Sound Barrer 
Cost Notes Eligibility Reason Notes

16 SR 237 along Ferguson Drive Mountain View Unlikely Planned Project

H237-03:  Widen SR 237 for HOV lanes 
between SR 85 & east of Mathilda;  H237-01:  
SR 237/El Camino Real/Grant Rd

17
SR 85 between Central Ave and 
Middlefield Ave Mountain View Unlikely Existing Soundwall

The SR 85 Express Lanes Project may include 
a  noise study for this area.

18
SR 85 between El Camino Real and 
Sleeper Ave (west side) Mountain View 72.0 32 $1,640,520 Likely

14-feet-high barrier (2,170-feet-long).  After 
the Study began, the SR 85 Express Lanes 
was proposed as a new project.   This project 
may include a noise study for this area.

19
SR 85 west side between Sleeper 
Avenue and Brook Place Mountain View Unlikely Existing Soundwall

The SR 85 Express Lanes Project may include 
a  noise study for this area.

20
Central Expressway between Shoreline 
Boulevard and Rengstorff Avenue Mountain View Unlikely Planned Project

CAHSR will prepare a noise study report for 
this area.

21
Capitol Expressway between Capitol 
Avenue and Story Road (west side) San Jose 71.0 32 $1,106,784 Likely

12-feet-high barrier (1,708-feet-long).  Capitol 
Expressway Light Rail may include quiet 
pavement if it meets City of San Jose 
standards.

22
Capitol Expressway between Story and 
Ocala (East side) San Jose 68.0 24 $1,091,232 Likely

8-feet-high barrier (2,526-feet-long). Capitol 
Expressway Light Rail may include quiet 
pavement if it meets CSJ standards.

23
Capitol Expressway on-ramp to SB 
Route 87 San Jose Unlikely Existing Soundwall

24
I-280 northbound and southbound from 
Almaden Avenue to Coyote Creek San Jose 64.0 - 72.0 25 - 38

$3,798,900 - 
$5,992,164 Unlikely

Exceeds Reasonable Cost 
Allowance

25
I-280 northbound and southbound from 
Guadalupe River to Almaden Avenue San Jose 66.0 - 72.0 4 $231,120 Unlikely

Exceeds Reasonable Cost 
Allowance

26
I-280 northbound and southbound from 
Lincoln Avenue to Los Gatos Creek San Jose 62.0 Unlikely Mostly Commercial Uses

27
I-280 northbound and southbound from 
Los Gatos Creek to Bird Avenue San Jose 75.0 8 $474,660 Likely Meets "severe" impact criteria*.

28
I-280 northbound from McLaughlin 
Avenue to Route 101 San Jose Unlikely Developed after freeway

29

I-280 northbound, east of Lawrence 
Expressway from Loma Linda Dr. to the 
end of Lago Vista Circle San Jose Unlikely Existing Soundwall

30
I-280 southbound from Meridian Way to 
Race Street adjacent to Paula Street San Jose 69.0 11 $476,820 Likely 10-feet-high barrier (883-feet-long)

Date Revised:  5/27/2011
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Noise Reduction Screening Study Results
Eligibility for Sound Barrier Program

No. Location City
Existing Peak 
Noise Level

Benefitting 
Receptors

Sound Barrer 
Cost Notes Eligibility Reason Notes

31
I-280 southbound, from Leigh Avenue 
to Meridian Avenue San Jose 71.0 22 $565,488 Likely 8-feet-high barrier (1,309-feet-long)

32
I-280 SB at Bird Avenue to Route 87 SB 
at Hull Avenue San Jose 69.0 11 $830,088 Unlikely

Exceeds Reasonable Cost 
Allowance

CAHSR will prepare a noise study report for 
this area.

33
I-680 northbound between Alum Rock 
Avenue and Mueller Avenue (East Side) San Jose 70.0 6 $165,564 Likely 6-feet-high barrier (511-feet-long)

34

I-680 northbound between Capitol 
Expressway and Alum Rock Avenue 
(includes area adjacent to on-ramp) San Jose 71.0 28 $1,012,176 Likely 6-feet-high barrier (3,124-feet-long)

35
I-680 southbound between Alum Rock 
Avenue and Capitol Expressway San Jose 76.0 8 $907,200 Likely Meets "severe" impact criteria*.

36
I-680 northbound between McKee 
Avenue and Mabury Road San Jose Unlikely Developed after freeway

37
I-680 southbound on-ramp from 
Hostetter Road San Jose 68.0 - 69.0 35 $1,798,200 Likely

12-feet-high barrier (1,175-feet-long) and 12-
feet-high barrier (1,600-feet-long)

38

I-680 northbound off-ramp between 
Jackson Avenue and Capitol 
Expressway San Jose 71.0 36 $1,947,888 Likely 12-feet-high barrier (3,006-feet-long)

39
I-680 Northbound from Sunset to 
Jackson San Jose 69.0 14 $523,260 Likely 10-feet-high barrier (969-feet-long)

40 I-880 at Bascom Avenue San Jose 70.0 - 77.0 19 $603,072 Likely

8-feet-high barrier (614-feet-long), 8-feet-high 
barrier (530-feet-long), and 8-feet-high barrier 
(252-feet-long)

41 I-880 between Myrtle and The Alameda San Jose 66.0 18 $487,944 Likely 6-feet-high barrier (1,506-feet-long)

42 I-880 between Rock and Montague San Jose 58.0 - 62.0 Unlikely Planned Project, Soundwall

The I-880 HOV IS/EA determined that the 
predicted noise level will not approach or 
exceed the noise abatement criterion (67 dBA 
Leq[h]).

43
I-880 between Stevens Creek and I-280 
(both sides) San Jose 45.0 - 74.0 13 - 28 $3,007,200 Unlikely Planned Project

Based on the Draft EIR/EA for the I-
280/880/SCB project (11/10), soundwalls will 
be provided for these two locations.

44
Southwest Expressway between Stokes 
and DeRose San Jose Unlikely Local street

45
US 101 SB between 23rd Street and 
Coyote Creek San Jose Unlikely Planned Project

H101-25:  US 101 SB Auxiliary Lane 
Widening between I880 and McKee/Julian.  
In addition, the US 101 HOT lanes project is a 
new project that may be conducting a noise 
study of this area.

Date Revised:  5/27/2011
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Noise Reduction Screening Study Results
Eligibility for Sound Barrier Program

No. Location City
Existing Peak 
Noise Level

Benefitting 
Receptors

Sound Barrer 
Cost Notes Eligibility Reason Notes

46
Almaden Expressway NW and SE of 
Koch San Jose 68.0 16 $497,016 Likely 12-feet-high barrier (767-feet-long)

47 I-880 near 723 Park Court Santa Clara Unlikely
Existing Soundwall, 
Duplicate

Soundwalls between Bascom and The 
Alameda.  Overlaps City of San Jose Project 
on I-880 at Bascom.

48
SR 237 and Fair Oaks Way EB off-ramp 
near Persian Drive Sunnyvale Unlikely Existing Soundwall

49
SR 85 east side immediately north of 
the Fremont Avenue on-ramp Sunnyvale Unlikely Planned Project

H85-09:  Fremont Avenue Improvements at 
SR 85, H85-10:  SR 85 Auxiliary lanes 
between Homestead and Fremont.  The SR 85 
Express Lanes Project may include a  noise 
study for this area.

50
US 101 SB on-ramp from NB Fair Oaks 
Avenue Sunnyvale 68.0 12 $619,920 Likely

14-feet-high barrier (820-feet-long).  The US 
101 HOT lane project is a new project that 
may conduct a noise study for this area.

51
San Tomas Expressway NW of 
Winchester ramp Campbell 58.9 Unlikely Noise measurements

Very unlikely to meet the Noise Mitigation 
Standard of 65 dBA.

52
Foothill Expressway North Side 
between El Monte and Springer Los Altos 68.0 - 71.0 16 $1,080,000 Unlikely

Exceeds Reasonable Cost 
Allowance

53
Foothill Expressway North side between 
San Antonio and El Monte Los Altos 70.0 9 $375,840 Likely

8-feet-high barrier (870-feet-long).  X09 - 
Extend existing WB deceleration lane at San 
Antonio Road will include a noise study of 
this area.

54
Foothill Expressway North Side West 
and East of Grant Los Altos 63.0 Unlikely Noise measurements

Very unlikely to meet the Noise Mitigation 
Standard of 65 dBA.

55
Foothill Expressway North Side West of 
Newcastle Los Altos 70.0 7 $337,824 Likely 8-feet-high barrier (782-feet-long)

56
Foothill Expressway South Side 
between Magdalena and East of Loyola Los Altos 69.0 14 $729,000 Likely 10-feet-high barrier (1,350-feet-long)

57
Foothill Expressway South Side 
Between St Joseph and Vineyard Los Altos 72.0 9 $680,400 Unlikely

Exceeds Reasonable Cost 
Allowance

58
Foothill Expressway South Side West of 
Magdalena Los Altos 70.0 4 $648,000 Unlikely

Exceeds Reasonable Cost 
Allowance

59
I-280 near Eastbrook Drive at 
Magdalena Los Altos Hills 63.0 Unlikely Noise measurements

Very unlikely to meet the Noise Mitigation 
Standard of 65 dBA.

60
I-280 near Eastbrook Drive between 
Putter Way and Loyola Drive Los Altos Hills 66.0 24 $2,113,560 Unlikely

Exceeds Reasonable Cost 
Allowance

61 I-280 near Loyola and Oakridge Drive Los Altos Hills 66.0 9 $1,433,376 Unlikely
Exceeds Reasonable Cost 
Allowance

Date Revised:  5/27/2011
Page 4



Noise Reduction Screening Study Results
Eligibility for Sound Barrier Program

No. Location City
Existing Peak 
Noise Level

Benefitting 
Receptors

Sound Barrer 
Cost Notes Eligibility Reason Notes

62
I-280 near Quail Meadow Drive (at 
Mora) Los Altos Hills 62.0 Unlikely Noise measurements

Very unlikely to meet the Noise Mitigation 
Standard of 65 dBA.

63
Central Expressway NW of Moffett 
Boulevard Mountain View Unlikely Planned Project

CAHSR will prepare a noise study report for 
this area.

64
Central Expressway North side between 
SR 85 and Whisman Mountain View Unlikely Planned Project

CAHSR will prepare a noise study report for 
this area.

65

Foothill Expressway North Side West of 
Moana Court and adjacent to residences 
along Blue Oak Palo Alto 63.0 14 $864,000 Unlikely

Exceeds Reasonable Cost 
Allowance

66
Oregon/Page Mill Expressway between 
US 101 and Alma Palo Alto 65.0 1 $172,800 Unlikely

Exceeds Reasonable Cost 
Allowance

67
Almaden Expressway East side between 
Winfield and Redmond San Jose Unlikely Developed after freeway

68 Almaden Expressway NE of Foxchase San Jose Unlikely Planned Project
X03 - Widen Almaden Expwy to 8 lanes 
between Coleman and Blossom Hill

69 Almaden Expressway NW of Cherry San Jose Unlikely Planned Project
X30 - Widen Almaden Expwy to 8 lanes 
between Blossom Hill and Branham

70 Almaden Expressway SW of Trinidad San Jose 68.0 1 $93,960 Unlikely
Exceeds Reasonable Cost 
Allowance

71
Capitol Expressway NE and SE of 
Senter San Jose 69.0 33 $308,124 Likely 6-feet-high barrier (951-feet-long)

72
Capitol Expressway NW and SE of 
Vista Park San Jose Unlikely Developed after expressway

73 Capitol Expressway NW of Bluefield San Jose Unlikely Developed after expressway

74
Capitol Expressway south side between 
Vista Park and Bluefield San Jose Unlikely Developed after expressway

75 Capitol Expressway SW of Seven Trees San Jose Unlikely Existing Soundwall

76
San Tomas Expressway East Side near 
Sunnyhaven Drive San Jose 62.2 Unlikely Noise modeling

Very unlikely to meet the Noise Mitigation 
Standard of 65 dBA.

77
San Tomas Expressway West Side 
between Williams to South of Payne San Jose 62.2 Unlikely Noise modeling

Very unlikely to meet the Noise Mitigation 
Standard of 65 dBA.

