
 

From: Board Secretary  
Sent: Tuesday, October 31, 2017 1:38 PM 
To: VTA Board of Directors 
Subject: From VTA: October 31, 2017 Media Clips 
 

 

VTA Daily News Coverage for Tuesday, October 31, 2017 
Happy Halloween! 

1. San Jose: Bicyclist shot in face near Capitol light-rail station; Man shot near VTA 

station by the Capitol Auto Mall early Tuesday, authorities say (Mercury News) 

2. Shooting Near Capitol Light Rail Station (NBC Bay Area) 

3. Pump bump: California drivers to pay 12 cents more per gallon starting Wednesday 

(Mercury News) 

4. Roadshow: New rules for pedestrians (Mercury News) 

5. BART will chase fare evaders at a cost of $740,000 per year (San Francisco Chronicle) 

 

San Jose: Bicyclist shot in face near Capitol light-rail station; Man shot near VTA 

station by the Capitol Auto Mall early Tuesday, authorities say (Mercury News) 

A man was shot in the face while bicycling near the Capitol light-rail station early Tuesday in 

what so far is a mysterious attack, authorities said. 

The case wasn’t even identified as a shooting until a CAT scan at a local hospital discovered a 

small-caliber bullet lodged in the victim’s head, according to a source familiar with the 

investigation. 

A San Jose Fire Department crew was called around 1:17 a.m. to the light-rail station at West 

Capitol Expressway near the Capitol Auto Mall for a medical call involving a man with a “facial 

injury,” according to the the Santa Clara County Sheriff’s Office. 

The victim, described only as a middle-aged man, was conscious and reported that he was 

“struck by a projectile” while riding in the area. He was taken to the hospital where it was 

determined he had been shot. 

http://www.mercurynews.com/2017/10/31/san-jose-bicyclist-shot-in-face-near-capitol-light-rail-station/
http://www.mercurynews.com/2017/10/31/san-jose-bicyclist-shot-in-face-near-capitol-light-rail-station/


The Sheriff’s Office was summoned to investigate because the 911 call was made at a station 

for the VTA system, which is policed by the county. 

The precise condition and prognosis for the victim was not immediately released. Sheriff’s Sgt. 

Richard Glennon said there were no reports of gunfire in the vicinity of the emergency call. 

The Sheriff’s Transit Patrol is investigating the shooting, so trains are not stopping at the Capitol 

light-rail station while deputies examine the scene. A bus bridge has been set up at Branham 

station to take passengers trying to get to the affected area. There was no immediate estimate 

for when normal light-rail service would resume. 

Anyone with information about the case can contact Sheriff’s detectives at 408-808-4500 or 

leave an anonymous tip at 408-808-4431. 

 

 

Shooting Near Capitol Light Rail Station (NBC Bay Area) 

(Link to video) 

 

Pump bump: California drivers to pay 12 cents more per gallon starting 

Wednesday (Mercury News) 

Beginning Wednesday, drivers across California can expect to pay an extra 12 cents per gallon 

for gasoline at the pump, and an extra 20 cents per gallon for diesel. 

The new gas tax, approved by the legislature and signed by the governor in April, is expected to 

raise roughly $5.4 billion annually over the next decade. About half of the money will go to the 

state to improve highways, bridges and culverts. The other half will go to cities, counties and 

transit agencies for local street and road repairs, and improving public transit options. 

But, there’s also some money in the bill for congestion relief, bicycle and pedestrian 

infrastructure and transportation research, workforce training and planning efforts. 

At the A & A Gas and Mart station in downtown Oakland on Monday, most drivers were 

unaware of the increase, expressing surprise and sticker shock at the 12-cent increase. 

“Wow, really?” said Kai Yu, who drives throughout the East Bay and South Bay for his job 

installing sprinkler systems. He fills up the tank in his work van usually three times each week, 

he says. 

“What can you do though?” he said. “I guess I’ll just pay it like everyone else.” 

But, he says, he’s willing to pay if it will improve the roads. 

http://mms.tveyes.com/MediaCenterPlayer.aspx?u=aHR0cDovL21lZGlhY2VudGVyLnR2ZXllcy5jb20vZG93bmxvYWRnYXRld2F5LmFzcHg%2FVXNlcklEPTQ2OTk3OCZNRElEPTg5MTczNTgmTURTZWVkPTU3MiZUeXBlPU1lZGlh
http://www.mercurynews.com/2017/10/31/pump-bump-california-drivers-to-pay-12-cents-more-per-gallon-starting-wednesday/
http://www.mercurynews.com/2017/10/31/pump-bump-california-drivers-to-pay-12-cents-more-per-gallon-starting-wednesday/


“Especially in Oakland, the roads are really bad,” he added. 

The state hasn’t raised the gas tax since 1994. Over time, inflation, coupled with increasing fuel 

efficiency of cars, has contributed to a massive backlog of deferred maintenance for both state 

and local infrastructure, said Julie Pierce, a Clayton City Council member. Pierce also serves on 

the Contra Costa Transportation Authority, which oversees transportation planning in the 

county, and the Metropolitan Transportation Authority, a Bay Area-wide transportation 

planning agency. 

“The wear and tear on the roads is increasing, while the money to repair and maintain them is 

decreasing,” Pierce said. “(The tax) is really going to help all of us in local government do the 

maintenance of streets and roads that we haven’t been able to get the money for.” 

Already, Caltrans has accelerated several dozen projects statewide, totaling just under $1 billion 

in existing or planned work, in anticipation of receiving the gas tax funds. But the measure has 

its detractors. 

Already two ballot initiatives have been filed to repeal the tax. Assemblyman Travis Allen, R-

Huntington Beach, led the charge in June to launch a repeal effort. And former San Diego City 

Council member Carl DeMaio filed a second ballot initiative in September. Both still need to 

gather the requisite signatures to be placed on the ballot. 

In an interview, Allen blasted Gov. Jerry Brown for passing the tax without voter approval. The 

state should be using existing revenue for the road repair and maintenance, rather than asking 

taxpayers to bail them out, he said. 

“This tax hits the poorest and hardworking Californians the most,” Allen said. “The repeal very 

simply puts the power back where it belongs — in the hands of the people of California and 

actually gives them the power to decide if they want the tax.” 

A 2015 UC Berkeley survey of more than 1,000 voters bolsters Allen’s argument. Overall, the 

survey found 63 percent of voters opposed any new gas tax and 74 percent opposed higher 

vehicle registration fees. As part of the bill passed by the legislature in April, car owners will 

start paying new vehicle registration fees beginning Jan. 1, with fees increasing by $50 for cars 

valued under $25,000, or $175 for the highest-end luxury vehicles. Cars valued under $5,000 

will pay $25 more. Electric vehicles will see an additional $100 fee starting in 2020. 

A number of counties have had success in recent years passing their own taxes to support 

transportation improvements, including Alameda, Contra Costa, Santa Clara and San Francisco 

counties. Other local measures, such as the BART’s $3.5 billion bond measure or Oakland’s 

$600 million bond initiative, both of which were approved by voters last year, suggest 

commuters are tired of crumbling infrastructure, said Roger Dickenson, the executive director 

of Transportation California, an advocacy organization consisting of highway contractors, 

businesses, associations, major trade labor organizations and other groups invested in the 

transportation industry. 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/paffairs/timeline.html
http://rebuildingca.ca.gov/map.html
https://nocagastax.com/
http://carldemaio.com/article/demaio-and-coalition-file-initiative-repeal-gas-tax-hike
https://igs.berkeley.edu/news/igs-poll-californians-oppose-higher-gas-taxes-registration-fees
http://www.mercurynews.com/2017/04/06/vote-set-for-today-on-california-gas-tax/
http://www.transportationca.com/about-us/


“As people understand this money is coming right back into their communities to reduce their 

costs and improve and maintain transportation systems, they believe the investment is worth 

it,” he said. “Nobody is arguing our transportation systems are not in dire need of attention.” 

Back to Top 

Roadshow: New rules for pedestrians (Mercury News) 

Q: I’m confused. Oftentimes as I am about to cross a street and get the countdown signal, I will 

wait until it cycles back to zero. But other pedestrians keep walking even if there are a few 

seconds left. What should I do? Wait or keep walking? 

Mari Fuentes 

San Francisco 

A: Soon, you can go. As of Jan. 1, a new state law will allow pedestrians to enter an intersection 

and cross during a countdown signal that is accompanied by a flashing hand signal or “Don’t 

Walk,” as long as they reach the other end of the intersection before the hand or “Don’t Walk” 

signal goes steady. 

Under current law, it is illegal to step into a crosswalk while the countdown timer is counting 

down, even if the timer shows that you have plenty of time to make it across the street before 

the traffic light turns red. The fine for that was around $200. 

And now onto another confused soul. 

Q: I am confused about the new striping on Doyle Road in West San Jose. I understand that the 

hatched area is a buffer zone for bicyclists, but the single dotted line at the corners for right 

turns is very short. Since state law allows you to enter the bike lane 200 feet from the corner to 

make your right turn, what markings are we supposed to follow? 

I have observed drivers making the right turn from the traffic lane since the new markings are 

so confusing and give them so little room to move over and turn. Can you clarify what is 

allowed for right turns? 

Cami Depp 

San Jose 

A: Treat the green areas as normal bike lanes where you can cross 200 feet ahead of a right 

turn if safe to do so. The green areas indicate potential conflict areas between bicyclists and 

drivers. 

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

freeways and commuting. 