78
I-280 near 26075, 26101, 26045, 26100 
Duval Way Los Altos Hills 67.0 6 $1,228,500 Unlikely

Exceeds Reasonable Cost 
Allowance

79 I-280 near 27400 Elena Road Los Altos Hills Unlikely Developed after expressway

Likely to be eligible
Borderline for cost effectiveness.  Local agency may wish to prepare additional studies to confirm eligibility.

* Noise levels are considered severe if they equal or exceed 75 dBA.  

Date Revised:  5/27/2011
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From: VTA Board Secretary  
Sent: Thursday, April 05, 2018 2:21 PM 
To: VTA Board of Directors 
Subject: VTA Information: Comments pertaining to April 5th Board Meeting Agenda Items 
 

VTA Board of Directors: 

 

Please be reminded the meeting will begin promptly at 5:30 p.m. 
 

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 
 

 

From Topic 

Members of the Public Comments regarding Agenda Item #2.1 – Final SEIR 

Certification and VTA’s BART Silicon Valley Phase II 

Extension Project Approval 

VTA Staff response to Marburg Owners Association 

regarding  Agenda Item #2.1 

VTA  Staff response to Apple, Inc. regarding  Agenda Item #2.1 

Member of the Public Comment regarding Agenda Item #8.1.B – SVRT Program 

Update 

mailto:board.secretary@vta.org


Agenda Item #2.1 

VTA Board of Directors Meeting – April 5, 2018  Page 1 
 

Public comments pertaining to the Final SEIR Certification and VTA’s BART 

Silicon Valley Phase II Extension Project Approval 
 

From: Ken Pyle  

Sent: Friday, March 30, 2018 3:03 PM 

To: VTA Board Secretary 

Cc: Kirk Vartan 

Subject: Re: VTA Board Regarding BART Extension 

 

Greetings, 

 

As follow up to my earlier email, given that VTA has apparently just endorsed the single bore option, 

which wasn't part of the original plan presented to voters (since it apparently hadn't been invented yet), 

perhaps they can also revisit some of the other assumptions like the redundancy of the Caltrain and Bart 

extension to Santa Clara.  

 

Another assumption to revisit is the need for a downtown station. The same or better results might be 

achieved by book-ending downtown with the Diridon and Alum Rock stations and eliminating the 

downtown station. Then, the city of San Jose could do something really disruptive and close off Santa 

Clara to passenger cars and just allow, electric, autonomous ride-share services (with a minimum 

number of passenger size) to operate on Santa Clara, as well as electric scooters, bikes and pedestrians. 

If it really got aggressive, San Jose could make the entire downtown area "car-free". This idea of closing 

off a main corridor to passenger cars may sound far out there, but downtown Minneapolis closed off 

their main street to cars and it is a very walkable environment; even in the middle of their cold winters. 

The reality is that the autonomous and electric technology to do this sort of thing will be commercialized 

long before BART is downtown. Heck, the electric scooters are here now and I used one yesterday to 

park outside downtown and scooter into the convention center.  

 

By eliminating a station, it would probably save a huge amount of money and it might be possible to 

mitigate some of the issues identified by BART that are associated with a single bore.  

 

Thanks, 

 

Ken Pyle 

 

On Thu, Jun 8, 2017 at 9:11 AM, Ken Pyle wrote: 

 

Honorable Board, 

 

The comments herein are in reaction to the 6/7/17 VTA presentation on Phase 2 of the BART extension 

to downtown San Jose and Santa Clara, as found here: 

 

https://youtu.be/CMuuJM5nCDo 
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The VTA is to be praised for looking at new boring technologies to presumably reduce cost and 

implementation time of the phase 2 extension.  

 

My concern is that VTA is not examining the economic viability of the extension from Diridon to the 

Santa Clara train station and whether there should be a mid-course correction.  

 

On the webinar, it was mentioned that the original alignment was looked at in the year 2000; 17 years 

ago and what will be more than a quarter century upon completion of phase 2. 

 

Given the extended time frame between project conception to completion, it would be prudent to 

examine the demand for BART from Diridon to the Santa Clara station, in light of the recent move to 

electrify and increase service frequency of Caltrain and compare it to the anticipated costs to 

understand the potential return on investment. 

• Was this frequency of Caltrain service anticipated in the year 2000 when the original alignment 

plan was created? 

• Is there the potential to coordinate with Caltrain to achieve the same outcome as an extension 

of BART to Santa Clara without building duplicate infrastructure? 

• What will be the economic impact on BART/VTA by having duplicate infrastructures? 

It was stated that the voters voted three times for the project, as presented. Yes, the voters 

voted on what was presented, but underlying assumptions may have changed since their votes.  

 

Just like VTA is looking at alternative technologies for boring, the board should not shy away from 

continually looking at alternatives that achieve the voters' desired outcome, while saving precious tax 

dollars. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Ken Pyle 

Managing Editor,  

 

Click Here to Subscribe to the Viodi View Newsletter 

 

Viodi View - http://www.viodi.com/ 

ViodiTV - http://www.viodi.tv 

Club Viodi - http://www.viodi.com/club/ 

Content Pavilion - http://www.contentpavilion.com 

 

Watch ViodiTV on TV - Click here to Download the Beta ViodiTV iOS App 
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From: Linda 

Sent: Thursday, April 05, 2018 10:12 AM 

To: VTA Board Secretary 

Subject: I am opposed to the single Bore BART tunnel 

Hi, 

I am writing because I have seen on the news that you have come to a tentative agreement for 

the single bore BART extension tunnel. I am a Civil Engineer and have grave concerns about 

opting for a single-bore instead of the double-bore solution.  The Twin bore is much safer and 

has less risk with emergencies. I know it is exciting to try for "innovative" solutions, but we 

recently saw in Florida what happens with innovative construction solutions. I think that 

pedestrian bridge collapse should give you pause. 

While the Single Bore may cost more to construct, it will be much more risky even after it opens. 

A single bore has more risk in emergencies with fire, ventilation, and earthquake than does a 

dual bore. The twin bores would be closer to the surface, facilitating faster emergency response. 

Both types will disrupt downtown during construction, but I would hope you reconsider the 

longer term risk with the single bore before deciding to proceed down that path. 

Thank you, 

Linda Zunas 

 

 



VTA Board Meeting 4/5/2018, ITEM 2.1  (Approve Phase 2 Project) 
Sean Mulligan 

 
 
KEY POINT:   “Diridon” and “Diridon Station” as used in the EIS/EIR and all further documents need to be changed 
to “San José Diridon”.   Photograph #2 is wrong (and will cost thousands of dollars to correct), as is 
Photograph #3.   This does NOT NEED to be done tonight, but it should be done well before Phase 2 
stations are put out for bid.    The sooner the change is made, the better. 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
 
DATE: April 5, 2018 
 
TO: VTA’s Board of Directors 
 
FROM: Evelynn Tran, Deputy General Counsel 
  Tom Fitzwater, BART Silicon Valley Environmental Planning Manager 
 
SUBJECT: Marburg Owners Association Comments on VTA’s BART Silicon Valley Phase 

II Extension Project Final SEIS/SEIR 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
On April 4, 2018, the Marburg Owners Association submitted a comment letter regarding VTA’s 
BART Silicon Valley Phase II Extension Project (Project) Final SEIS/SEIR. As background, 
VTA is the lead agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and is the 
agency that will need to certify the Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR). FTA is the 
lead agency under the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) and is the agency that 
released the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) and will need to issue a 
Record of Decision to complete the NEPA environmental process. The letter claims that VTA 
has not properly addressed their concerns, nor has the information been presented in such a 
manner that clearly answers their questions. As discussed below, staff believes that the Final 
SEIR complies with CEQA and recommends that the VTA Board of Directors (VTA Board) 
certify the Final SEIR and approve the recommended Project. 
 
The comments and concerns listed in the Marburg neighborhood community’s March 28, 2018 
letter are similar to the comments raised during the public comment period of the Draft 
SEIS/SEIR in December 28, 2016 through March 6, 2017. At the request of the Marburg 
neighborhood community, VTA held a community meeting on February 27, 2017 to provide 
information about the Project specific to the location and concerns of this community. 
 
Two petitions were submitted by Marburg residents (dated January 30, and March 3, 2017) along 
with individual comments on the Draft SEIS/SEIR. These comments expressed opposition to the 
tunnel alignment crossing under some of the homes in the community. VTA provided a response 
to the January 30, 2017 petition in Response to Comment Letter P32 and provided a response to 
the March 3, 2017 petition in Response to Comment Letter P78. VTA also provided responses to 
other Marburg individual comments in the responses to comments in Volume II, Chapter 2. In 
addition, to address the Marburg owners’ concerns, VTA prepared Master Response 4 – Marburg 
Place Concerns and Master Response 5 – Real Estate Acquisition for VTA Projects. Master 
Response 4 addressed the comments related to construction noise, operational noise, construction 
vibration, operational vibration, traffic during construction, health and safety, stability of 
foundations, and home values as well as provided a history of alignment alternatives considered 
at this location. Master Response 4 reiterated the conclusions that were disclosed in the Draft 
SEIS/SEIR that the Project would not result in adverse or significant impacts to the residents at 
Marburg Place. Master Response 5 provided VTA’s process for right-of-way acquisition, which 
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includes the acquisition of tunnel easements, which would be necessary within this area because 
the tunnel alignment passes under this community. In addition, based on the Marburg concerns, 
VTA expanded the alternatives analysis of this area in Volume I, Section 2.4.2.2 Alignment 
Alternatives near U.S. 101 and Alum Rock/28th Street Station. This section describes the history 
of the project alignment dating back to 2004, along with the five alternative alignments that were 
considered. This discussion includes an extensive discussion of all six alternative alignments 
considered, including the alignment in the Recommended Project Description, and why the five 
alternative alignments were removed from further consideration. 
 
Therefore, the Final SEIS/SEIR addressed noise, vibration, and safety impacts and determined 
there would be no adverse or significant impacts at Marburg Place. Alternative alignments were 
considered and rejected. And, regarding property values and compensation, VTA must comply 
with federal and state laws as explained in Master Response 5. In conclusion, VTA stands by the 
Final SEIS/SEIR as adequately disclosing and addressing the environmental impacts for the 
alignment at this location for VTA’s BART Silicon Valley Phase II Extension Project.  



BAY AREA 

,, 
PROPERTY 
SERVICES 

1661 Tice Valley Blvd. 

Suite 200 

Walnut Creek 

CA 94595-1648 

info@bayservice.net 

800-610-0757 

Office: 925-746-0542 

fax: 925-746-0554 

www. bayservice. net 

March 28, 2018 

Valley Transportation Authority 
1436 California Circle 
Milpitas, CA 95035 

Re: VT A/BART Extension 
Phase II 

Dear VTA Board of Directors: 

The Marburg Owners Association, located at Destino Circle and Marburg Way in San Jose, 
had a meeting on March 27, 2018 to discuss the newly proposed route for the VT A/BART 
Extension, which will run underneath some of the homes in the community. 

As a result of this meeting, the membership has requested that the following concerns be 
brought to the attention of the VT A Board, prior to the April 51h meeting: 

• Noise TransmissionNibration: The members of this community are concerned 
regarding noise transmission and vibration within their homes. 

• Decreased Property Values: The members of this community are concerned that 
this project will cause their property values to decrease. 

• Dismissal of Alternate Routes: The members of this community are aware that 
multiple routes were considered for this project, including running underneath 
Highway 101, but want additional information as to why the route directly impacting 
their community was chosen. 

• Safety: There are multiple elements of this project that have raised safety concerns 
for the members of this community and are listed as follows: 
1. Earthquakes: What kind of steps are being proposed to ensure that tunneling 

under these homes would not compromise the structural integrity of the 
foundations of homes in this community? 

2. Residual Chemicals: Prior to the development of this community, the land 
served as a truck stop and the members of the community are concerned that 
there will be environmental impacts once ground breaks. 

• Compensation: Will VTA be providing financial compensation to those homes that 
will be directly above the tunnel? 

Although reports and subsequent documentation have been made available to the public 
for review, the Marburg community does not feel that their concerns have been properly 
addressed; nor has the information been presented in such a manner that clearly answers 
their questions. As a result, the community is still in opposition of this project and is 
requesting that their concerns are formally noted by the Board. 

Thank you for your attention to this letter. If you have any questions, please contact me via 
email michelle@bayservice.net or by phone (925) 746-0542 x 137. 

,-

� 
Michelle N. Kolodziej, CM� 
Managing Agent for Marburg O�ssociation 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
 
DATE: April 5, 2018 
 
TO: VTA’s Board of Directors 
 
FROM: Tom Fitzwater, BART Silicon Valley Environmental Planning Manager 
 
SUBJECT: Apple Inc. Comments on VTA’s BART Silicon Valley Phase II Extension Project 

Final SEIS/SEIR 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
On April 4, 2018, Apple Inc. submitted a comment letter regarding VTA’s BART Silicon Valley 
Phase II Extension Project (Project) Final SEIS/SEIR. As background, VTA is the lead agency 
under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and is the agency that will need to 
certify the Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR). FTA is the lead agency under the 
National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) and is the agency that released the Final 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) and will need to issue a Record of 
Decision to complete the NEPA environmental process. The letter claims that VTA has not 
provided accurate information or followed CEQA’s procedural requirements.  Many of the 
claims that Apple, Inc. raises relate to individualized economic claims, which are not the focus of 
an environmental review under CEQA.  Staff believes that the Final SEIR complies with CEQA 
and recommends that the VTA Board of Directors (VTA Board) certify the Final SEIR and 
approve the recommended Project. 
   
In its letter, Apple, Inc. states that it is concerned about the unnecessary impacts of prematurely 
demolishing its critical R&D facility simply to be used as a construction lay down yard. 
However, as discussed in Volume II, Response to Comment P-85, the property where Apple’s 
facility is located would only be used as a construction staging area to construct the permanent 
facility on the site, which includes station facilities associated with Santa Clara Station. The site 
would not be demolished prematurely to be used as a construction staging area for other 
purposes or other project features that are not located on the Apple site. Therefore, Apple’s claim 
that the Project would prematurely demolish its facility for a construction lay down yard is not 
accurate.  
 
Apple, Inc. believes that the SEIS/SEIR’s construction schedule is unrealistic and misleading. 
However, as shown in Volume I, Chapter 5, a construction schedule was provided. The schedule 
in Figure 5-1 shows that construction would begin in late 2019 /early 2020 with relocation 
planning and right-of-way acquisition beginning in 2018 through 2021. Demolition activities are 
scheduled from 2019 through 2022. This schedule reflects the entire project and not any specific 
location within the project. After FTA issues the ROD, and as engineering progresses, the project 
delivery method and schedule and sequencing of construction will be defined. Once the VTA 
Board of Directors adopts a project description, VTA will work closely with all stakeholders, 
including Apple, Inc., to provide up-to-date information regarding project delivery, construction 
sequencing, and schedule. 
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Apple, Inc. states that the SEIS/SEIR does not confirm whether funding for construction of Santa 
Clara Station is committed or will be available after construction of the segment of the extension 
within the City of San Jose.  However, as described in the SEIS/SEIR, local and state funding 
has been committed for this project, and three sales tax measures have been supported by the 
voters of Santa Clara County supporting this project include construction and operation of Santa 
Clara Station. 
 
The letter from Apple, Inc. suggests that the project description is not accurate or stable. 
However, the Final SEIS/SEIR provides a clear recommended project description in Volume I, 
Chapter 2, where the project alternatives and options, along with the CEQA recommended 
project, are discussed in detail.   
 
Apple, Inc. asserts that the alternatives analysis is superficial and not responsive. However, as 
described in great detail in Volume 1, Section 2.4, Alternatives Considered And Withdrawn, a 
very detailed and extensive alternatives analysis was conducted for the location of Santa Clara 
Station. The alternatives considered, as described in this section, include a Parking Structure 
South Option, West Option, within Newhall Maintenance Facility Option, South Option, Near 
Avaya Stadium Option, and No Parking Option. These alternatives were eliminated from 
consideration because they did not result in the reduction of environmental impacts, and in some 
cases resulted in more environmental impacts, and were less operationally efficient as compared 
to the alternative selected in the recommended project description. Also, as stated in the response 
to Apple’s comment letter in P-85 of Volume II, Chapter 2, the alternatives analysis focused on 
the permanent location of the Santa Clara Station facilities because the site would not be used for 
a lay down area for any project feature other than the permanent facilities located on the site. 
Therefore, an alternatives analysis for construction staging areas elsewhere than where the 
permanent facilities are located is not warranted. Contrary to the letter’s claim, the SEIS/SEIR 
contains an abundance of analysis sufficient for project-level environmental clearance. 
 
Apple, Inc. also claims that the SEIS/SEIR fails to adequately analyze displacement of Apple, 
Inc.’s facilities. However, the SEIS/SEIR discusses in detail in the Socioeconomics Section that 
construction of the Santa Clara Station would displace one business, Apple, Inc.’s R&D facility, 
and discusses that VTA will adhere to all appropriate and applicable federal, state, and local laws 
and regulations the govern the acquisition and relocation activities of a government agency. 
 
Therefore, the SEIS/SEIR does adequately analyze the displacement of Apple, Inc.’s facilities. 
Apple, Inc. claims that the cost estimates in Chapter 9 must be revised to incorporate acquisition 
and relocation costs of Apple, Inc. However, as stated in the SEIS/SEIR, the right-of-way 
estimates, including contingencies, adequately cover all anticipated property acquisition costs for 
the Project 
 
In conclusion, VTA stands by the Final SEIS/SEIR as adequately disclosing and addressing the 
environmental impacts and mitigation measures for the VTA’s BART Silicon Valley Phase II 
Extension Project. After FTA issues the ROD VTA will coordinate actively with adjacent 
property owners and stakeholders.  



a
April 4,2018

Via Overnight Delivery and E-mail

Tom Fitzwater, SVRT Environmental Planning Manager
VTA Environmental Programs & Resources Management, Building B-2
3331 North First Street
San Jose, CA 95134
BARTPhase2EIS-EIRVTA.org

Re: VTA's BART Silicon Valley Phase II Extension Project Final Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement I Subsequent Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Fitzwater:

On March 6, 2017, Apple Inc. submitted comments to VTA Environmental Programs & Resources
Management regarding the Draft SEIS/SEIR for the BART Silicon Valley Phase II Extension
Project. As we explained at that time, Apple strongly supports expanding BART into Silicon
Valley for economic and environmental reasons. However, we had-and continue to have-
serious concerns about the unnecessary impacts of prematurely demolishing our critical research
and development (R&D) facility at 335 Brokaw Road, simply so it can be used as a temporary
construction lay down yard. We have carefully reviewed the Responses to Comments dated
February, 2018 and wanted to supplement our comments in advance of the VTA Board of
Directors' consideration of the Project at its April 5, 2018 hearing.

We fully incorporate the comments we provided on March 6, 2017. As we explained in that letter,
Apple's lease at 335 Brokaw expires in 2025 (with options to extend). Demanding that Apple
vacate this site before our initial lease term expires will require replicating this highly specialized
technology facility, in its entirety, in another location prior to demolition. To date, Apple has
invested approximately $54.5 million in 335 Brokaw and constructing a duplicate facility would
double this price. As indicated in our prior comments, this facility is critical to Apple's business,
as is operating it through 2025.

Apple is supportive of VTA' s long-term plans to use the site for a parking structure, but evicting
the company in favor of construction staging would be a significant waste of public resources and
would cause unneeded environmental impacts. For these reasons, it is essential to the decision-

Apple
One Apple Park Way
Cupertino, CA 95014

T 408 996-1010
F 408 996-0275
www.apple.com
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making process that VTA provide accurate information and follow CEQA's procedural
requirements. To date, it has not done either.

The SEIS/SEIR's Proposed Construction Schedule is Unrealistic and Misleading.

The SEIS/SEIR's analysis is based on an assumption that demolition and site preparation for the
Santa Clara Station will begin in 2019. As we are now through the first quarter of 2018, it is
essential for VTA to be more transparent and realistic about its actual construction timing for the
Santa Clara Station.

Throughout the CEQA/NEPA process, not one significant timing estimate has been accurate for
the BART extension projects, and there are still three complex BART stations to be built before
construction could realistically commence at the Santa Clara Station. To continue to assert that
335 Brokaw is needed in 2019 for a construction staging site for the Santa Clara Station strains
credulity and diminishes public credibility in this document. We have previously sought to work
with VTA to find solutions that will minimize impacts, but those solutions depend on an accurate
understanding of the construction schedule. Critical to having a meaningful dialogue with Apple
- and the public at large - is providing a realistic construction schedule.

Moreover, the SEIS/SEIR blindly fails to describe whether funding for the Santa Clara Station is
committed or will be realistically available after constructing the San Jose stations in order to start
construction by 2019. As funding for the Santa Clara Station appears to be speculative, it would
be particularly wasteful if the 335 Brokaw facility-where Apple has invested tens of millions-
is demolished and left to sit vacant while VTA continues to seek funding. And if funding is not
currently committed, VTA should be transparent and confirm a realistic timeline.

These clearly inaccurate and unsupported timing assumptions in the SEIS/SEIR's project
description unnecessarily create an economic cloud over Apple's existing R&D operations.
Without a fact-based estimate for commencement of demolition, it is not possible for the public
and decision-makers to accurately assess the environmental and economic tradeoffs required to
reduce this critical R&D facility to a staging yard.

The SEIS/SEIR's Schedule Flaws Lead to Analytical Flaws.

Numerous flaws flow from the SEIS/SEIR's superficial and conclusory timing assertion. Without
an accurate and stable project description, it is not possible to appropriately address impact
mitigation or weigh a project's potential benefits against its costs. See, e.g., County ofInyo v. City
ofLos Angeles, 71 Cal. App. 3d 185, 192 (1977). In this case, the unrealistic notion that demolition
will occur in 2019 artificially increases the significance of some impacts (e.g., requiring the
premature replication of a major technology facility elsewhere in the South Bay, and all related
construction/operational impacts) and artificially downplays the significance of others (e.g., the
wisdom of spending excess millions of dollars in eminent domain costs, relative to the value of
potentially accelerating construction, or the relative impacts of using an alternative laydown site).

The Draft SEIS/SEIR did not contain the level of detail required to understand the proposed uses
of the temporary lay down yard, the timing needs, or analytical comparisons to other interim sites



and the relative funding and cost impacts, and the Responses to Comments are too dismissive and
cursory to remedy these flaws. While the final document does refer to Apple (rather than FedEx,
or a generic "company") as the tenant at 335 Brokaw, it continues to omit any meaningful analysis
about the specific impacts ofconverting a multi-million dollar R&D facility for short term laydown
yard. Indeed, the responses focus on the long-term plans to use the site for a parking structure-

but this use is not relevant to Apple's comments, which address the consequences of early
demolition for interim purposes.

The Alternatives Analysis is Impermissibly Superficial and is Not Responsive.

This failure deprives the VTA Board of any meaningful opportunity to assess the relative
feasibility and impacts of alternative lay down sites. As we have described, unlike 335 Brokaw,
there are multiple alternative sites in the area that would not require any building demolition to
accommodate construction staging,. Unfortunately, these alternative temporary construction lay
down sites are summarily dismissed with non-responsive statements which, again, assert that the
sites are not suitable for permanent BART facilities (e.g., Response P85-3 regarding Newhall
Maintenance Facility, 2016 South Option, BAE Systems site). As stated in our March 2017 letter,
Apple is supportive of the permanent use of 335 Brokaw, but the response nonetheless focuses
exclusively on why these alternative sites are not feasible for the permanent station. This response
is totally unresponsive to our comment. None of the reasons cited for rejecting the alternative sites
as a site for the station have any relevance to locating the temporary lay down on those sites. The
document still fails to explain why demolishing an existing, high value building for a temporary
construction lay down yard is environmentally (let alone economically) superior to using nearby
vacant lots for this temporary purpose. This conclusory analysis certainly does not provide the
project-level detail needed to provide the public and decision-makers with evidence to weigh
options and understand environmental impacts.

Given the current lack ofdetail, in our view it would make more sense for the construction of Santa
Clara Station to be described as "Phase IIB" or "Phase III." Treating it as a separate phase, to be
analyzed in detail later, would better match the superficial analysis devoted to the Santa Clara
Station's construction impacts. The current analysis is programmatic at best.

The SEIS/SEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze Displacement of Apple's Facilities.