Q: Why is it that motorcycles always blow past me going 20 mph or more above the speed limit 

but I never ever see them get pulled over for speeding or reckless driving. Yet when cars go 5 

mph faster than the speed limit we get pulled over. 

http://www.mercurynews.com/2017/10/31/roadshow-new-rules-for-pedestrians/
http://bayareane.ws/mrroadshowfb


Mike Dye 

San Jose 

A: Mike, I think you are partially exaggerating. Motorcycles speeding 20 mph or faster than 

nearby cars are a menace. But the number of cars nailed for going a mere 5 mph faster than 

traffic is seldom ticketed. 

Q: This is an odd question but I am very particular about the exterior of my vehicle. Do you 

know the height and width of the green California clean air sticker? 

Martin Anenberg 

A: It’s 7×3.5 inches for the large one, and the small one is 5×2.5 inches. 

Back to Top 

BART will chase fare evaders at a cost of $740,000 per year (San Francisco 

Chronicle) 

BART misses out on an estimated $25 million a year because of fare evasion. 

BART’s new fare inspection program aims to scare scofflaws who sneak a free ride on the 

system into paying. But chances are most fare cheats won’t get caught. 

Six community service officers will work as fare inspectors across a system that runs 20 hours 

daily carrying an average of 420,000 passengers into and out of 46 stations on up to 62 trains. 

“My gut feeling is that it’s not enough, but we’re just starting out,” said BART Police Chief 

Carlos Rojas. “We’ll see what progress we can make. We’d like to get voluntary compliance, but 

we know there are people who won’t pay their fair share.” 

Fare inspectors likely will work in teams of two. Where and when they’ll be deployed hasn’t 

been determined but they’ll be required to go from one person to the next in the areas they 

work, skipping no one and recording every encounter on a body camera. Sworn police officers 

won’t be part of the regular fare inspection squads, Rojas said, though they’ll have the 

authority to act on their own to demand passengers prove they’ve paid. 

Fare inspections are one piece of BART’s three-part strategy to reduce an out-of-control fare 

evasion problem estimated to cost the agency $25 million a year. In addition to ticket 

inspections, BART police are conducting targeted enforcement campaigns at the fare gates of 

troublesome stations. Officials also are making physical changes to make it more difficult to 

sneak into stations: building higher barriers, moving elevator access inside gated areas and 

closing some swinging gates. 

Although the board just approved the so-called proof-of-payment system, it had authorized 

hiring seven employees — six community service officers and a police administrative specialist 

— to staff the program in its June budget. 

http://www.sfchronicle.com/bayarea/article/BART-will-chase-fare-evaders-at-a-cost-of-740k-12318400.php


The workers will cost the district $740,748 a year. The electronic fare readers they’ll use to 

check Clipper cards and paper tickets, and other equipment, will cost about $50,000. 

Critics, including director Debora Allen, question whether BART is getting its money’s worth. 

She voted for the fare inspections but said she was disappointed that the enforcement strategy 

“didn’t have a little more teeth.” 

Ordinances adopted by the board Thursday call for BART police and community service officers 

to issue two civil citations — similar to parking tickets — to adult evaders during a rolling 12-

month period. Any subsequent citations within that time frame will be considered criminal 

violations. Youths aged 5 to 17 will receive only civil citations in keeping with a state law that 

took effect this year. 

Initially, the fines will be $75 for adults and $55 for youth. The ordinances, however, allow fines 

as high as $120 for adults and $60 for minors. 

Under California law, community service officers can write the civil citations, but only police 

officers can write criminal citations, so fare inspectors would need to summon a police officer 

to ticket a serial offender. 

Allen expressed skepticism that the fare inspections would have a significant impact on fare 

evasion. She speculated that some occasional cheats could be prompted to pay rather than risk 

a ticket, “but chronic fare evaders, it’s not going to affect them.” 

She said the money would be better spent on replacing the all-too permeable fare gates with 

something tougher to sneak through. 

Some riders also doubted the cost-effectiveness of the approach. 

“Randomly questioning or checking riders for proof of payment and fining the evaders seems 

unlikely, potentially contentious, and, well, ridiculous,” wrote Robert O’Brien, in an email to The 

Chronicle. “Fining someone $100-200 for evading $40 a week of fares for years … really?” 

But Rojas said the program is not about cost recovery. 

“It’s really about everyone paying their fair share,” he said, “so we can make BART as clean and 

safe as possible.” 

Back to Top 

 



From: Board Secretary  

Sent: Wednesday, November 01, 2017 10:23 AM 

To: VTA Board of Directors 

Subject: Revised Agenda Item #6.4 - VTA/BART District Temporary Governance Negotiation Committee 

Importance: High 

 

VTA Board of Directors: 

 

Attached please find the following Agenda Item for the Thursday, November 2, 2017, Board of 

Directors Meeting: 

 

Revised Agenda Item 6.4 – VTA/BART District Temporary Governance Negotiation 

Committee 

 

Paper copies will be provided for you at the meeting.   

 

You may access the link Here. 

 

Please contact the VTA Board Secretary’s Office at 408.321.5680 if you have questions.  Thank 

you. 

 

Office of the Board Secretary 

3331 N. First Street 

San Jose, CA 95134 

board.secretary@vta.org (e-mail) 

(408) 321.5680 (telephone) 

(408) 955.0891 (fax) 

 

 
Conserve paper. Think before you print.  

 

http://vtaorgcontent.s3-us-west-1.amazonaws.com/Site_Content/bod_110217_packet.pdf
mailto:board.secretary@vta.org


 

 

   

 

Date: November 1, 2017 

Current Meeting: November 2, 2017 

Board Meeting: November 2, 2017 

  

BOARD MEMORANDUM    
 

TO: Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 

 Board of Directors 

 

THROUGH:  General Manager, Nuria I. Fernandez 

FROM:  Director of Government & Public Relations, Jim Lawson 

 

SUBJECT:  VTA/BART District Temporary Governance Negotiation Committee 

 

 

Policy-Related Action: No Government Code Section 84308 Applies: No 

ACTION ITEM 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Establish the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) / Bay Area Rapid Transit 

District (BART) Temporary (Ad Hoc) Negotiation Committee, with a charge to report back to 

the full Board, with the Board retaining direct jurisdiction over this matter in lieu of the standing 

committees. 

 

Appoint Chair Jeannie Bruins, Vice Chair Sam Liccardo, Directors Cindy Chavez, and Teresa 

O’Neill as VTA’s representatives on this committee with Board Members Raul Peralez and Ken 

Yeager as alternate members.    

BACKGROUND: 

 

With the anticipated opening of BART service to Santa Clara County in June of 2018, it is 

appropriate to consider the relationship between BART and VTA.  The extension project is 

unique in that VTA has acquired the necessary property, designed, engineered and built the 

extension and will retain ownership of the asset.  BART will be responsible to operate the 

extension as part of the existing BART system using the same train control, signaling and 

equipment that is used in BART’s core system. 

 

VTA has constructed the system to BART standards and is currently in the testing phase to 

insure operability, integration with BART’s Operations Control Center and safety.  Following 

VTA’s testing, BART will conduct further testing and integration.  As a result, the BART 

extension in Santa Clara County will consist of equipment and facilities owned by VTA and 

operated by BART.   
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DISCUSSION: 

 

Due to the unique arrangement in which VTA has constructed and will own the facilities while 

compensating BART to operate and maintain the facilities, the issue of a viable decision making 

process must be addressed.  The BART organization has a Board of Directors with nine members 

directly elected by district.  VTA has a twelve member Board of Directors consisting of elected 

officials appointed by city group. 

 

In order to insure effective communication, informed decision making and a common approach 

to operating the extension in Santa Clara County, a discussion on appropriate mechanisms for 

communication should be determined.   

 

To accomplish this, staff proposes a temporary or “ad hoc” committee to meet with BART 

officials both elected and executive staff, regarding the creation of such communication protocol, 

with a charge to report back to the full Board, with the Board retaining direct jurisdiction over 

this matter in lieu of the standing committees. 

 

ALTERNATIVES: 

 

The Board could chose to have staff negotiate with BART on this subject and bring those results 

to the full Board in the form of an Operating and Maintenance Agreement, or some other 

alternative contractual arrangement. 

FISCAL IMPACT: 

There is no anticipated fiscal impact as the result of the creation of this ad hoc committee. 

Prepared by: Jim Lawson, Director of Government Relations 

Memo No. 6320 



From: Board Secretary  
Sent: Wednesday, November 01, 2017 4:32 PM 
To: VTA Board of Directors 
Subject: From VTA: November 1, 2017 Media Clips 
 

 

VTA Daily News Coverage for Wednesday, November 1, 2017 

1. Milpitas Post Editorial: Route 237 corridor reflects surging high-tech growth (Mercury 

News) 

2. America’s Bus Stops Are Too Close Together (Streetsblog USA) 

3. Caltrans Wants Input on California State Rail Plan (Streetsblog Cal) 

4. Roadshow: 12 cent a gallon state gas tax kicks in (Mercury News) 

5. San Jose council agrees to buy land near Google project amid resident concerns 

(Mercury News) 

6. Walk It before Planning It! – A New Take on the Safe Routes To School Planning 

Meeting. (Silicon Valley Bicycle Coalition blog) 

Milpitas Post Editorial: Route 237 corridor reflects surging high-tech growth 

(Mercury News) 

Milpitas commuters who depend on State Route 237 may be wincing a bit with the news that 

the long awaited fill-in on both sides of the key east-west artery is taking another leap forward. 

Microsoft has announced the purchase of the 62-acre Cilker Ranch holdings along the Coyote 

Creek border of Milpitas, north of the freeway. Ultimately, a series of industrial buildings and a 

huge data center are likely to arise on the site along with many hundreds of workers. 