In response to our comments that the analysis treated 335 Brokaw as vacant, only superficial
changes were made to replace the word "vacant" with "leased to a research and development
tenant." The response also asserted that the analysis actually assumed Apple's use of the building.
However, the response fails to cite to any analysis in the document of environmental impacts
arising from demolishing and relocating Apple's facilities, as opposed to a vacant warehouse. As
described in our March 2017 letter, the environmental impacts associated with replicating this
state-of-the-art facility at another location and demolishing the existing facilities are far greater
than demolishing a vacant building. Indeed, the response admits that such analysis was not
actually done: "The change of tenant from FedEx to Apple and the nature of Apple's work does
not result in any new significant impacts or new physical impacts from a CEQA perspective."
Response P85-4. This response says that there is no difference between demolishing a vacant
warehouse and the highly complex, expensive, and wasteful process of first replicating a high



technology facility elsewhere and removing and demolishing the existing facility. There are far
greater air quality, noise, traffic and other impacts associated with the latter, yet none of this has
been accounted for.

The claim that the acquisition of the Apple facility is feasible is similarly dismissive, as it simply
states that the acquisition was included in the cost estimates described in Chapter 9, Financial
Considerations. This is highly doubtful, and certainly impossible to determine based on the
information provided. Apple has invested tens ofmillions ofdollars in 335 Brokaw and VTA will
need to account for the cost of replicating this investment at another site. Notably, there were no
changes made to Chapter 9 relating to costs despite the fact that our March 2017 letter provided
new information. It is simply not credible that VTA had originally included an accurate accounting
of this acquisition cost when it lacked critical information.

Conclusion

For all of these reasons, Apple continues to request that VTA take a hard look at alternatives that
would avoid premature demolition of 335 Brokaw, in favor of feasible and less impactful
construction lay down locations. In particular, we suggest that the VTA Board request a
construction timeline based on availability of funding and construction progress at the earlier
stations. To be defensible, the CEQA/NEPA document must disclose and properly assess this
critical information. This information is also required for a well-informed discussion between
VTA and Apple and will help both parties to find the best outcome. Again, we remain committed
to a successful outcome for this project, but achieving that requires meaningful discussions about
how to minimize costly and environmentally harmful impacts associated with the premature
demolition of this important facility.

Very truly yours,

Matthew I. Currie
Director, Real Estate Law
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And now for a reading from page 25 of the  VTA/BART November 2001 Comprehensive 
Agreement: 
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From: VTA Board Secretary  
Sent: Friday, April 06, 2018 8:52 AM 
To: VTA Board of Directors 
Subject: From VTA: April 6, 2018 Media Clips 
 

 

VTA Daily News Coverage for Friday, April 6, 2018 
1. VTA board approves single-bore subway in San Jose, BART supports it (Silicon Valley 

Business Journal) 

2. BART Phase II Vote (various news stations) 

3. By the Numbers: Silicon Valley’s Long-Awaited BART Extension (San Jose Inside) 

 

VTA board approves single-bore subway in San Jose, BART supports it (Silicon 

Valley Business Journal) 

After a year and a half of talks to bridge the gap with BART, the Valley Transportation Authority 
board on Thursday approved, with a 12-0 vote, the once controversial single-bore tunnel for 
San Jose’s subway. That option is almost certain to win BART’s acceptance later this month. 
"The recent work on the tunneling options over the last 18 months have been very mind-
opening," BART's deputy general manager, Robert Powers, told the board. "We have lined up 
behind the tunneling options presented before you today. We’re going to be recommending to 
our board the single-bore tunneling methodology." 
VTA is in charge of building the BART extension from its nearly completed Berryessa station 
beneath the city to Santa Clara and BART will operate the trains, but until recently the two 
transportation agencies had been at odds over what kind of tunnel to build. 
The single bore is heavily supported by downtown business interests and San Jose’s city 
councilmembers on the VTA board, including board chair and San Jose Mayor Sam Liccardo, 
because it would be far less disruptive to business and traffic during the construction period. 
BART originally favored twin bores because that’s the subway technology used elsewhere on its 
system and in much of the rest of the world and it's already familiar with that method's 
operating and safety characteristics. 
Beyond the technical issues involved with whether to bore one large tube beneath Santa Clara 
Street or two smaller ones, the split between the two transit agencies threatened the federal 
share of funding for the $4.7 billion project. About $3.2 billion comes from the county's 2016 
Measure B sales tax increase and other local and state funds, but the Federal Transit 
Administration is being counted on for $1.5 billion and could have balked had not VTA and 
BART agreed on exactly what to build. 

https://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/news/2018/04/05/san-jose-bart-subway-single-double-bore-vote-vta.html
https://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/search/results?q=Robert%20Powers
https://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/search/results?q=Sam%20Liccardo


“Over a year and a half, we were able to come together on one plan,” VTA General 
Manager Nuria Fernandez said in an interview. 
With a past history of dealing with upset community members during downtown light rail 
construction in the mid-1980s and, most recently, bus rapid transit lanes on Alum Rock Avenue, 
Fernandez began looking for ways to mitigate concerns in 2014. A solution emerged in 
Barcelona, Spain, which built the most recent extension of its subway system with two train 
tracks running within one large tube. 
The advantage of constructing that kind of tunnel is that the tunnel is large enough to contain 
stations within the tube, which is dug underground by a mole-like tunnel boring machine. 
The smaller twin tubes require a larger station box, which must be excavated from the surface. 
That tunneling method would have required closures of Santa Clara Street for two years. 

BART Phase II Vote (various news stations) 

KPIX  11pm 
KPIX  6pm 
KTVU 10 pm  
By the Numbers: Silicon Valley’s Long-Awaited BART Extension (San Jose Inside) 

Regional transit officials announced this week that it would bring BART to the South Bay by way 
of one tunnel, not two. The decision was applauded as a victory for downtown San Jose, where 
businesses worried that a double-bore design would cause more disruption and take an 
economic toll on the community. Here’s a look at the cost and impact of BART’s Silicon Valley 
extension. 

The number of tunnels BART plans to bore under San Jose, the agency made 
last week with its project partner, the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA). For 
years, local stakeholders worried that the agencies would opt for a double-bore tunnel, which 
would have been more costly and more disruptive. 

The number of feet below ground the single-bore BART tunnel would lie. That’s 
about 30 feet deeper than the double-tunnel design. 

The number of miles the BART tunnel would traverse under downtown, completing a 16-
mile extension from Fremont. 

https://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/search/results?q=Nuria%20Fernandez
http://mms.tveyes.com/MediaCenterPlayer.aspx?u=aHR0cDovL21lZGlhY2VudGVyLnR2ZXllcy5jb20vZG93bmxvYWRnYXRld2F5LmFzcHg%2FVXNlcklEPTQ2OTk3OCZNRElEPTk1OTgwMjkmTURTZWVkPTE5NDQmVHlwZT1NZWRpYQ%3D%3D
http://mms.tveyes.com/MediaCenterPlayer.aspx?u=aHR0cDovL21lZGlhY2VudGVyLnR2ZXllcy5jb20vZG93bmxvYWRnYXRld2F5LmFzcHg%2FVXNlcklEPTQ2OTk3OCZNRElEPTk1OTgwMDkmTURTZWVkPTQ1NTAmVHlwZT1NZWRpYQ%3D%3D
http://mms.tveyes.com/MediaCenterPlayer.aspx?u=aHR0cDovL21lZGlhY2VudGVyLnR2ZXllcy5jb20vZG93bmxvYWRnYXRld2F5LmFzcHg%2FVXNlcklEPTQ2OTk3OCZNRElEPTk1OTgwMjImTURTZWVkPTQ2NDUmVHlwZT1NZWRpYQ%3D%3D
http://www.sanjoseinside.com/2018/04/05/by-the-numbers-silicon-valleys-long-awaited-bart-extension/
http://www.sanjoseinside.com/2018/04/02/bart-backs-one-tunnel-option-for-downtown-san-jose-extension/


The total 
cost of bringing BART from San Jose’s under-construction Berryessa hub to the Diridon Station 
in downtown. That’s on top of the $2.3 billion to build the BART line from Fremont to north San 
Jose. Of the $4.7 billion projected for the final Berryessa-to-Diridon extension, $1 billion comes 
from a sales tax passed by voters in 2000, $1.5 billion from another voter-approved sales tax in 
2016 and the rest from federal, state and regional allocations. 

The estimated average daily 
ridership boost from BART’s six planned Silicon Valley stations by 2035, according to the VTA. 
Current daily BART ridership averages about 430,000 for the Bay Area as a whole. 

The number of parking spaces transit 
officials plan to build by 2035 to accommodate the influx of Silicon Valley’s BART passengers. 
Sources: VTA, BART 
 



From: VTA Board Secretary  
Sent: Friday, April 06, 2018 2:56 PM 
To: VTA Board of Directors 
Subject: VTA Information: April 20, 2018, VTA Board of Directors Workshop Cancellation Notice  
 

VTA Board of Directors: 

 

Please be advised that the VTA Board of Directors Workshop Meeting scheduled for April 20, 

2018 has been cancelled.  
 

You may now access the Cancellation Notice on our website here. 

 

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 

 

 
 
 

http://vtaorgcontent.s3-us-west-1.amazonaws.com/Site_Content/bod_042018_ws_can.pdf


From: VTA Board Secretary  
Sent: Friday, April 06, 2018 4:12 PM 
To: VTA Board of Directors 
Subject: FW: Proposed LAFCO Budget for Fiscal Year 2018-2019 
 

VTA Board of Directors: 

 

Per LAFCO’s request, we are forwarding you their proposed Budget for Fiscal Year 2018-2019. 

 

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 [mailto:Emmanuel.Abello@ceo.sccgov.org]  
Sent: Friday, April 06, 2018 3:57 PM 
Subject: Proposed LAFCO Budget for Fiscal Year 2018-2019 
 
The Clerk of the Board of Supervisors, City Clerks and Special District Clerks: 
Please distribute this attachment 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 
(408) 993-4705 

www.santaclaralafco.org 

 
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.   

 

mailto:Emmanuel.Abello@ceo.sccgov.org
http://www.santaclaralafco.org/


 

 

 
April 6, 2018 
 
TO:  County Executive, Santa Clara County 

City Managers, Cities in Santa Clara County 
District Managers, Special Districts in Santa Clara County 

 
FROM: Neelima Palacherla, LAFCO Executive Officer 
 
SUBJECT: PROPOSED LAFCO BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 2018-2019 

 
Please find attached the Proposed LAFCO Budget for Fiscal Year 2018-2019, as approved 
by LAFCO at a public hearing on April 4, 2018. LAFCO is scheduled to consider 
adoption of its Final Budget at a public hearing on Wednesday, June 6, 2018, at 1:15 PM. 
The LAFCO meeting will be held in the Board Chambers, 70 West Hedding Street, San 
Jose. 
 
The County Auditor will invoice the cities, independent special districts and the County 
for LAFCO costs based on the Final Budget adopted by LAFCO. 
 
The attached Budget Report reviews the status of LAFCO’s current work plan and 
budget, sets forth a work plan for the upcoming fiscal year, and includes a proposed 
budget for Fiscal Year 2018-2019 along with background information about the projected 
expenditures and revenues. 
 
Should you have any questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact me. 
Thank you. 
 
Attachment:  Staff Report and Proposed LAFCO Budget for Fiscal Year 2018-2019 
 
 
 
cc: Board of Supervisors, Santa Clara County 
 City Council Members, Cities in Santa Clara County 
 Board of Directors, Special Districts in Santa Clara County 
 Santa Clara County Cities Association 
 Santa Clara County Special Districts Association 



 

 

 

 

LAFCO MEETING: April 4, 2018 

TO:    LAFCO 

FROM:  Neelima Palacherla, Executive Officer 

SUBJECT: PROPOSED LAFCO BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 2019 

 

FINANCE COMMITTEE / STAFF RECOMMENDATION  

1. Adopt the Proposed Budget for Fiscal Year 2018-2019.  

2. Find that the Proposed Budget for Fiscal Year 2019 is expected to be adequate to 
allow the Commission to fulfill its statutory responsibilities.  

3. Authorize staff to transmit the Proposed Budget adopted by the Commission 
including the estimated agency costs as well as the LAFCO public hearing notice on 
the adoption of the Fiscal Year 2019 Final Budget to the cities, the special districts, 
the County, the Cities Association and the Special Districts Association.  

BACKGROUND 

LAFCO Budget Process Requirements 

The Cortese Knox Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 (CKH Act) 
which became effective on January 1, 2001, requires LAFCO, as an independent agency, 
to annually adopt a draft budget by May 1 and a final budget by June 15 at noticed 
public hearings. Both the draft and the final budgets are required to be transmitted to the 
cities, the special districts and the County. Government Code §56381(a) establishes that 
at a minimum, the budget must be equal to that of the previous year unless the 
Commission finds that reduced staffing or program costs will nevertheless allow it to 
fulfill its statutory responsibilities. Any unspent funds at the end of the year may be 
rolled over into the next fiscal year budget. After adoption of the final budget by 
LAFCO, the County Auditor is required to apportion the net operating expenses of the 
Commission to the agencies represented on LAFCO.  

April 4, 2018 
AGENDA ITEM # 4 



Page 2 of 10 

 

LAFCO and the County of Santa Clara entered into a Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) (effective since July 2001), under the terms of which, the County provides 
staffing, facilities, and services to LAFCO. The associated costs are reflected in the 
proposed LAFCO budget. LAFCO is a stand-alone, separate fund within the County’s 
accounting and budget system and the LAFCO budget information is formatted using 
the County’s account descriptions/codes.  

Fiscal Year 2018-2019 Budget Timeline 

Dates  Staff Tasks / LAFCO Action  

March 12 - 
April 4 

Notice period, Draft Budget posted on LAFCO website and available for 
review and comment 

April 4 LAFCO public hearing on adoption of Draft Budget 

April 5 Draft Budget, draft apportionments and LAFCO public hearing notice 
on Final Budget transmitted to agencies  

June 6 Public hearing and adoption of Final Budget  

June 6 -  
July 1 

Final Budget transmitted to agencies; Auditor requests payment from 
agencies 

 

LAFCO FINANCE COMMITTEE 

At its February 7, 2018 LAFCO meeting, the Commission appointed Commissioners 
Hall, Jimenez, and Rennie to the LAFCO Finance Committee, and directed the 
Committee to develop a draft budget for Commission consideration.  

The Finance Committee held a meeting on March 19, 2018. The Committee discussed 
issues related to the budget including the highlights and progress on the current year 
work plan, and the status of the current year budget.  

The Committee recommended that the Commission arrange for an annual audit of 
LAFCO’s financial statements to be conducted by an independent auditor and directed 
that staff research for the full Commission’s consideration, potential costs associated 
with retaining an independent auditor. See Agenda Item #5 for a full discussion of this 
issue.  

The Committee directed that staff present for the full Commission’s consideration and 
adoption (at the June 2018 meeting), a revision of the LAFCO fee schedule in order to 
reflect current staff rates; and a proposed policy on LAFCO fee waivers so as to achieve 
full cost recovery and offset costs to funding agencies.  
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The Committee also recommended that staff initiate a classification and compensation 
review for the LAFCO Clerk position, in order to better reflect the requirements, duties 
and responsibilities of the position. The position was last reviewed and revised in 2008. 
Since that time, the Clerk’s duties have progressively and substantially increased due to 
various changes in LAFCO’s operations and State law. The MOU between the County 
and LAFCO provides a window of time within which LAFCO may request that the 
County conduct such a review. Staff will coordinate with the County and present the 
issue for Commission consideration at a future meeting in a timely manner.   

STATUS OF CURRENT YEAR (FISCAL YEAR 2018) WORK PLAN AND BUDGET  

Attachment A depicts the current status of the work items/projects in the Fiscal Year 
2018 Work Program. In addition to reviewing and processing LAFCO applications and 
engaging in various local / regional projects, a major focus of LAFCO’s work during this 
fiscal year centered around two important matters – (1.) recruitment, hiring and training 
of the new LAFCO Analyst and (2.) launching the effort to prepare and implement a 
Public Communications and Outreach Plan.  

The LAFCO Annual Report which will be published at the end of the current fiscal year 
will document the applications processed by LAFCO and the various activities/projects 
that LAFCO has engaged in or completed in Fiscal Year 2018.  

Attachment B depicts the current Fiscal Year budget status. The adopted LAFCO budget 
for FY 2018 is $1,084,733. Based on information through the end of February 2018, total 
year-end projected expenditures for FY 2018 would be approximately $182,333 or 16% 
less than the adopted budget for FY 2018. Revenue for FY 2018 is projected to be slightly 
lower than that projected in the adopted budget for FY 2018. The County, the cities and 
the independent special districts paid their respective shares of LAFCO’s FY 2018 costs 
as apportioned by the County Controller. The actual fund balance rolled over at the end 
of FY 2017 was $331,177, which is approximately $84,338 ($331,177- $246,839) more than 
projected in the adopted FY 2018 budget.  

It is projected that there will be a savings or fund balance of approximately $259,171 at 
the end of Fiscal Year 2018, which will be carried over to reduce the proposed Fiscal Year 
2019 costs for the funding agencies (cities, independent special districts and the County). 

Projected Year-End [FY 18] Fund Balance =   (Projected Year-End [FY 18] Revenue + Actual 
Fund Balance from Previous Fiscal Year [FY 17] + 
Funds Received from Local Agencies in FY 18) – 
(Projected Year-End [FY 18] Expenses) 

=  ($31,500+ $331,177 + $798,894) - $902,400 

=  $259,171 



Page 4 of 10 

 

Please note that the fund balance excludes the $150,000 set aside as the reserve, which is 
expected to be unused at the end of FY 2018, and will be rolled over to the next year as-is 
and maintained as the reserve. 

PROPOSED WORK PROGRAM FOR FISCAL YEAR 2018-2019 

LAFCO is mandated by the state to process jurisdictional boundary change applications 
in accordance with the provisions of the Cortese Knox Hertzberg Act. Associated with 
this mandate, LAFCO has several responsibilities/requirements including but not limited 
to adopting written policies and procedures, maintaining a website, serving as a 
conducting authority for protest proceedings and conducting public hearings and 
providing adequate public notice. Other state mandates for LAFCO include conducting 
sphere of influence reviews and updates for cities and special districts within the county 
once every five years, or as necessary, after preparing the associated service reviews for 
the agencies.  

The LAFCO work program for FY 2018- 2019 is presented in Attachment C. Some key 
items in the proposed work plan include the preparation and implementation of the 
Public Communications and Outreach Plan; development of a plan for and 
establishment of priorities for conducting the next round of service reviews; and the 
comprehensive review and update of LAFCO policies and procedures in order to 
provide better clarity; among other ongoing projects. Further, staff is currently working 
with the CALAFCO Executive Director in exploring the potential for hosting the 2019 
CALAFCO Staff Workshop in San Jose. CALAFCO has issued a RFP for a facility to hold 
the event in the area. The Workshop will be held in April 2019 and the host LAFCO’s 
responsibilities include organizing a mobile workshop, coordinating opening remarks, 
recommending local sponsors, organizing a Bounty of the County reception, 
participating on the program committee, and designing workshop logo/flyer and so on, 
among other things. 

The Committee discussed the proposed work plan for Fiscal Year 2019 and 
recommended it for Commission consideration and adoption. 

PROPOSED BUDGET: FISCAL YEAR 2017-2018 

The Finance Committee recommended the Proposed FY 2019 Budget, for the full 
Commission’s consideration and approval. (See Attachment D). The following is a 
detailed itemization of the proposed budget.  

EXPENDITURES 

Expenditures are divided into two main sections: Staff Salary and Benefits (Object 1), 
and Services and Supplies (Object 2).  
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OBJECT 1. SALARIES AND BENEFITS    

This includes the salary and benefits for the four current LAFCO staff positions 
including Executive Officer, the two Analyst positions and Clerk position. All four of 
these positions are staffed through the County Executive’s Office. The County projects 
that the salaries and benefits for the four LAFCO positions would total approximately 
$691,802 in FY 2019. The proposed amount is based on the best available projections 
from the County. Any further changes to the projections for these four positions that 
occur within the next couple of months will be reflected in the Final LAFCO budget. 

OBJECT 2. SERVICES AND SUPPLIES 

5255100 INTRA-COUNTY PROFESSIONAL   $45,000 

This amount includes the costs for services from various County agencies such as the 
County Surveyor’s Office, the County Assessors’ Office, and the Registrar of Voters.  

The County Surveyor assists with map review and approval for boundary change 
proposals. In addition, the Surveyor’s Office also assists with research to resolve 
boundary discrepancies. The County Assessor’s Office prepares reports for LAFCO and 
the Registrar of Voters provides data necessary for processing LAFCO applications. This 
item also allows LAFCO to seek GIS mapping services including maintenance and 
technical assistance from the County Planning Office, as necessary.  

5255800 LEGAL COUNSEL   $70,200 

This item covers the cost for general legal services for the fiscal year.  

In February 2009, the Commission retained the firm of Best Best & Krieger for legal 
services on a monthly retainer. The contract was amended in 2010 to reduce the number 
of total hours required to 240 hours per year. The contract sets the hourly rate and allows 
for an annual automatic adjustment to the rates based on the Consumer Price Index 
(CPI). In 2017, the contract was once again amended to increase the monthly retainer and 
limit the CEQA work within the retainer to 24 hours annually. Any additional CEQA 
work above 24 hours would be charged outside the retainer at the same hourly rate. 

The monthly retainer for FY 2019 increases to $5,573, based on a 3.2% increase in the 
Consumer Price Index for the prior calendar year (2017). This item covers the annual 
retainer fees and includes additional monies to cover approximately 10 hours of work 
outside the retainer.  

5255500 CONSULTANT SERVICES   $100,000  

This item is budgeted for hiring consultants to assist LAFCO with special projects such 
as for preparing service reviews, facilitating a strategic planning workshop, scanning 
LAFCO records into LaserFische, and conducting the annual financial audit, among 
others. The Commission must take action to authorize such special projects prior to any 
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expenditures. This item also includes costs associated with ongoing existing contracts 
such as costs for hosting the LAFCO website by an outside provider.   

5285700 MEAL CLAIMS   $750 

This item is being maintained at $750. 

5220200 INSURANCE   $6,000 

This item is for the purpose of purchasing general liability insurance and workers’ 
compensation coverage for LAFCO. In 2010, LAFCO switched from the County’s 
coverage to the Special District Risk Management Authority (SDRMA), for the provision 
of general liability insurance. Additionally, LAFCO also obtains workers’ compensation 
coverage for its commissioners from SDRMA. Workers’ compensation for LAFCO staff is 
currently covered by the County and is part of the payroll charge. For Fiscal Year 2019, 
Workers Compensation coverage costs are estimated at $850 and General Liability 
insurance costs are estimated at $5,000. 

5270100  RENT & LEASE 

This item includes the rent for the new office space lease which amounts to $42,764 for 
FY 2019. 

5250100 OFFICE EXPENSES   $10,000 

This item includes funds for purchase of books, periodicals, and small equipment and 
supplies, including photocopier costs.  

5255650 DATA PROCESSING SERVICES   $4,123 

This item includes costs associated with County Information Services Department 
providing IT services to the LAFCO program including Enterprise Content Management 
services and solutions ($1,891), Claranet services ($1,350), security services ($728), and 
sccLearn ($154).  

5225500 COMMISSIONER’S FEES   $10,000 

This item covers the $100 per diem amount for LAFCO commissioners and alternate 
commissioners to attend LAFCO meetings and committee meetings.  

5260100 PUBLICATIONS AND LEGAL NOTICES   $2,500 

This is being maintained at $2,500 and includes costs associated with publication of 
hearing notices for LAFCO applications and other projects/ studies, as required by state 
law. 

5245100 MEMBERSHIP DUES   $8,926 

This amount includes funding for membership dues to CALAFCO – the California 
Association of LAFCOs. Dues were increased only by the CPI for FY 2018-19 (2.9%). As a 
result, the 2019 CALAFCO dues will increase to $8,926.  
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5250750 PRINTING AND REPRODUCTION   $1,500 

This covers printing expenses for reports such as service reviews or other studies.  

5285800 BUSINESS TRAVEL  $16,000 

This item includes costs incurred by staff and commissioners to attend conferences and 
workshops. It would cover air travel, accommodation, conference registration and other 
expenses at the conferences. CALAFCO annually holds a Staff Workshop and an Annual 
Conference that is attended by commissioners as well as staff. In addition, this item 
covers expenses for travel to the CALAFCO Legislative Committee meetings and the 
CALAFCO Executive Board meetings. Commissioner Wilson serves on the CALAFCO 
Legislative Committee and on the Executive Board; and EO Palacherla serves on the 
CALAFCO Legislative Committee.  