Silicon Valley’s iconic companies grew first, decades ago, in the Palo Alto-Cupertino-Santa Clara 

area, but Milpitas and North San Jose gradually added many of the newer ventures. Now, 

however, we have seen major land purchases closer to us as large parcels in the northwest of 

the valley become rarities and costs shoot upward. 

In this past year we’ve seen Google gathering up a bushel of properties on the edge of San 

Jose’s  downtown for a transit-oriented complex that might employ from 15,000 to 20,000. 

Apple has moved to gather in sites in North San Jose that might have as much square footage as 

their spaceship headquarters in Cupertino. Adobe is planning another tower alongside its twin 

high rises in downtown San Jose. New construction of hotels, shopping and more industrial 

goes on apace along both northern and southern sides of the 237 between Milpitas and 

http://www.mercurynews.com/2017/10/06/milpitas-post-editorial-route-237-corridor-reflects-surging-high-tech-growth/


Moffett Field. The campus sites for KLA-Tencor, SanDisk, Brocade, Tivo, Harmonic, Marvell 

Semiconductor, Polycom and Globalfoundaries and other major companies now dot the 237 

corridor from Milpitas west. 

The push for more housing units for all these employees is also moving forward. With passage 

of new state initiatives to speed home and apartment construction plus our countywide billion 

dollar housing bond issue passed by voters last November, there will be added impacts from 

residential growth along the 237. 

The effect of all this new growth on commuter travel is one which should occupy our planners 

and traffic engineers both in Milpitas and San Jose, as well as the Santa Clara Valley 

Transportation Authority. Mitigation won’t be easy or cheap. In the older high-tech cities, the 

recent phenomenon shuttle bus service to large employment centers from the  residential 

areas is gaining wide acceptance. Some shuttles are free. Some sponsored by companies like 

Google or institutions like Stanford. Some subsidized by local governments or the VTA. 

This approach warrants exploration by Milpitas’ leaders. 

Back to Top 

America’s Bus Stops Are Too Close Together (Streetsblog USA) 

Bus ridership is falling in American cities, and the only way to turn around the trend is to 

provide better service. Here’s one thing nearly every U.S. transit agency should consider to win 

back riders: “Bus stop balancing,” which TransitCenter explains in a new video. 

In most cities, bus stops are spaced too closely together. On a local bus route, stops should be 

within a convenient walking distance of each other — about a quarter mile. If stops are spaced 

much more tightly than that, buses spend an excessive amount of time stopped for boarding 

and at red lights. 

The TransitCenter video focuses on New York, where guidelines call for stops to be spaced just 

750 feet apart, but the same principles apply in just about every American city: 

Transit agencies in San Francisco and Maryland are consolidating bus stops to improve 

service, TransitCenter reports. A Portland study found bus stop consolidation improved bus 

speeds 6 percent. 

It can be politically difficult for agencies to remove bus stops, since every stop has its 

constituency. But transit agencies can prioritize which stops should stay. TransitCenter 

recommends preserving high ridership stops, stops with important connections to other transit 

lines, and stops near schools, medical centers, or other important destinations. 

Back to Top 

 

Caltrans Wants Input on California State Rail Plan (Streetsblog Cal) 

https://usa.streetsblog.org/2017/10/30/americas-bus-stops-are-too-close-together/
https://nextcity.org/daily/entry/bus-ridership-declines-experts-make-case-for-all-door-boarding
http://transitcenter.org/2017/10/30/bus-stop-balancing/
http://transitcenter.org/2017/10/30/bus-stop-balancing/
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/228760415_Effects_of_Bus_Stop_Consolidation_on_Passenger_Activity_and_Transit_Operations
https://cal.streetsblog.org/2017/10/30/caltrans-wants-input-on-california-state-rail-plan/


The just-released 2018 California State Rail Plan is the state’s strategic plan for creating a 

coordinated, statewide rail network. It calls for increased investments in existing networks, 

including electrification, more grade separations, higher frequency service, and better 

integration among different systems. 

The plan includes a vision to expand and improve both passenger and freight rail service, 

including seamless connections, increased reliability, modern and comfortable trains, and quick 

and easy transfers between services. It projects greatly increased ridership from these 

investments, which include high speed rail and connections to it via other existing rail services, 

as well as other new rail connections and better express bus services. 

A series of open houses will be held throughout the state this week (see below for details), 

and the deadline for submitting comments is December 11. 

California State Rail Plan 2040 vision for Northern California 

This state-level look at the need for rail investment could help cut across the regional 

disconnects that lead to the poorly integrated system we have now. The plan also addresses 

the limits to passenger trains because of sharing rails with freight companies, who own much of 

the rail right of way. 

Green Caltrain, taking a look at the plan’s ideas for the Bay Area, writes: 

The vision of a pulse system connected at hubs leads the plan to envision an East Bay hub 

station near Newark, Hayward, or Fremont to allow connections across Dumbarton to the 

Peninsula, to north-south service between Oakland and San Jose, to east-west services 

between Stockton and San Jose, and to BART. With this vision, the Plan clearly sees a need for a 

hub station to improve multiple connections, unlike the “blind men and elephant” fragmented 

view of connections found in various studies from BART, SamTrans, ACE, and Capital Corridor. 

Considering the Dumbarton connection as part of the pulse system, fixing freight bottlenecks to 

allow timely passenger connections, and creating an East Bay hub with connections North, East, 

West, and BART, could provide much more convenient service for riders. 

The report identifies key bottlenecks and goals to use money and leverage of the state to 

reduce conflicts between freight and passenger rail. SamTrans’ recent Dumbarton study 

assumes that will be difficult for ACE and Capitol Corridor, running on freight tracks, to achieve 

timed connections, and therefore it does not have robust forecasts for these connections. The 

difficulty of making tight connections also plays into the SamTrans recommendation to run bus 

service parallel to rail.California State Rail Plan 2040 vision for Southern California 

In addition to figuring out the Dumbarton connection, the plan calls for studying a second 

transbay tube to include rail service connecting San Francisco to Oakland and beyond, and 

other new connections statewide. Among the short-term goals named in the plan are: 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/californiarail/
http://www.dot.ca.gov/californiarail/comments.html
http://www.greencaltrain.com/2017/10/the-state-rail-plan-and-the-caltrain-network-2/


 Expanded service between Stockton and Sacramento, with a potential new station in Elk 

Grove, and possible extension of service to Marysville 

 New peak service from Roseville to Sacramento 

 Better connections and integration between existing rail services and Express Bus routes 

statewide 

 More frequent Caltrain services along the San Francisco peninsula 

 Faster service between San Jose and Oakland 

 Additional stops along the coast route in central California 

 Increased service between L.A. and Santa Barbara, with new peak service between 

Ventura and Santa Barbara 

 More trains between L.A. and Anaheim, Burbank and Union Station, and L.A. and San 

Diego 

This plan is a visionary document, which will be useful for guiding investments towards the 

most efficient, sensible projects. For it to work, it must be coordinated with other 

freight/rail/transit integration plans, including from large regions and counties. The public 

meetings, listed below, are another opportunity to make sure that coordination happens. 

Details on these upcoming open houses can be found here. All except the webinar will be held 

from 4:30 to 7:30 p.m. 

 FRESNO: Today, Monday, October 30: Historic Tower Theater, 815 E. Olive Ave. 

 OAKLAND: Wednesday, November 1: Oakstop Event Space, 1721 Broadway 

 SACRAMENTO: Tuesday, November 7: Sacramento Public Library, Tsakopoulos Library 

Galleria, Galleria West Room, 828 I St. 

 SAN DIEGO: Monday, November 13: Caltrans District 11 offices, 4050 Taylor Street, 

Garcia Room 

 SAN BERNARDINO: Tuesday, November 14: Santa Fe Depot, 1170 W. 3rd St. 

 LOS ANGELES: Wednesday, November 15: Metro Headquarters, 1 Gateway Plaza, Lobby 

and Board Room 

And on Wednesday, December 6, from noon to 1:30 p.m., a webinar will describe the plan and 

some of its main points. 

Back to Top 

Roadshow: 12 cent a gallon state gas tax kicks in (Mercury News) 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/californiarail/meetings_events/
http://www.mercurynews.com/2017/11/01/roadshow-12-cent-a-gallon-state-gas-tax-kicks-in/


I assume you are getting many complaints about the higher gas tax that we are now paying to 

ease some of our traffic problems. But not from me, as long as it fills the many potholes I have 

to dodge every day. 

Bob Foster 

Fremont 

A: The state gas tax jumps 12 cents a gallon today and will be adjusted for inflation. Complaints 

have been mixed. Not as intense as I expected, with some realizing that this tax has not been 

raised since 1994. The higher tax will costs drivers about $10 a month. 

Q: Reading your response to the Interstate 680-Interstate 880 potential freeway link and the 

$4.45 billion Regional Measure 3 that would alleviate the problem, didn’t we just approve 

Measure BB for $9 billion in revenue that should take care of this? 

What a joke. We approve taxes for these projects then have to pay more to use them (FasTrak 

lanes). Taxpayers continue to get ripped off. 

Chris Bartolotti 

Pleasanton 

A: But voters want more traffic options and higher bridge tolls would seed money to I-680-I-

880. 

Measure BB was approved by Alameda County voters in 2014 and will generate nearly $8 billion 

over 30 years for transportation improvements in every city throughout the county. BART, 

AC Transit, and local streets will get a big share of that money 

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

freeways and commuting. 

Q: Twice last week my Oakland to Sunnyvale commute on Interstate 880 suffered 15-25 

minutes of delay due to sweeping on the freeway, blocking the fast lane one day and the slow 

lane another day in off-peak hours. Many of us are trying to mitigate the severe congestion in 

the Bay Area by not traveling during peak hours, and this is the thanks we get from Caltrans. 