5285300 PRIVATE AUTOMOBILE MILEAGE   $2,000 

This item provides for mileage reimbursement when staff travels by private car to 
conduct site visits and attend meetings / training sessions. 

5285200 TRANSPORTATION AND TRAVEL (for use of County car)   $605 

This item would cover costs associated with the use of a County vehicle for travel to 
conferences, workshops, site visits and meetings.  

5281600 OVERHEAD   ($79,368) 

This is an amount established by the County Controller’s Office, for service rendered by 
various County departments that do not directly bill LAFCO. The overhead includes 
LAFCO’s share of the County’s FY 2018 Cost Allocation Plan which is based on actual 
overhead costs from FY 2017 – the most recent year for which actual costs are available.  
Although the budgeted amount is $79,368, the County recently informed staff that 
LAFCO will be billed for only $69,944 as the County had mistakenly applied a charge of 
$9,424 for LAFCO facilities. Since the County’s Cost Allocation Plan cannot be revised at 
this time, the original amount of $79,368 will remain in the LAFCO Budget in order to 
avoid issues in the County’s accounting system. The overhead includes the following 
charges from: 

County Executive’s Office:  $21,641 
Controller-Treasurer:    $7,795 
Employee Services Agency:   $3,928 
OBA:       $343 
BHS-MH - Employee:    $138 
ISD Intergovernmental Service: $821 
ISD:      $2,213 
Procurement:    $3,336 



Page 8 of 10 

 

Further, a “roll forward” is applied which is calculated by comparing FY 2017 Cost Plan 
estimates with FY 2017 actuals. The FY 2017 cost estimates were lower than the actuals 
by $29,729, this amount is added to the FY 2019 Cost Plan. This is a state requirement.  

5275200 COMPUTER HARDWARE   $3,000 

This item is designated for any required hardware upgrades / purchases.  

5250800 COMPUTER SOFTWARE   $4,000 

This amount is designated for computer software purchases, and annual licenses for GIS 
software and records management (LaserFische) hardware/software annual maintenance 
agreement.  

5250250 POSTAGE    $2,000 

This amount covers postage costs associated with mailing notices, agendas, agenda 
packets and other correspondence and is being maintained at $2,000. 

5252100 TRAINING PROGRAMS   $2,000 

This item covers the costs associated with attendance at staff development courses and 
seminars. CALAFCO conducts CALAFCO University Courses throughout the year on 
topics of relevance to LAFCO.  

REVENUES 

4103400 APPLICATION FEES   $30,000 

It is anticipated that LAFCO will receive approximately $30,000 in fees from processing 
applications. The actual amount earned from fees depends entirely on the level of 
application activity.  

4301100 INTEREST   $4,000 

It is estimated that LAFCO will receive an amount of approximately $4,000 from interest 
earned on LAFCO funds. 

RESERVES 

3400800 RESERVES   $150,000 

This item includes reserves for two purposes: litigation reserve – for use if LAFCO is 
involved with any litigation and contingency reserve - to be used for unexpected 
expenses. If used during the year, this account will be replenished in the following year. 
Since 2012, the reserves have been retained in a separate Reserves account, thus 
eliminating the need for LAFCO to budget each year for this purpose. LAFCO currently 
retains $150,000 in reserves separate from operating expenses.  
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COST APPORTIONMENT TO CITIES, INDEPENDENT SPECIAL DISTRICTS AND COUNTY 

In January 2013, independent special districts were seated on LAFCO. Government Code 
§56381(b)(1)(A) provides that when independent special districts are represented on 
LAFCO, the county, cities and independent special districts must each provide a one-
third share of LAFCO’s operational budget. 

The City of San Jose has permanent membership on LAFCO pursuant to Government 
Code Section 56327. As required by Government Code §56381.6(b), the City of San Jose’s 
share of LAFCO costs must be in the same proportion as its member bears to the total 
membership on the commission, excluding the public member. The remaining cities’ 
share must be apportioned in proportion to each city’s total revenues, as reported in the 
most recent edition of the Cities Annual Report published by the Controller, as a 
percentage of the combined city revenues within a county.  

Government Code Section 56381 provides that the independent special districts’ share 
shall be apportioned in proportion to each district’s total revenues as a percentage of the 
combined total district revenues within a county. The Santa Clara County Special 
Districts Association (SDA), at its August 13, 2012 meeting, adopted an alternative 
formula for distributing the independent special districts’ share to individual districts. 
The SDA’s agreement requires each district’s cost to be based on a fixed percentage of 
the total independent special districts’ share. 

Therefore in Santa Clara County, the County pays a third of LAFCO’s operational costs, 
the independent special districts pay a third, the City of San Jose pays one sixth and the 
remaining cities pay one sixth. Government Code §56381(c) requires the County Auditor 
to request payment from the cities, independent special districts and the County no later 
than July 1 of each year for the amount each agency owes based on the net operating 
expenses of the Commission and the actual administrative costs incurred by the Auditor 
in apportioning costs and requesting payment.  

Calculation of Net Operating Expenses  

FY 2019 Net Operating Expenses =  (Proposed FY 2019 Expenditures) – (Proposed FY 
2019 Fee & Interest Revenues + Projected Fund 
Balance from FY 2018) 

 = $809,367  

  

Please note that the projected operating expense for FY 2019 is based on projected 
savings and expenses for the current year. Further revisions may be needed as we get a 
better indication of current year expenses/revenues towards the end of this fiscal year. 
Additionally, a more accurate projection of costs/revenues for the upcoming fiscal year 
could become available, particularly for employee salary/benefits. This could result in 
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changes to the proposed net operating expenses for FY 2019 which could in turn impact 
the costs for each of the agencies. The following is a draft apportionment to the agencies 
based on the proposed net operating expenses for FY 2019.  

FY 2019 COST TO AGENCIES   

County of Santa Clara  $269,789 

City of San Jose  $134,895 

Remaining 14 Cities in the County $134,895 

17 Independent Special Districts  $269,789 

 

Apportionment of the costs among the 14 cities and among the 17 independent special 
districts will be calculated by the County Controller’s Office after LAFCO adopts the 
final budget in June. In order to provide each of the cities and districts with a general 
indication of their costs in advance, Attachment E includes draft estimated 
apportionments based on the selected budget option.   

 

 

ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment A: Status of FY 2018 Work Plan 

Attachment B:  Status of FY 2018 Budget  

Attachment C:  Proposed Work Program for Fiscal Year 2019 

Attachment D:  Proposed LAFCO Budget for Fiscal Year 2019 

Attachment E:  Estimated Costs to Agencies Based on the Proposed Budget 



PROJECTS STATUS 

LA
FC

O
 

AP
PL

IC
AT

IO
N

S Process applicant initiated LAFCO proposals Ongoing, as needed 
Comment on potential LAFCO applications, City General Plan 
updates and/ or related environmental documents  

Ongoing, as needed 

Respond to public enquiries re. LAFCO policies, procedures and 
filing requirements for LAFCO applications 

Ongoing, as needed 

IS
LA

N
D 

AN
N

EX
AT

IO
N

S Conduct outreach to cities with islands, follow up on responses 
including review/research of city limits/ USA boundaries, provide 
assistance with potential annexations and potential USA 
amendments  

Ongoing, as needed 

Review and finalize city-conducted island annexations Ongoing, as needed 

PU
BL

IC
 O

U
TR

EA
CH

 /
 

CO
M

M
U

N
IC

AT
IO

N
 Develop and implement a public information /communications 

strategy 
In progress 

Participate in CALAFCO conferences / workshops/ white papers Ongoing 

Conduct workshops and/or make presentations re. LAFCO 
program, policies and procedures to local agencies, 
organizations, commissioners, community groups, staff 

Ongoing 

Participate in local, regional, statewide organizations: SDA, 
SCCAPO, CALAFCO, GIS Working Group 

Ongoing 

SE
RV

IC
E 

RE
VI

EW
 

&
 S

PH
ER

E 
U

PD
AT

ES
 

 

Develop a plan, strategies and priorities for conducting the next 
round of service reviews 

TBD 

Continue to follow up on implementation of recommendations 
from previous service reviews, as necessary, encouraging 
principles of good governance and management for special 
districts  

Ongoing 

AD
M

IN
IS

TR
AT

IO
N

 

Prepare budget, and work plan Ongoing 
Revise LAFCO fee schedule and draft a fee waiver policy In progress 
Conduct a Strategic Planning Workshop for LAFCO TBD 
Maintain and enhance LAFCO Website Ongoing 
Maintain LAFCO database Ongoing 
Maintain LAFCO’s electronic document management system Ongoing 
Prepare Annual Report August 2017 
Recruit and hire staff for the new LAFCO Analyst position. Staff 
training and development  

December 2017 
Ongoing 

Staff performance evaluation April – May 2018 
Other administrative functions required of a public agency Ongoing 

O
TH

ER
 

Review and update policies and procedures Ongoing 

Mapping Mutual Water companies Ongoing 

JPA filings On going 

Track LAFCO related legislation (CALAFCO Leg. Committee) Ongoing 

Participation / comment on the County / OSA’s CAPP On going 
Conduct Special District member election to the Countywide 
Redevelopment Oversight Board  

May 2018 

AGENDA ITEM # 4 
Attachment A STATUS OF CURRENT (FY 2018) WORK PLAN  



 



FY 2018 LAFCO BUDGET STATUS

ITEM # TITLE
ACTUALS  

FY 2008
ACTUALS  

FY 2009
ACTUALS  

FY 2010
ACTUALS FY 

2011
ACTUALS FY 

2012
ACTUALS FY 

2013
ACTUALS FY 

2014
ACTUALS FY 

2015
ACTUALS FY 

2016
ACTUALS FY 

2017
APPROVED FY 

2018

ACTUALS 
YEAR TO 

DATE  
3/9/2018

YEAR END 
PROJECTIONS 

2018

EXPENDITURES

Salary and Benefits $356,009 $400,259 $406,650 $413,966 $393,194 $411,929 $450,751 $466,755 $484,216 $514,381 $685,072 $392,486 $629,046

Object 2:  Services and Supplies

5255100 Intra-County Professional $66,085 $57,347 $13,572 $4,532 $6,118 $5,260 $5,663 $4,379 $18,523 $1,292 $45,000 $1,376 $3,000

5255800 Legal Counsel $0 $9,158 $67,074 $52,440 $48,741 $56,791 $53,550 $52,854 $57,498 $71,131 $70,200 $32,400 $65,000

5255500 Consultant  Services $19,372 $75,000 $76,101 $58,060 $102,349 $59,563 $35,602 $37,250 $39,625 $0 $100,000 $0 $75,000

5285700 Meal Claims $0 $368 $277 $288 $379 $91 $228 $209 $367 $50 $750 $580 $750

5220100 Insurance $491 $559 $550 $4,582 $4,384 $4,378 $4,231 $4,338 $4,135 $4,679 $5,000 $4,893 $4,893

5250100 Office Expenses $1,056 $354 $716 $639 $1,212 $536 $850 $783 $6,266 $48,632 $9,236 $6,457 $10,000

Rent and Lease $42,764 $34,040 $42,000

5255650 Data Processing Services $8,361 $3,692 $3,505 $1,633 $3,384 $1,663 $3,311 $9,024 $1,519 $6,869 $3,600 $379 $3,600

5225500 Commissioners' Fee $5,700 $5,400 $3,500 $3,400 $4,000 $4,900 $5,800 $4,900 $6,700 $5,300 $10,000 $3,500 $9,000

5260100 Publications and Legal Notices $1,151 $563 $1,526 $363 $916 $222 $378 $2,484 $487 $191 $2,500 $54 $200

5245100 Membership Dues $5,500 $7,000 $7,000 $7,000 $7,000 $14,473 $0 $7,428 $7,577 $8,107 $8,674 $8,674 $8,674

5250750 Printing and Reproduction $5 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $9 $177 $703 $0 $1,500 $0 $500

5285800 Business Travel $7,238 $8,415 $4,133 $8,309 $3,095 $4,777 $5,800 $4,042 $5,811 $3,877 $16,000 $6,625 $12,000

5285300 Private Automobile Mileage $1,016 $704 $832 $1,185 $615 $424 $409 $396 $1,009 $1,264 $2,000 $286 $700

5285200 Transportation&Travel (County Car Usage) $894 $948 $629 $0 $384 $250 $371 $293 $559 $605 $1,000 $47 $600

5281600 Overhead $42,492 $62,391 $49,077 $46,626 $60,647 $43,133 $42,192 $34,756 $49,452 $0 $28,437 $14,219 $28,437

5275200 Computer Hardware $0 $451 $0 $83 $2,934 $1,791 $2,492 $0 $106 $0 $3,000 $0 $3,000

5250800 Computer Software $0 $0 $626 $314 $579 $3,124 $933 $1,833 $2,079 $754 $4,000 $3,456 $4,000

5250250 Postage $1,160 $416 $219 $568 $309 $589 $246 $597 $411 $209 $2,000 $101 $1,000

5252100 Staff Training Programs $0 $665 $491 $250 $300 $0 $0 $1,431 $0 $0 $2,000 $0 $1,000

5701000 Reserves $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $42,000 $0 $0

TOTAL EXPENDITURES $516,530 $633,691 $636,478 $604,238 $640,540 $613,895 $612,816 $633,929 $687,043 $667,342 $1,084,733 $509,573 $902,400
REVENUES