The congestion is created typically for a length of at least 10-15 miles behind the sweepers. 

Why can’t the s(weeping) take place late at night when there is little congestion? I understand 

this would perhaps incur higher pay for the 10-20 personnel involved, but the cost incurred by 

thousands of commuters in lost time, as well as contribution to poor air quality, must be far 

greater. 

Steve Wollenberg 

Oakland 

A: Caltrans will not use its sweepers at night except for emergency conditions. It’s simply too 

dangerous in the dark. A convoy of sweepers and Caltrans trucks go as slowly as 5 mph. They 

usually are out between 9 a.m. and 2 p.m., in between morning and afternoon rush hours. 

http://bayareane.ws/mrroadshowfb


Here’s another reason to avoid late-night sweeping. The Highway Patrol estimates that up to 50 

percent of motorists on the road immediately after 2 a.m. have been drinking, making it much 

more dangerous for crews and motorists. 
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San Jose council agrees to buy land near Google project amid resident concerns 

(Mercury News) 

City leaders Tuesday agreed to buy six pieces of land near Google’s proposed tech village for 

parking and road improvements despite concerns from some residents that taxpayer dollars are 

being spent to subsidize the tech giant’s private development. 

Mayor Sam Liccardo stressed that the land acquisitions approved Tuesday will support 

improvements that were planned for decades — with or without Google’s proposed tech 

campus. Liccardo also said the money pegged for the land buys — about $15 million total — 

was allocated years ago and that $4 million came from Trammell Crow, Google’s development 

partner. 

“The new roadway was being discussed for two decades,” Liccardo said. “These are dollars that 

we allocated and identified years ago in one case and, in another case, dollars we obtained 

from Trammell Crow.” 

The San Jose council unanimously approved all the land buys Tuesday. 

The $4 million from Trammell Crow, which went into a general city parking fund, stems from 

a 2016 lawsuit settlement. The San Jose Sharks’ parent company sued the developer and the 

city over a retail and office tower that would eat up 835 parking spaces near SAP Center. 

Sarah McDermott from UNITE HERE, Local 19, a union that represents service workers, was 

among critics who questioned the decision. 

 

“This is clearly helpful to the proposed Google project and it seems this is the clear motivation 

for the purchase,” McDermott said. “I’d like to ask why the city is willing to spend millions of 

dollars for land in the Google project but says it’s too early for the community engagement 

process. If you’re willing to spend this money then you should be willing to talk about 

community benefits.” 

Five of the six parcels are at the northeast corner of West St. John and North Autumn streets. 

The seller is the Milligan Family Trust, and the parcels are collectively known as the former 

Milligan News site. The land appraised for $9.9 million in October 2016, but the owners made a 

counter offer to the city for $11 million — which was approved Tuesday. 

http://www.mercurynews.com/2017/10/31/san-jose-council-agrees-to-buy-land-near-google-project-amid-resident-concerns/
http://www.mercurynews.com/2016/11/14/san-jose-city-reaches-proposed-settlement-with-sharks-over-diridon-development/


One residential and two commercial occupants would have to be moved, according to city 

documents, costing about $400,000. That land will be used to replace Autumn Street between 

West St. John Street and Julian Street with a new roadway that completes the connection 

between 1-280 and Coleman Avenue. 

The Sharks lease a portion of one of those buildings, city documents show, but will remain on 

site until the building is relocated. 

The sixth parcel of land, located at 525 West St. John Street, is owned by the Francia Family 

Trust. San Jose leaders agreed to buy the property for $2.9 million on Tuesday, using the money 

from the Trammell Crow settlement. 

The plan is to use that land for parking in an effort to fulfill the city’s agreement with the 

Sharks. It can also serve as an interim supply of parking during the planned construction of the 

BART and High Speed Rail, city officials said Tuesday. 

Though the property was appraised for $2.3 million, San Jose leaders agreed to buying it for 

$2.9 million partially because of what’s being dubbed the “Google effect” — land near the 

proposed development has skyrocketed in value. 

But labor leaders and housing advocates said they’ve been excluded from the city’s private 

negotiations with the Internet giant. No official community meetings have been scheduled to 

talk about benefits Google might offer the city, they said, but the city keeps buying land near 

the project. 

“We’re particularly concerned the residents have been shut out of the city’s negotiation 

process,” said Jeffrey Buchanan, policy director of Working Partnerships USA, on Tuesday. “We 

think this is wrong given the number of public benefits the city is being asked by Google to 

deliver for this project. We need to consider not spending public dollars until we have a 

discussion about public benefits.” 

The source of funding for the former Milligan News site, according to city documents, is a 

building and structure construction tax fund. The Francia Family land will be purchased using 

money from a city parking fund — comprised of Trammel Crow’s settlement. 
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Walk It before Planning It! – A New Take on the Safe Routes To School Planning 

Meeting. (Silicon Valley Bicycle Coalition blog) 

What a great experience! On Tuesday, October 24, 2017, Santa Clara County Public Health 

Department’s (SCCPHD) organized a Safe Routes To School Walk Audit & Planning Meeting for 

Rod Kelley Elementary School, Gilroy, CA. A slew of stakeholders (parents, school trustee’s, 

school representatives, Gilroy Engineering department, SVBC, and etc.) woke up early (arrived 

by 7:20am) for a beautiful and brisk walk around the school’s wider block. The aim of the task 

was to visually understand the neighborhood walking, biking and driving conditions (i.e. 

https://bikesiliconvalley.org/2017/10/walk-planning-new-take-safe-routes-school-planning-meeting/
https://bikesiliconvalley.org/2017/10/walk-planning-new-take-safe-routes-school-planning-meeting/


undertake a walking audit). Usually a walk audit is undertaken by SCCPHD and the school staff 

as part of organizing a Safe Routes To School (SRTS) Planning Meeting, but asking all 

stakeholders of the planning meeting to also be involved in a walk audit before the Planning 

Meeting was definitely a treat! 

Participants were able to watch firsthand some crosswalks where Crossing Guards were already 

assisting children to cross busy intersections, but we heard that there still remained some 

serious safety concerns. It was more than that; physically observing parents U-Turn randomnly 

around a corner or just rolling through yet another crosswalk – it made me (a parent, Silicon 

Valley Bicycle Coalition (SVBC) employee, and someone from outside the community), stand up 

and be concerned! 

SVBC believes the Walk Audit was a very effective SRTS Planning Meeting tool. As we’ve seen 

with other SRTS schools, we applaud Santa Clara County Public Health and all Gilroy 

stakeholders involved in building our community safety awareness, growing our health and 

wellbeing. Funding for the SRTS program is provided through the Active Transportation 

Program (ATP) grant, a 3 year-grant from the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) 

through the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC). We truly look forward to working 

with the Rod Kelley Elementary School and community, so that walking and biking to school is 

fun, healthy, safe, and accessible to all. 
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VTA Daily News Coverage for November 2 and 3, 2017 

1. Why High Speed Rail is holding off on Diridon Station viaduct plans (Silicon Valley Business Journal)  

2. Roadshow: New bridge on Highway 101 is pathway to Caltrain (San Jose Mercury News) 

3. Roadshow: Jeez, some don’t know what a red arrow means (San Jose Mercury News) 

4. Why are gas prices so high in California? (San Jose Mercury News)  

5. Opinion: Mystery fuel surcharge much costlier than new gas tax (San Jose Mercury News) 

6. SamTrans begins rebrand (The Daily Journal) 

7. Muni riders can now rate rides and wait time via new app (Curbed) 

8. ‘Neighborway’ at Golden Gate Park entrance to reduce nearby car traffic by half (San Francisco 

Examiner) 

9. Solid SMART ridership has agency looking at longer trains (Marin Independent Journal) 

10. SF to transform car-free stretch of Powell Street into pedestrian promenade (San Francisco 

Examiner) 

11. Richmond-to-San Francisco ferry service set to begin in September (SF Gate) 

12. The BART Rotunda in downtown Berkeley comes apart, bit by bit (Berkeleyside) 

13. Does California spend ‘nearly 5 times as much’ to build a mile of road as rest of nation? (Politifact) 

14. Government drops push for car-to-car wireless communication (SF Gate) 

 

Why High Speed Rail is holding off on Diridon Station viaduct plans (Silicon Valley Business Journal) 

California high-speed rail is delaying filing federal paperwork for its alignment through San Jose’s Diridon 

Station while consultants hired by the city look for possible alternatives to the elevated tracks it wants to build 

through downtown. 

While the delay should only be a couple of months, it is significant for a city where Diridon’s emergence as a 

major transportation hub — envisioned as a huge driver of downtown development — might instead further 

splinter downtown with a huge elevated structure, much as the Guadalupe Freeway did when it split 

downtown into eastern and western sections in the 1980s. 

The agreement to delay was struck in an Oct. 19 meeting between Mayor Sam Liccardo and Dan Richard, chair 

of the California High-Speed Rail Authority board. Richard drove to San Jose following a Sacramento board 

meeting to meet face-to-face about the issue. 

“The mayor asked if I would be open to having our organization give the city time to develop an alternative 

alignment or alignments that they could talk with us about,” Richard said Wednesday.  

Given Diridon’s position as the northern terminus of the initial operating segment, planned to open in 2025, 

and its future status as the high-speed rail system’s largest transportation hub, Richard said he agreed. 

https://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/news/2017/11/02/why-high-speed-rail-is-holding-off-on-diridon.html


“They didn’t want to have door slammed on them,” Richard said. “They wanted to have time to develop some 

additional thinking on this. I was appreciative of the mayor’s outreach and I wanted to respond in kind.” 

Liccardo said: “Chairman Richard gets it about the importance of building a system that will meet the goals of 

Californians and also meets the goals of those cities like San Jose that provide a critical path for the system’s 

success.” 

The city is spending $90,000 for a study by Omaha-based HDR, Inc., on possible alternatives to a viaduct that 

would carry high-speed trains for most of the 21 miles they would travel within the city limits. It's spending 

another $70,000 with Exeltech Consulting of Lacey, Washington, to study the feasibility of an underground 

high-speed station at Diridon. Their findings are expected to be released in January. 

Other options 

High-speed rail’s planners have been saying since October 2016 that they had dropped consideration of 

below-ground and at-grade alignments. The underground decision was because of unsafe soil and water table 

conditions beneath Diridon.  

The at-grade alignment along Caltrain’s route would further adversely affect the Gardner neighborhood, split 

first by the railroad and later by the I-280 and Guadalupe freeways. That option also raises the possibility of 

high-speed train delays in an already crowded train yard at Diridon. 

Almost every special interest downtown from business to residents and the Gardner neighborhood would 

prefer a tunnel and underground station as the option least disruptive to the status quo, but no one disputes 

that option would be the most expensive.  

The underground station's status as dangerous to build and possibly to use because of underground water has 

been hotly disputed at public meetings by engineers. 

“The good news is that we’re learning that some barriers can be overcome as we seek to ensure that (high-

speed rail) is a train that will serve our residents and our community,” Liccardo said. 

While neither consulting firm has released a preliminary report, city transportation head Jim Ortbal said work 

so far is looking at eliminating a viaduct down the median of Monterey Highway south of downtown by using a 

trench instead, something high-speed rail has been investigating on its own. 

HDR is looking at how to unclog the Diridon yard. The station is where many Caltrain and all Amtrak Capitol 

Corridor trains terminate, are serviced and then head back north.  

The 2008 law authorizing the high-speed rail project requires that trains be able to bypass any station at 

mainline speed to provide the operational capability for local and express trains. 

One possible way to remove parked trains from Diridon would be to relocate Caltrain’s CEMOF (Centralized 

Equipment Maintenance & Operations Facility) — now located alongside the Caltrain right-of-way between 

Lenzen Avenue and West Taylor Street – to somewhere south of Diridon.  

The facility cost $140 million when it was opened 10 years ago and employs 100 mechanical department 

workers and is the base for 120 train crew. A Caltrain spokesman could not be reached for comment, but that 

railroad is intimately involved in the joint planning for a new Diridon Station as its owner and largest user. 

Three railroads 



The Valley Transportation Authority, which now runs light rail trains and buses through the station, is working 

on the project to extend BART to Diridon within a year of high-speed rail’s arrival and also is affected by the 

state system’s plans. 

All three railroads and the city are involved in the planning effort. 

“After we meet all the operational needs and the user experience — we want the station to be beautiful,” said 

Chris Augenstein, VTA’s planning director. “We want it to be something others look at and say, ‘Wow!, they 

did such a great job in San Jose, we want to go there and learn how to do this right.’ That’s what everybody is 

coalescing around.” 

Richard volunteered in his interview that high-speed rail established a “very aggressive schedule” for 

environmental approvals in its 2016 business plan because getting the railroad up and running is key to its 

survival as a project. 

A revised environmental clearance schedule “will be part and parcel of a broad look at where the program is 

that we’ll be reporting on as we develop our (2018) business plan,” he said. 
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Roadshow: New bridge on Highway 101 is pathway to Caltrain (San Jose Mercury News) 

Q: You mentioned a new pedestrian/bike bridge is coming on Highway 101 at Hillsdale Boulevard. Why in the 
world do we need separate pedestrian/bike bridges anyway? 
 
There was one built on 101 at Marine Parkway/Ralston Avenue a few years ago and there are rarely any 
pedestrians or bikes on it — certainly not enough to justify the cost. There are already regular bridges at these 
locations, and they have sidewalks. 
 
Why can’t pedestrians and bikes use these bridges as they have for the last 50 years? Pedestrians and bikes 
share all other roads with cars, so why not the same with bridges? What a waste. 
 
Joseph Gumina, San Carlos 
 
A: You think so? Local officials envision this $35 million project as a key link to offering folks a way to get out of 
their cars and not contend with traffic. It will allow a much safer way for pedestrians and bicyclists to get from 
the Hillsdale Boulevard interchange while connecting the bike lanes from the Hillsdale Caltrain station to 
Foster City and neighborhoods east of 101. 
 
This bridge is the last significant segment of a 1.2-mile bike lane between the Hillsdale station and the Los 
Prados and Lakeshore neighborhoods east of 101. The existing overcrossing is the only one in the area with 
the nearest crossing approximately 2 miles to the north at 19th Avenue and the Belmont overcrossing more 
than 2.5 miles to the south. 
 
Q: I was excited to see that you chose to publish letters in response to the horrific cigarette butt problem. 
But… 
 

http://www.mercurynews.com/2017/11/02/roadshow-new-bridge-on-highway-101-is-pathway-to-caltrain/


I’m surprised no one called you out on your approval of folks who exacted revenge on the tossers. I’d suggest 
that approaching a car, picking up tossed ashtrays and dumping them back into the offender’s car qualifies as 
road rage. 
 
Goodness. You plead with your readers to avoid even eye contact when on the road. 
 
John LaLonde, Pacific Grove 
 
A: Hmm. This one struck me as funny. 
 
Like Mr. Roadshow’s Facebook page for more questions and answers about Bay Area roads, freeways and 
commuting. 
Q: My wife and I teach AARP Smart Driver Classes. Every once in a while we have a class participant who is 
close to or under 5-foot-2 and the question comes up: Are pedal extenders legal in California? 
 
Ron Berube 
 
A: Yes. While there is no specific height requirement to obtain a driver license, a driver must be able to locate 
and operate the vehicle’s functions and controls, which includes safe and proper use of the foot brake and 
steering wheel. 
 
This may require the use of pedal extenders, full hand controls, and seat height adjusters. If an adaptive device 
is necessary to safely control the vehicle, a restriction will be placed on the driver license requiring they be 
installed in any vehicle the applicant drives 
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Roadshow: Jeez, some don’t know what a red arrow means (San Jose Mercury News) 

Q: I don’t think everyone knows, especially tourists or recent transplants, that a red arrow means you cannot 
make a right turn on red. My wife who is from Washington state didn’t know for a long time after moving here 
since right turn on a red arrow is allowed after a stop (barring a sign prohibiting it) there and in Oregon and 
Utah to name a few. This is one of those areas where I wish states would be more consistent, so it is good to 
have a reminder in your column every now and again. 
A: When Ryan’s email rolled in, I thought “come on, we all know that a red arrow means no turning on red, 
right.” And then this arrived: 
 
Q: One can turn right on a red arrow after coming to a complete stop then proceed to turn if it is safe to do 
so? 
 
Bob Simons and a few others 
 
A: Nope. Bob is a savvy driver, but if he got this wrong it’s time to repeat 1,000 times: 
 
You cannot turn right on a red arrow. 
 
You cannot turn right on a red arrow. 
 
You cannot turn right on a red arrow. 

http://www.mercurynews.com/2017/11/03/roadshow-jeez-some-dont-know-what-a-red-arrow-means/


 
Q: Trucks on Ygnacio Valley Road often use “Jake Brake” to slow their downhill progress from the Kirker Pass 
grade. This results in a loud grating clatter that can be heard for miles. As one who lives a half-mile off Ygnacio, 
is this legal inside Walnut Creek’s city limits? 
 
Rosalie Howarth, Walnut Creek 
 
A: Jake Brake is legal unless a city or a county passes legislation to ban them. That’s not likely here with so 
much truck traffic from the quarries. 
 
Q: The overhead signs on Interstate 580 display both FasTrak and FasTrak Flex. But the overhead signs on 
Interstate 680 in Contra Costa County display only FasTrak. Since this is the newest, why not the same as I-
580? 
 
James Barrett, Pleasanton 
 
A: OK, the signs on the I-580 and I-680 Contra Costa Express Lanes are different, but the requirements for 
FasTrak and FasTrak Flex are the same. On the I-680 Contra Costa Express Lane, the “FasTrak and FasTrak Flex” 
signs are mounted on the median barrier. The overhead Variable Toll Messaging Signs have a changeable 
message display panel. 
 
But the I-580 overhead pricing signs do not have changeable message capability, so they convey the FasTrak 
Flex logo statically. 
 
To travel tollfree as a carpool, eligible clean air vehicle or motorcycle drivers must have a FasTrak Flex toll tag 
set in the 2 or 3+ position. Solo drivers can use either a standard FasTrak or a FasTrak Flex toll tag set in the 
“1” position to use the lanes. 
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Why are gas prices so high in California? (The San Jose Mercury News) 

For nearly three years, California drivers have been shelling out an estimated $3 billion more annually for 
gasoline than researchers think they should be spending. The problem is, no one knows exactly why. 
 
The Golden State regularly ranks in the top three for retail gasoline prices in the nation, typically falling just 
below Hawaii and tying with Alaska, where prices are, on average, 60 cents higher than the rest of the nation, 
according to AAA. And, on Wednesday, California drivers will start paying even more at the pump with the gas 
tax rising an extra 12 cents, an increase that pushes total federal, state and local taxes to approximately $0.72 
per gallon. 
  
But, taxes alone cannot account for California’s high gas prices. In fact, even with the tax increase, Californians 
will still not be the highest-taxed when it comes to refined oil. That honor goes to Pennsylvania, where 
residents pay $0.78 in taxes despite the fact that drivers there are paying about 30 cents less at the pump. 
 