4103400 Application Fees $46,559 $41,680 $35,576 $48,697 $37,426 $45,458 $63,561 $27,386 $146,168 $20,436 $35,000 $15,216 $25,000

4301100 Interest: Deposits and Investments $24,456 $16,230 $6,688 $4,721 $4,248 $3,416 $2,674 $2,844 $6,073 $10,830 $4,000 $4,241 $6,500

Savings/Fund Balance from previous FY $271,033 $368,800 $334,567 $275,605 $209,987 $208,219 $160,052 $226,111 $187,310 $293,489 $246,839 $331,177 $331,177

TOTAL REVENUE $342,048 $426,711 $376,831 $329,023 $251,661 $257,092 $226,287 $256,341 $339,551 $324,755 $285,839 $350,634 $362,677
NET LAFCO OPERATING EXPENSES $174,482 $206,980 $259,648 $275,215 $388,879 $356,802 $386,529 $377,588 $347,492 $342,587 $798,894 $158,939 $539,723

3400800 RESERVES available $100,000 $100,000 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000
 COSTS TO AGENCIES

5440200 County $271,641 $270,896 $267,657 $292,601 $298,597 $281,780 $156,002 $187,521 $220,668 $225,778 $266,298 $266,298 $266,298

4600100 Cities (San Jose 50% +other cities 50%) $271,641 $270,896 $267,657 $292,601 $298,597 $282,625 $156,002 $187,521 $220,668 $225,778 $266,298 $266,298 $266,298

Special Distrcits $296,892 $187,521 $220,668 $225,778 $266,298 $266,298 $266,298

March 2018

AGENDA ITEM # 4 
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PROPOSED WORK PLAN FOR FISCAL YEAR 2019 

PROJECTS TIME FRAME RESOURCES 

LA
FC

O
 

A
P

P
LI

C
A

TI
O

N
S Process applicant initiated LAFCO proposals Ongoing, as needed Staff 

Comment on potential LAFCO applications, City General Plan 
updates and/ or related environmental documents  

Ongoing, as needed Staff 

Respond to public enquiries re. LAFCO policies, procedures 
and filing requirements for LAFCO applications 

Ongoing, as needed Staff 

IS
LA

N
D

 

A
N

N
EX

A
TI

O
N

S Conduct outreach to cities with islands, follow up on 
responses including review/research of city limits/ USA 
boundaries, provide assistance with potential annexations 
and potential USA amendments  

Ongoing, as needed Staff 

Review and finalize city-conducted island annexations Ongoing, as needed Staff 

P
U

B
LI

C
 O

U
TR

EA
C

H
 /

 

C
O

M
M

U
N

IC
A

TI
O

N
 Develop and implement a public information 

/communications strategy 
In progress Consultant / staff 

Participate in CALAFCO conferences / workshops Ongoing Staff 

Conduct workshops and/or make presentations re. LAFCO 
program, policies and procedures to local agencies, 
organizations, commissioners, community groups, staff 

Ongoing Staff 

Participate in local, regional, statewide organizations: SDA, 
SCCAPO, CALAFCO, GIS Working Group 

Ongoing Staff 

SE
R

V
IC

E 
R

EV
IE

W
 &

 

SP
H

ER
E 

O
F 

IN
FL

U
EN

C
E 

U
P

D
A

TE
S Develop a plan, strategies and priorities for conducting the 

next round of service reviews 
TBD Staff 

Continue to follow up on implementation of 
recommendations from previous service reviews, as 
necessary, encouraging principles of good governance and 
management for special districts  

Ongoing Staff 

A
D

M
IN

IS
TR

A
TI

O
N

 

Prepare budget, and work plan Ongoing Staff 

Prepare administrative procedures TBD Staff 

Conduct a Strategic Planning Workshop for LAFCO TBD Staff / consultant 

Maintain and enhance LAFCO Website Ongoing Staff 

Maintain LAFCO database Ongoing Staff 

Maintain LAFCO’s electronic document management system Ongoing Staff 

Prepare Annual Report August 2018 Staff 

Staff training and development Ongoing Staff 

Staff performance evaluation March-May 2018 Staff, LAFCO 

Other administrative functions required of a public agency Ongoing Staff 

O
TH

ER
 

Review and update policies and procedures Ongoing Staff 

Mapping Mutual Water companies Ongoing Staff 

JPA filings On going Staff 

Track LAFCO related legislation (CALAFCO Leg. Committee) Ongoing Staff 

Host the 2019 CALAFCO Staff Workshop TBD Staff / CALAFCO 

AGENDA ITEM # 4 
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PROPOSED LAFCO BUDGET 
FISCAL YEAR 2018 - 2019

ITEM # TITLE

APPROVED     
BUDGET    FY 

2018

ACTUALS 
Year to Date 

2/28/2018

 PROJECTIONS   
Year End    

2018

PROPOSED 
FY 2019 

BUDGET

EXPENDITURES
Object 1: Salary and Benefits $685,072 $392,486 $629,046 $691,802 

Object 2:  Services and Supplies

5255100 Intra-County Professional $45,000 $1,376 $3,000 $45,000

5255800 Legal Counsel $70,200 $32,400 $65,000 $70,200

5255500 Consultant  Services $100,000 $0 $75,000 $100,000

5285700 Meal Claims $750 $580 $750 $750

5220100 Insurance $5,000 $4,893 $4,893 $6,000

5250100 Office Expenses $9,236 $6,457 $10,000 $10,000

5270100 Rent & Lease $42,764 $34,040 $42,000 $42,764

5255650 Data Processing Services $3,600 $379 $3,600 $4,123

5225500 Commissioners' Fee $10,000 $3,500 $9,000 $10,000

5260100 Publications and Legal Notices $2,500 $54 $200 $2,500

5245100 Membership Dues $8,674 $8,674 $8,674 $8,926

5250750 Printing and Reproduction $1,500 $0 $500 $1,500

5285800 Business Travel $16,000 $6,625 $12,000 $16,000

5285300 Private Automobile Mileage $2,000 $286 $700 $2,000

5285200 Transportation&Travel (County Car Usage) $1,000 $47 $600 $605

5281600 Overhead $28,437 $14,219 $28,437 $79,368

5275200 Computer Hardware $3,000 $0 $3,000 $3,000

5250800 Computer Software $4,000 $3,456 $4,000 $4,000

5250250 Postage $2,000 $101 $1,000 $2,000

5252100 Staff/Commissioner Training Programs $2,000 $0 $1,000 $2,000

5701000 Reserves $42,000 $0 $0 $0

TOTAL EXPENDITURES $1,084,733 $509,573 $902,400 $1,102,538
REVENUES
4103400 Application Fees $35,000 $21,158 $25,000 $30,000

4301100 Interest: Deposits and Investments $4,000 $5,705 $6,500 $4,000

TOTAL REVENUE $39,000 $26,863 $31,500 $34,000
3400150 FUND BALANCE FROM PREVIOUS FY $246,839 $331,177 $331,177 $259,171
NET LAFCO OPERATING EXPENSES $798,894 $151,533 $539,723 $809,367
3400800 RESERVES Available $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000
 COSTS TO AGENCIES

5440200 County  $266,298 $266,298 $266,298 $269,789

4600100 Cities (San Jose 50% + Other Cities 50%) $266,298 $266,298 $266,298 $269,789

Special Districts $266,298 $266,298 $266,298 $269,789

March 19, 2018

AGENDA ITEM # 4
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Proposed LAFCO Net Operating Expenses for 2019 $809,367

Jurisdictions
Revenue per 

2015/2016 Report
Percentage of   
Total Revenue

Allocation 
Percentages

Allocated Costs

County N/A N/A 33.3333333% $269,789.00 

Cities Total Share 33.3333333% $269,789.00 
San Jose N/A N/A 50.0000000% $134,894.50 
Other cities share 50.0000000% $134,894.50 
Campbell $60,301,132 2.4104175% $3,251.52 
Cupertino $89,560,885 3.5800177% $4,829.25 
Gilroy $98,555,795 3.9395713% $5,314.27 
Los Altos $48,765,263 1.9492941% $2,629.49 
Los Altos Hills $12,123,746 0.4846226% $653.73 
Los Gatos $38,891,129 1.5545953% $2,097.06 
Milpitas $161,941,706 6.4732967% $8,732.12 
Monte Sereno $3,115,782 0.1245472% $168.01 
Morgan Hill $92,720,766 3.7063277% $4,999.63 
Mountain View $247,667,000 9.8999943% $13,354.55 
Palo Alto $482,352,538 19.2810806% $26,009.12 
Santa Clara $744,300,212 29.7519164% $40,133.69 
Saratoga $24,642,602 0.9850389% $1,328.76 
Sunnyvale $396,749,744 15.8592797% $21,393.30 
Total Cities (excluding San Jose) $2,501,688,300 100.0000000% $134,894.50 
Total Cities (including San Jose) $269,789.00

Special Districts Total Share 33.3333333% $269,789.00 
Aldercroft Heights County Water District 0.06233% $168.16 
Burbank Sanitary District 0.15593% $420.68 
Cupertino Sanitary District 2.64110% $7,125.40 
El Camino Healthcare District 4.90738% $13,239.57 
Guadalupe Coyote Resource Conservation District 0.04860% $131.12 
Lake Canyon Community Services District 0.02206% $59.52 
Lion's Gate Community Services District 0.22053% $594.97 
Loma Prieta Resource Conservation District 0.02020% $54.50 
Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District 5.76378% $15,550.04 
Purissima Hills Water District 1.35427% $3,653.67 
Rancho Rinconada Recreation and Park District 0.15988% $431.34 
San Martin County Water District 0.04431% $119.54 
Santa Clara Valley Open Space Authority 1.27051% $3,427.70 
Santa Clara Valley Water District 81.44126% $219,719.56 
Saratoga Cemetery District 0.32078% $865.43 
Saratoga Fire Protection District 1.52956% $4,126.58 
South Santa Clara Valley Memorial District 0.03752% $101.22 
Total Special Districts 100.00000% $269,789.00

Total Allocated Costs $809,367.00

LAFCO C O S T   A P P O R T I O N M E N T: County, Cities, Special Districts
Estimated Costs to Agencies Based on the Proposed 2019 LAFCO Budget

AGENDA ITEM # 4 
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From: VTA Board Secretary  
Sent: Friday, April 06, 2018 4:54 PM 
To: VTA Board of Directors 
Subject: VTA Correspondence: Government Affairs Report; Caltrain JPB Meeting Summary; Caltrain 
TIRCP Application 
 

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 
 

 
 

From Topic 

VTA Items provided at the April 5, 2018 Board Meeting:  

1) Agenda Item #8.1.A - Government Affairs Report;  

2) Agenda Item #8.4.D - Caltrain JPB Meeting Summary 

Roland Lebrun Caltrain TIRCP Application 

mailto:board.secretary@vta.org


 Item 8.1.A 

1 
 

GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS REPORT 

April 5, 2018 

              

FEDERAL 

 

FY 2018 Appropriations:  On Thursday March 22, the House of Representatives voted 256 to 

167 to approve H.R. 1625, “The Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2018”.  The Senate followed 

the next day, voting 65 to 32 in favor of the omnibus appropriations bill which combines all 

twelve federal appropriations bills into a single package that keeps the government funded 

through the end of Fiscal Year (FY) 2018.  In a ceremony and press conference in the afternoon 

of March 23, President Trump signed the bill into law.  In doing so, the President criticized the 

bill for its lack of funding for a southern border wall, and a range of provisions that increased 

domestic spending, while he had previously proposed to pay for defense spending increases with 

cuts to domestic programs.     