Instead, said UC Berkeley economist Severin Borenstein, other factors contribute to higher-than-average 
prices in California: cleaner-burning fuel requirements that drive up the price by approximately 10 cents, low 
carbon fuel source requirements that add about 4 cents, the state’s cap-and-trade program that contributes 

http://www.mercurynews.com/2017/11/01/why-are-gas-prices-so-high-in-california/


another roughly 12 cents, and one other factor — a “mystery surcharge” — that researchers have yet to 
explain, though they think it adds another approximately 20 cents per gallon. 
 
“Some of it is probably profiteering by the refineries, but I don’t know how much,” Borenstein said. “Some of 
it is probably logistical constraints (in the supply chain).” 
 
 
In late 2014, the California Energy Commission tasked Borenstein and four other experts to form the 
Petroleum Market Advisory Committee and determine why gas prices were so high in California. But, not too 
long after the five members started meeting, an explosion in February 2015 at Exxon Mobile’s refinery in 
Torrance cause a major disruption to the oil market in California, causing gas prices to spike while the refinery 
was shut down. 
 
The committee anticipated the price spike, which often occurs when there is a sudden disruption in supply. 
But, they didn’t expect prices to remain high, even months afterwards when production levels at the refinery 
returned to normal. Since that time, Borenstein said prices have remained higher than they would have been 
before the explosion. 
 
“The question is what changed?” he said. 
 
The committee released a report on their findings last month. The big conclusion? More research is needed to 
determine if fingers can be pointed at big oil companies possibly colluding to limit supply, and thus, raise 
prices, or if other factors, such as the cost of transporting or refining the oil, are to blame. 
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Opinion: Mystery fuel surcharge much costlier than new gas tax (Mercury News) 

Who wouldn’t like to pay less for gasoline?  That’s why there will be a lot of grumbling Wednesday when 
California’s gasoline tax goes up by 12 cents per gallon.  That’s also why opponents of the tax increase are 
collecting signatures for a ballot initiative to reverse it, and are leading a drive to recall one state senator who 
supported it. 
 
What isn’t get much attention in the debate is why our gasoline prices are already so high, averaging 60 cents 
above the rest of the country these days. Taxes play a role, as do programs to fight pollution. 
But since early 2015 a large unexplained premium has been going to gasoline sellers.  This may be profiteering, 
or it may be driven by infrastructure constraints on gasoline production and imports, but it is definitely not 
due to taxes. 
 
Yet, politicians of all stripes have shown little interest in uncovering the cause of this surcharge, which has  
amounted  to $12 billion — or $1,200 for a typical family of four — over the last 2 1/2 years.  Those extra 
payments by California consumers continue today at a rate of about $3 billion per year, nearly twice the cost 
of Wednesday’s gas tax increase. 
 
And unlike the extra tax revenue, this money is not going to fix any roads or bridges. 
 

http://www.mercurynews.com/2017/10/29/opinion-mystery-ca-gas-charge-cost-families-1200-so-far/


California has had higher-than-average gasoline prices since at least 1996, when we moved to a cleaner 
burning gasoline that costs an extra dime to produce.  Research shows that the health benefits of our unique 
blend clearly outweigh that extra cost. 
 
From 1996 until a Southern California refinery explosion in February 2015, the extra cost of gasoline in the 
state tracked closely with California’s higher taxes and production costs. Occasional refinery outages spiked 
prices, but they returned to the expected differential within a month or two, because that’s how long it takes 
to bring in our special blend of gasoline from refineries outside the state. 
 
102617 Mystery CA gas surchargeThe 2015 market disruption, however, has been a different story. It’s been 
32 months now, and Californians continue to pay at least 20 cents per gallon more than is explained by our 
higher taxes, greenhouse gas fees (cap and trade and the low-carbon fuel standard) and production costs. 
 
 
Throughout that time, I was a member of the California Energy Commission’s Petroleum Market Advisory 
Committee, a panel of independent energy market experts, and I chaired the committee starting in August 
2015. 
 
The PMAC issued its final report last month.  It highlighted the unexplained price premium that has hit 
consumers since 2015, but concluded that the committee had been given neither the authority, nor the 
resources, to fully investigate and determine the cause.  The committee had no budget allocation, was 
assigned less than one full-time staff person, and had no authority to compel cooperation from industry. 
 
It’s no secret that part of California’s higher gas prices go to reducing air pollution, fighting climate change, 
and maintaining roads to support a thriving economy.  But it is a mystery why we are paying an additional $3 
billion per year to sellers. 
 
Before we roll back the new gas tax, before we cut the revenues for these public programs, shouldn’t we 
figure out where the rest of the money is going? 
 
Severin Borenstein is a professor at UC Berkeley’s Haas School of Business and a researcher at the Energy 
Institute at Haas. 
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SamTrans begins rebrand (The Daily Journal) 

SamTrans is looking to rebrand. Citing a shift in the transportation landscape, the agency primarily known for 
its buses is aiming to adapt and leverage itself as a mobility company. 
 
The San Mateo County Transit District kicked off an update to its business plan this week as it considers the 
future of transportation in a region touted as an economic powerhouse but plagued by traffic congestion. The 
effort comes as private corporate shuttles, ride-sharing companies and carpool apps are increasingly being 
used to transport the Bay Area’s workforce. 
 
“Oftentimes people do forget that SamTrans today is a lot more than a bus service,” said Dave Pine, a member 
of the SamTrans board and the San Mateo County Board of Supervisors. “But I think the challenge for 

http://www.smdailyjournal.com/news/local/samtrans-begins-rebrand/article_63e21b84-bf71-11e7-bbab-7381cc229354.html


SamTrans is to determine how we can provide the best transportation solutions in a rapidly changing 
environment.” 
 
Pine said the agency must remember its responsibility to provide low-cost options for those reliant on their 
services while also considering ways to expand public-private partnerships. 
 
Charles Stone, vice chair of the SamTrans board and Belmont mayor, agreed noting the agency’s work includes 
owning the Dumbarton rail bridge, operating paratransit and senior services, supporting Caltrain and working 
with the county’s Transit Authority. 
 
“We really are the county’s mobility manager and as we embark on a path toward understanding what might 
get community members who aren’t using our services to use them, and also get the community to 
understand the challenges the district faces, I think it’s important that we get the message out that we are a 
heck of a lot more than just a bus company,” Stone said. 
 
Shifting its business model could prove necessary as SamTrans predicts it will hit a fiscal cliff in the coming 
years, depleting reserves and potentially finding itself in a $28 million hole by 2024. It’s that projected deficit, 
along with immense demand for congestion relief, that’s also prompting SamTrans to consider asking voters 
for a half-cent sales tax hike. 
 
A meeting of the SamTrans board last month included an update on an extensive public outreach campaign 
titled “Get us Moving San Mateo County,” which is expected to unfold in the coming months. SamTrans and 
county supervisors will collaborate on the development of an expenditure plan should it proceed with the 
sales tax estimated to generate nearly $81 million a year. 
 
But achieving two-thirds of voters’ approval is far from being a slam dunk. SamTrans must weigh voter fatigue 
as San Mateo County residents will also be asked to approve bridge toll hikes and a possible eighth-cent sales 
tax increase to help Caltrain, are facing gas tax increases and recently extended another half-cent sales tax the 
county contends supports affordable housing. 
 
While no decisions have been made and officials emphasized an expenditure plan for tax revenue would be 
formed through public input, preliminary suggestions included about half going toward mass transit with the 
rest used for local transportation projects. 
 
Russell Arnold, director of marketing and communications, said they’ve started to reach out to key 
stakeholders, staff from local cities about project ideas, and employers. In the coming weeks, they’ll begin 
engaging the public how they’d like to alleviate congestion or improve mobility options. 
 
“The business plan is about a recognition that SamTrans needs to become more than just a transit provider, 
we need to become a mobility provider,” Arnold said. 
 
SamTrans officials noted they’re not alone in seeing declining ridership as across the nation fewer people are 
hailing the bus. It also faces competition as commuters have more options than before with the various ride-
sharing companies, carpool apps and corporate shuttles. So in some ways SamTrans appears to be taking the 
position of — if you can’t beat them, join them. 
 
Initial ideas include collaborating more closely with employers to provide shuttles, advocating for 
transportation demand management policies and considering ride-sharing carpool subsidies for underutilized 
bus routes, Pine and Stone said. 



 
“I’m hopeful that we can come up with public-private partnerships that can more effectively and more 
efficiently address those needs,” Pine said. “We need to think of new approaches given how much the 
landscape has changed.” 
 
Larger projects could include creating bus rapid transit along El Camino Real with traffic signals and lanes 
prioritizing SamTrans, as well as instating a new transbay crossing by rehabilitating the defunct Dumbarton rail 
bridge. 
 
Resolving the last-mile connection for public transit riders and working closely with other counties’ 
transportation officials to align schedules or consider intermodal stations is also important to achieve a 
successful regional approach, Pine said. 
 
“The economic boom has created tens of thousands of new jobs which has made traveling anywhere in the 
Bay Area almost impossible at certain times of day and there doesn’t seem to be any end in sight with the 
amount of new office space coming online. So as a region we have to bring more urgency and creativity to our 
mobility problems,” Pine said. 
 
Stone agreed, emphasizing it’s imperative SamTrans adjust its business model and maintain relevancy for 
future generations. 
 
“We need to think bigger and down the road. What does public transit look like 20 years from now and how 
can we make sure we’re part of that? Is it buses, is it going to be light rail down El Camino Real somehow?” 
Stone said. “We can’t keep doing things the same way because that’s not going to work long term.” 
 
But while Stone and Pine recognize the need to adapt to a changing market if they’re going to help alleviate 
congestion, they also note the need to strike a balance and adhere to the root of public transit. 
 
“In many ways, we need to continue a lot of what we do now, which is deliver mobility options to those who 
don’t make six-figure salaries, who are struggling to remain on the Peninsula and who don’t have any options 
to get them around other than the options we provide,” Stone said. “However, at the same time, if we’re 
going to remain relevant and our district is going to sustain, we’re going to have to come up with new and 
innovative ways to get people who aren’t on transit, to use transit.” 
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Muni riders can now rate rides and wait time via new app (Curbed)  

Last Friday, SFMTA announced a new feature on its Muni smartphone app that allows riders to rate the quality 
of transit service in San Francisco. 
 
App users will be able to rate rides via their phones, giving positive or negative marks across five categories. 
SFMTA spokesperson Cristina Padilla explains the process via the agency blog: 
 
To rate your ride, select the Muni line you rode on, provide the specific vehicle number if available (optional), 
then give a thumbs up or down rating based on five different categories—travel time, vehicle condition, 
comfortable ride, rider etiquette and employee courtesy. 
 

https://sf.curbed.com/2017/11/1/16593888/muni-app-rate-my-ride


[...] The more information we have, the better we can triangulate specific issues and trends. If used 
extensively, we envision creating “heat maps” and dashboards that will allow us to track customer satisfaction 
by Muni route and area of the city. 
But for now the app is a general tool for marking rider satisfaction—or lack thereof, in the case of consistently 
troubled routes. 
 
Day Two Of San Francisco Transit Workers' 'Sickout' Causes Commuting Delays Throughout City 
Photo by Justin Sullivan/Getty Images 
The app doesn’t allow for detailed feedback beyond the simple up or down rating. As SF Weekly points out, 
while it’s easy to mistake this feature for a new app entirely, the general Muni app has existed for some time. 
 
Despite a general culture of complaints about Muni and how often its frequent infrequency generates 
headlines, SFTMA’s latest rider survey released in December 2016 said that of the 543 people polled, 70 
percent rated service “Good” or “Excellent” overall. 
 
The last time that same rating dipped below 50 percent was in 2001. On the other hand, more ambiguous 
separate polls found that only 38 percent of riders in Q3 of the last fiscal year said they were at least 
“satisfied” with service, while 35 percent described their feelings as merely “neutral.” 
 
Predictably, the biggest gripes are about reliability, with which nearly 40 percent of riders called themselves 
“dissatisfied” with Muni in Q4 versus only 32 percent who are at least “satisfied,” and with service. 
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‘Neighborway’ at Golden Gate Park entrance to reduce nearby car traffic by half (The San 

Francisco Examiner) 

A major artery for Golden Gate Park visitors in the Richmond District may soon see car traffic cut nearly in half. 

Cars will be diverted off Eighth Avenue onto nearby streets and slowed with speed humps for the creation of a 

“neighborway,” a street concept that emphasizes smoother bike and pedestrian access. 

The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency concluded its last public hearing on the Eighth Avenue 

neighborway in mid-October, and the effort is now entering its final design stage, with SFMTA board approval 

scheduled for January. 

For neighbor and Go Geary advocacy group member Winston Parsons, the effort to make Eighth Avenue safer 

is too little, too late. He lives above the intersection and has witnessed multiple car collisions there, which he 

attributed to speed and vehicle volume. 

“The worst crash I saw there was a car flipped over into the intersection,” Parsons said. This was in January, 

under the watchful eyes of the prowling cougar and bear statues at either side of the Golden Gate Park 

entrance. 

Drivers frequently roll up Eighth Avenue from Geary Boulevard to head to Golden Gate Park and, similarly, exit 

the park down Eighth Avenue back to Geary. 

The proposed Eighth Avenue “neighborway” would reduce daily traffic from 4,700 vehicles a day to 2,100 

vehicles a day, according to the SFMTA. (Courtesy SFMTA) 

http://www.sfexaminer.com/neighborway-golden-gate-park-entrance-reduce-nearby-car-traffic-half/


The SFMTA clocks the daily traffic on Eighth Avenue, from Anza to Balboa streets, at 4,700 vehicles a day — far 

above the “ideal” for a neighborway, which is 1,500 vehicles a day. 

The creation of a neighborway would drop that number to 2,100 vehicles a day, according to the SFMTA, 

which would increase car traffic along Seventh, Ninth and 10th avenues. That’s in no small part due to 

proposed forced turns on Eighth Avenue and Balboa Street for southbound vehicles, and Eighth Avenue and 

Anza Street for northbound vehicles, creating a safer path of travel for cyclists and pedestrians. 

Vehicle access at Fulton Street would not change under the proposal. 

“Daylighting” techniques to make walkways more visible, as well as new signage and paint, would be installed 

along the corridor. About 10 speed humps would be installed along Eighth Avenue as well, four on Ninth 

Avenue and four on Seventh Avenue. A four-way stop sign would also be installed at Eighth Avenue and Lake 

Street. 

In emails to Supervisor Sandra Fewer, who oversees the Richmond District, neighbors were mixed on the 

proposals. 

Dana Tam, who lives on Eighth Avenue near Clement Street, said that she, her husband and two young 

children were in favor of the speed humps, but noted, “… forcing cars to turn at either Anza or Balboa is a 

huge and unnecessary inconvenience.” 

Will Riffelmacher said he often bikes to Golden Gate Park with his 2-year-old son in tow, and supports the 

traffic diverters because “the section of 8th Avenue between Cabrillo and Fulton is one of the most difficult 

that I navigate on my commute.” 

“The level of concern from the neighborhood is worrisome,” Fewer said in a statement, adding that she will 

continue listening to the neighborhood for “their vision for street safety.” 
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Solid SMART ridership has agency looking at longer trains (Marin Independent Journal) 

SMART is looking to add a third car on some runs as ridership projections have just about met expectations 
despite a lull in service caused by the North Bay fires, rail officials reported Wednesday. 
 
Since its launch Aug. 25, the rail agency has counted 137,702 passengers. That amounts to about 15,300 
passengers a week, and includes several days of no or limited service because of the fires. The agency’s 
projections were for 15,600 a week. 
 
“Now we are trying to figure out which trains have the most passengers and most bikes and then see where 
we can add a third car for two or three weeks and see what happens,” said Farhad Mansourian, SMART’s 
general manager. “We are proud of the (ridership) number. It’s a good number.” 
 
The system has also carried 11,644 bicycles and 619 wheelchairs since service began. 
  
Presently, ridership is counted by on-board conductors. Eventually, counts will be done via the Clipper 
payment system. The Clipper card system is similar to FasTrak, which allows drivers to pass through Bay Area 
toll booths without having to stop and hand over cash. 

http://www.marinij.com/article/NO/20171101/NEWS/171109985


 
Clipper works much in the same manner, with patrons signing up and allowing their credit cards to have rail 
fares deducted. Clipper users scan or “tag” their cards on a reader. A computer chip inside the card reads the 
transaction, information is displayed on the screen and a beep sounds to alert the passenger the card has 
been read. 
 
“We should get the Clipper info by early next year,” Mansourian said. “We would love to have that and use it 
for our planning.” 
 
When SMART users tap into the agency’s on-board Wi-Fi, they are asked to answer a questionnaire. The 
agency now has 1,200 respondents to the survey, with the data showing downtown San Rafael as the top 
destination, selected by 49 percent of riders. 
 
The next top destinations were the Marin Civic Center at 10 percent, followed by Petaluma and downtown 
Santa Rosa at 8 percent. The Sonoma County Airport was 7 percent and San Marin in Novato, 6 percent. 
 
Downtown Petaluma is where most people got on at 19 percent. That was followed by downtown Santa Rosa 
at 18 percent, the Sonoma Airport at 14 percent and downtown San Rafael, 13 percent. 
 
In terms of when people travel, the most popular morning time was between 7 and 8 a.m. when 32 percent if 
people got onboard. That was followed by 26 percent between 6 and 7 a.m., 24 percent between 8 and 9 a.m. 
and 14 percent between 9 and 10 a.m. 
 
In the afternoon, 43 percent ride the train from 5 to 6 p.m., 36 percent between 4 and 5 p.m., 26 percent from 
6 to 7 p.m. and 21 percent between 3 and 4 p.m. 
 
On the financial end, SMART has collected $690,691 in fares since its launch, resulting in $74,362 in weekly 
revenue. The system has to make $68,023 to meet its weekly budget. 
 
Each car has 79 seats and room for an equal number to stand if necessary. Some trains during commute time 
have people standing, SMART workers have reported. The system runs trains in pairs, but will now look at 
adding a third car to popular trains. 
 
SMART booster Jack Swearingen sees more riders in the rail agency’s future. 
 
“If we are going to Larkspur, we will get many more riders,” said Swearingen, with Friends of SMART. Service 
to Larkspur is set to begin in 2019. 
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SF to transform car-free stretch of Powell Street into pedestrian promenade (SF Examiner) 

A two-block stretch of Powell Street may soon become a Paris-style public promenade, replete with increased 

lighting, planters and significantly wider sidewalks. 

The last open houses for the Powell Streetscape Improvement Project are Thursday, held at noon and 6 p.m., 

at JiNS at 151 Powell St. The project is slated to go to the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 

Board of Directors for approval in January. 

http://www.sfexaminer.com/sf-transform-car-free-stretch-powell-street-pedestrian-promenade/


Some businesses are decrying even more construction in the already construction-beleaguered downtown, 

but others welcome the revamped sidewalks as potentially safer. 