 

Overall, the $1.3 trillion dollar spending bill increases defense spending by $80 billion and 

domestic spending by $63.3 billion in FY 2018.  Discretionary spending for Transportation, 

Housing, and Urban Development for 2018 will be increased $12.6 billion above the FY 2017 

levels, to $70.3 billion, which is also $22.5 billion more than the Administration requested.  Of 

the $12.6 billion increase, approximately $10 billion will be dedicated to transportation and 

housing infrastructure.  Federal-aid Highways will receive $47.5 billion, exceeding FAST Act 

authorization levels, with $2.5 billion of that coming from the general fund.    

 

The appropriations bill also makes important investments in transit as well, and preserves 

funding programs critical to the funding plan for VTA’s BART to Silicon Valley Extension, 

Phase II.   The bill provides $13.5 billion in total budgetary resources for the Federal Transit 

Administration (FTA), $1 billion above FY 2017 funding levels and $2.3 billion above the 

President’s FY 2018 budget request.  Of this, $9.7 billion is provided for all formula grant 

programs consistent with the FAST Act.  For VTA, the Capital Investment Grant (CIG) Program 

is the most significant federal competitive grant program, and it will be funded at $2.6 billion 

compared to $2.3 billion in FY 2017.  The three components of the CIG program will be funded 

at the following levels: 

 

• $1.5 billion for New Starts projects 

• $715.7 million for Core Capacity projects 

• $400.9 million for Small Starts projects 

 

The Bus and Bus Facilities Program received increases of $400 million.  In total, formula 

programs in this category will receive $655 million, and competitive grant programs $408 

million.   

 

In addition to the FAST Act authorized formula funding Transit Infrastructure Grants will 

receive a total of $834 million in additional General fund spending, including $400 million for 

bus and bus facilities ($209.1 million for formula and $161.45 million for competitive 

discretionary grants and $29.45 million for Low and No Emission buses) and $400 million for 

State of Good Repair grants. 
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In addition to providing $2.6 billion for the Capital Investment Grant Program the appropriations 

bill includes important provisions directing the FTA to continue to advance projects through the 

New Starts process: 

 

"Provided further, that upon submission to the Congress of the fiscal year 2019 President’s 

budget, the Secretary of Transportation shall transmit to Congress the annual report on New 

Starts, including proposed allocations for fiscal year 2019."…"Provided further, that the 

Secretary shall continue to administer the capital investment grant program in accordance 

with the procedural and substantive requirements of section 5309 of such title." 

 

Further,  

 

“The agreement . . . directs the Secretary to administer the capital investment grants program 

in accordance with the requirements of 49 U.S.C. 5309 and move projects through the 

program from initial application to construction. The agreement directs the Secretary to 

obligate $2,252,508,586 of the amount provided for the capital investment grants program by 

December 31, 2019. The agreement directs the Secretary to provide updated project ratings 

expeditiously at the request of the project sponsor.”  

 

The direction from Congress to continue to administer the CIG program is encouraging, though 

it highlights a stark contrast with the Administration’s stated goal of winding down the program.  

Ultimately Congress cannot compel the administration to sign funding agreements, so there are 

still questions to be answered about the long-term future of this program, and its immediate 

administration.   

 

Neither the recently enacted tax reforms, the two-year spending deal approved in February, nor 

the FY 2018 Appropriations bill identify any a revenue source to keep the trust fund solvent in 

future years.  That is a significant concern for the transportation industry because most surface 

transportation programs fall under the Highway Trust Fund, not the General Fund.  The revenues 

deposited into the Highway Trust Fund are derived from excise taxes levied on motor vehicle 

fuels and on various highway-related products, such as tires and heavy trucks, not from General 

Fund sources.  For these reasons, the Highway Trust Fund programs are not subject to the 

General Fund spending caps, meaning any savings from these programs could not be used to 

offset increased spending in other areas, such as for defense or homeland security.  As a result, 

the Trump Administration has no incentive to request spending levels for these programs below 

the amounts authorized in the FAST Act.  The one-time increases in General Fund contributions 

to surface transportation programs will fund major infrastructure improvements nation-wide, bu 

without new ongoing revenue sources the Highway Trust Fund is projected to become insolvent 

by 2021.   

 

The FY 2018 authorized spending levels in the FAST Act for the key Highway Trust Fund 

programs are as follows: 

 

 National Highway Performance Program (NHPP) = $23.26 billion. 

 National Highway Freight Program = $1.19 billion. 
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 Nationally Significant Freight and Highway Projects Program = $900 million. 

 Surface Transportation Block Grant Program (STBGP) = $11.67 billion. 

 Congestion Mitigation & Air Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ) = $2.41 billion. 

 Section 5307 Transit Urbanized Area (UZA) Formula Program = $4.73 billion. 

 Section 5337 Transit State of Good Repair Formula Program = $2.59 billion. 

 Section 5339 Bus/Bus Facilities Formula Program = $445.5 million. 

 

The Capital Investment Grant Program, which consists of New Starts, Small Starts and Core 

Capacity projects, is one of a small number of surface transportation programs that receive their 

money from the General Fund and are at risk whenever Congress and the White House engage in 

negotiations over the spending caps for defense and domestic discretionary programs.   

 

Finally, with mid-term elections looming, fiscal conservatives in Congress have begun to explore 

methods to reigning in federal spending.  Proposals include a balanced budget amendment that 

would cap spending levels on a median level or previous years or symbolic votes on making 

individual tax cuts permanent.  One strategy would offer the president a chance to rescind 

specific domestic spending items, with Congressional approval.  The Congressional Budget and 

Impoundment Control Act of 1974 provides an expedited process for the president to propose 

and Congress to review a rescission resolution identifying appropriations that the administration 

does not want to spend and would provide a path for the Senate to consider a rescission 

resolution with only a simple majority support.  However, getting 50 Republican votes to agree 

will be challenging, and could jeopardize negotiations on future bipartisan spending deals. 

Congress has just six months to attempt to another package of appropriations bills for FY 2019.  

 

The House and Senate are in recess this week.  Lawmakers are scheduled to return on Monday, 

April 9. 

 

STATE 

 

Proposition 69 Qualifies for the June 2018 Ballot:  SB 1 (Beall), the “Road Repair and 

Accountability Act of 2017” was designed to make a massive impact on the maintenance and 

expansion of California’s local streets and roads, highways and transit systems.  VTA 

estimates more than $30 million allocated by formula to the cities and approximately $20 

million to the County in Santa Clara County for the maintenance of local roads.  Other 

increases in funding distributed by formula include almost $9 million in State Transit 

Assistance Program funds, $4.3 million to fund light rail vehicle mid-life overhauls, and $9 

million toward the Eastridge to BART Regional Connector through the Local Partnership 

Program.   

 

The approximately $5 billion in annual revenues generated by tax and fee increases pursuant to 

SB 1 also fund a number of competitive grant programs to which VTA has applied for a 

number of projects across Santa Clara County.  The California Transportation Commission 

(CTC) is expected to adopt grant awards in May 2018.  However, when SB 1 was enacted in 

April 2017, the Legislature in effect chose to dedicate all the increased revenues for 

transportation purposes, as only some of the taxes and fees currently are dedicated to these 

uses.   
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Proposition 69, the “Transportation Taxes and Fees Lockbox and Appropriations Limit 

Exemption Amendment”, on the June 2018 statewide ballot, would extend this protection 

against the diversion of revenues to other purposes to diesel sales taxes and transportation 

improvement fees.   

 

When all taxes and fees are in effect in 2021, the following sources that are already restricted 

to transportation purposes are projected to generate significant statewide revenues: 

 

• Gasoline Excise Tax: $2.4 billion 

• Diesel Excise Tax: $700 million 

• Zero Emission Vehicle Registration Fees:  $18 million 

 

Proposition 69 would ensure that approximately $2 billion generated annually would also be 

dedicated to transportation: 

 

• Transportation Improvement Fee: $1.6 billion 

• Diesel Sales Tax: $300 million  

 

Further, the state would be prohibited from loaning out these revenues or using transportation 

improvement fees to repay state bonds without voter approval.    

 

Finally, Proposition 69 would also exempt these revenues from state and local per-capita 

spending limits.  California Proposition 4, the "Gann Limit" Initiative, passed by the voters in 

1979, amended the state constitution to limit the rate of growth in state and local spending to 

the percentage increase in the cost of living and the percentage increase in the state or local 

government's population.  While there are some current exemptions, including most gasoline 

and diesel excise tax revenues, Proposition 69 would cover all SB 1 revenues.   

 

REGIONAL 
 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission Actions:  On March 28, the MTC Commission 

met and approved several important programming actions that will fund transportation 

improvements in Santa Clara County.  VTA will receive $875,000 for Light Rail Speed and 

Safety Improvements in North San José and $9.3 million in State Transit Assistance State of 

Good Repair funding to light rail mid-life overhauls.  MTC also endorsed all eleven 

applications from the Bay Area to the state’s cap-and-trade Affordable Housing and 

Sustainable Communities Program.  The City of San José submitted a $12 million grant 

application for the Quetzal Gardens affordable housing project in Alum Rock, with $1.5 million 

to fund an electric bus for VTA and related bus facilities.  The Strategic Growth Council, 

which administers the program, will announce recommended awards in June 2018.    

 
 



  Item 8.4.D 

Caltrain JPB Meeting Summary 

              

 

Caltrain JPB Meeting Summary 

 

At its April 5, 2018 meeting, the Caltrain JPB: 

 

 Held a special meeting (workshop) to discuss Caltrain Preliminary Fiscal Year 2018/2019 and Fiscal 

Year 2020 Budget Outlook. Presentation was made that offered the current budget and projections.  

There were several explanations of how to overcome the financial difficulties.  This is an initial 

conversation that will be raised in the coming months in front of the board. 

 Authorized the Executive Director to execute contract change orders for delay to the notice to proceed of 

three separate contract change orders, to provide reimbursement for the costs associated with the delay 

to issuance of the Full Notice to Proceed for the Balfour Beatty Design Build (Contract # 14-PCJPB-P- 

053) in the amount of $9,702,667, the Stadler EMU (Contract # 14-PCJPB-P-056) in the amount of 

$490,000 and award of the contract incentives bid items for Contract # 14-PCJPB-P-053 in the amount 

of $7,150,000. 

 Authorized the Executive Director and Chairperson to approve real estate offers, transactions and 

property rights conveyances:  

1. To (a) purchase rights in real property valued up to and including $500,000; (b) enter into leases, 

rights of entry, licenses, or other types of agreements to use property owned by third parties at 

values up to and including $500,000; and (c) convey easements, licenses and rights of entry 

when such conveyances support utility or street relocations or other third-party obligations 

necessitated by Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board (JPB) capital projects. 

2. To (a) purchase rights in real property valued up to and including $750,000, and (b) enter into 

leases, rights of entry, licenses, or other types of agreements to use property owned by third 

parties at values up to and including $750,000. 

3. Established that the exercise of authorities granted by this proposed action will be limited as 

follows: (a) the funds for any purchase of property must be available in a Board-approved annual 

or project budget; (b) each purchase transaction must be supported by a current appraisal; (c) an 

offer may be made or accepted under the proposed delegation of authority only after staff finds 

that the transaction is in the best interest of the JPB and General Counsel advises that the 

transaction can be completed as proposed under applicable laws and regulations. 

4. To take all actions necessary to consummate and record (if appropriate) the above-referenced 

transactions, including executing agreements and other documents in forms acceptable to Legal 

Counsel. 

5. To provide quarterly updates on transactions entered into under the proposed delegations of 

authority. 

 Authorized to execute a MOU with Stanford University and funding agreements for member agency 

support of the Caltrain Business Plan, and amendment to increase the capital budget by $1.5 Million to 

$72,823,295.  

 Adopted the Negative Declaration for the San Mateo Set Out Track Project (Project) and approve the 

construction of a Set Out Track in San Mateo on the Caltrain corridor. 

 

The Caltrain JPB will next meet on 

May 3, 2018, at 10 a.m. 

San Mateo County Transit District Administrative Building 

Bacciocco Auditorium, 2nd Floor, 1250 San Carlos Avenue, San Carlos, CA 94070 
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