The pilot project to create a car-free Powell Street between Ellis and Geary streets was initiated in 2015, and 

made permanent in July. Previously, lower Powell Street saw at least three injury collisions annually. Ever 

since traffic (except taxis, cable cars and loading vehicles) was banned, collision-based injuries dropped to 

zero. 

“The pilot was tremendously successful” in terms of safety, said Dan Howard, an SFMTA transit engineer and 

project lead. 

The lack of car traffic also helped ailing cable cars’ steel cables, which run under the street. Traffic congestion 

causes more wear and tear on the cables, since they’re clamped for longer and start to melt. Since lower 

Powell Street went car-free, the cables’ lives have been extended from 60 days to 80 days, Howard said. 

Not only will the sidewalks be widened from 14 feet to 22 feet, they’ll be curbless — meaning flat with the 

street — noted Natalie Burdick, outreach director of advocacy group Walk SF. 

“It’s a perfect example of The City prioritizing people walking,” Burdick said. 

These renderings show the proposed promenade for lower Powell Street, between Ellis and Geary streets, 

which features added lighting, wider sidewalks and a flat curb level with the street. (Courtesy SFMTA) 

The promenade will gain extra lighting from short vertical posts, called bollards, and the parklets on Powell 

Street will be removed, which neighbors complained were ill-maintained. 

“It just attracts rats,” Phineas Ng, owner of Tad’s Steakhouse on 120 Powell St., said of the parklets and 

planters. 

“Everything looks nice in the beginning and in the graphic design,” Ng said of project renderings. “But if you 

can’t afford to keep it up, it’s going to look worse than it was before.” 

Union Square Business Improvement District Executive Director Karin Flood said in a statement, “We applaud 

any public-private initiative” that supports local business vitality. 

Sensors installed by Union Square BID show 5.6 million pedestrians traversing the 200 block of Powell Street 

since January, and 40 million in the area around Union Square writ large. 

John Konstin, owner of the historic John’s Grill right off Powell on 63 Ellis St., said his biggest problem with the 

promenade is construction-related traffic congestion, especially considering Central Subway construction on 

nearby Stockton Street. 

“Traffic is just a mess,” said Konstin. “It’s going to make it worse.” 

Howard said construction on the Powell Street promenade will not begin until 2021 — after the Central 

Subway construction is set to conclude. 
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Richmond-to-San Francisco ferry service set to begin in September (SF Gate) 

http://www.sfgate.com/bayarea/article/Richmond-to-San-Francisco-ferry-service-set-to-12324597.php


About 11 months from now, if the winter and the seas aren’t too stormy, East Bay commuters will be able to 

veer off crowded Interstate 80 and climb aboard a ferry from Richmond to San Francisco. 

Richmond officials, East Bay politicians, ferryboat operators and residents eager for ferry service gathered 

Wednesday in the renovated historic Ford production plant at the foot of the bay to celebrate the start of 

construction of a terminal for the new service. 

The $20 million terminal, funded with bridge tolls and state and federal funds, will be built at a site at the 

south end of Harbour Way next to a 362-space parking lot. The site is across the street from the Craneway 

Pavilion event center in the former Ford plant and near the Rosie the Riveter WWII Home Front National 

Historical Park visitor center. 

Ferry access — the gangway and ramps, along with a covered waiting area — is expected to be completed by 

September, in time for service to begin. San Francisco Bay Ferry will run three morning boats from Richmond 

to San Francisco’s Ferry Building and four evening ferries back to Richmond. 

Richmond officials and residents have been clamoring for regular ferry service since at least 1989 when 

temporary service ran from the nearby Port of Richmond after the Loma Prieta earthquake. 

Red and White Fleet tested a service in 1999, but it shut down in 2000, less than a year after it started, after 

averaging just 50 passengers a day. But that service was slow — taking about 45 minutes — and the economy 

was collapsing, said Richmond Mayor Tom Butt. A ride on the new ferry is expected to take about 30 minutes. 

With the Bay Area’s economy booming — along with traffic congestion on Interstates 80 and 580 through 

Richmond — Butt is betting that his constituents, along with weary commuters, will choose the ferry, which 

will offer not only a pleasant ride, but also a bar. 

“This is something people will use,” he said. “You always get a seat, you have a great view, you can have a 

drink and meet other people. Riding ferries is a great way to commute.” 

Ferry officials estimate that there will be 700 to 800 daily passenger trips when service begins, with the 

number growing to more than 1,700 by 2035. 

The Richmond service is part of a rebirth in ferry service around the bay. The Bay Area’s two major operators, 

Golden Gate Ferry and San Francisco Bay Ferry, have seen ridership swell by more than a million passengers in 

the past four years to just over 5 million last year. 

“We joke that every month it’s the largest number of passengers we’ve ever carried,” said Jim Wunderman, 

vice chairman of the Water Emergency Transportation Authority, the agency that runs San Francisco Bay Ferry. 

“The lines (to board) grow longer, and we know some of you don’t like that, but it shows the demand.” 

Lorraine Lombardo, 65, a retired San Francisco police officer, lives in Richmond’s nearby Marina Bay 

neighborhood and is eager to become a regular ferry rider. 

“This is totally exciting,” she said. “It’s so wonderful to be able to get away from traffic on the freeway, just to 

have an option to get to San Francisco just across the water. ... This will be such a luxurious and convenient 

way to get to San Francisco.” 
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The BART Rotunda in downtown Berkeley comes apart, bit by bit (Berkeleyside) 

Patrons use the Rotunda at the Downtown Berkeley BART station on Aug. 10, 2017. Photo: David Yee 

For decades a defining landmark in Berkeley has been the Rotunda over the Downtown Berkeley BART station. 

No more. During the month of October, workers have been dismantling the structure to make way for a new 

one. Berkeleyside asked Matthew Taecker, who has an office in the Wells Fargo building overlooking the 

Rotunda, to take photos as it was taken apart. David Yee, a Berkeleyside contributing photographer, also 

stopped by regularly, as did other Berkeleyside contributors. 

Here is a visual chronicle of the process, which should be completed this week. The Rotunda will be replaced 

with a glass arch, which should be completed in early 2018 as part of a redesign of the BART Plaza. 

Back to Top 

 

Does California spend ‘nearly 5 times as much’ to build a mile of road as rest of nation? 

(Politifact) 

Candidate for California governor John Cox made an outdated, false claim about the per-mile cost of California 
roads. Capital Public Radio file photo. 
It’s not cheap to build anything in California. 
 
Land and labor is expensive and the state has some of the strictest environmental permitting rules anywhere. 
 
Those factors all drive up the cost of building homes, stores and even roads. Republican candidate for 
governor John Cox has pledged that, if elected, he’ll hack through California’s thicket of regulations, in an 
effort to reduce expenses. 
 
Specifically, Cox wants to reform the California Department of Transportation, or Caltrans, an agency he has 
described as overstaffed and wasteful. 
 
Recently, he claimed Caltrans spends an exorbitant amount to build and maintain each mile of roadway 
compared with other states. 
 
"It costs nearly five times as much in California to build and maintain a mile of road as it does in the rest of the 
nation," Cox said in an interview published on the Political Vanguard website on Oct. 19, 2017. 
 
Cox made a similar claim in a San Francisco Chronicle op-ed on Oct. 18, 2017: 
 
"California spends 4.7 times the national average for every mile of roadway we build and maintain, according 
to the Competitive Enterprise Institute." CEI is a libertarian think tank which sourced the statistic to the 
Reason Foundation, another free market think tank. 
 
Following both statements, Cox went on to advocate for greater reliance on private construction to reduce 
expenses. 
 

http://www.berkeleyside.com/2017/11/01/bart-rotunda-comes-apart-bit-bit/
http://www.politifact.com/california/statements/2017/nov/01/john-cox/does-california-spend-nearly-five-times-much-build/


There’s a debate about why it’s so expensive to build roads in California. But we’re not fact-checking that 
debate. Instead, we’re zeroing in on Cox’s specific claims that California's road spending is "nearly five times" 
per mile compared with other states. 
 
Background on John Cox 
 
On his campaign website, Cox describes himself as a "Jack Kemp-style Republican who grew up on Chicago’s 
south-side." Today, he’s a San Diego businessman who "founded an organization that repairs the homes of 
low-income seniors and individuals with disabilities." 
 
His priorities, as listed on his website, include lowering California’s taxes and fighting the influence of special 
interests. 
 
Cox is the chairman of Give Voters a Voice, an effort to repeal California’s recent gas tax increase, which was 
signed into law this year to raise money for road repairs. The increase includes a 12-cent per gallon gasoline 
tax increase, which went into effect this week. 
 
Our research 
 
We asked Cox’s campaign for evidence supporting his claims. 
 
It pointed to recent reports by the Reason Foundation, which studies transportation spending. 
 
In 2013, the foundation published its "20th Annual Report on the Performance of State Highway Systems." 
 
That report shows California spent nearly $680,000 per mile in 2009 on roadways. That was 4.7 times as much 
as the national average of approximately $144,000 per mile spent in other states. That matches Cox’s claim of 
"nearly five times" as much. 
 
But our research shows, and Cox’s campaign has acknowledged, the information from 2009 is outdated. 
 
An updated 2016 Reason Foundation study shows California spent about $420,000 per mile in 2013 compared 
with the national average spending of about $160,000 per mile in the same year. 
 
That data places California’s spending at about 2.5 times the national average, far less than Cox’s claims. 
 
We asked Cox’s staff about the discrepancy. David Kersten, a policy analyst with the campaign, said the 
candidate didn’t have the most up-to-date figures. 
 
"When he wrote that (San Francisco Chronicle) op-ed, he didn’t have that new number," Kersten told us in an 
interview. "Everybody was using the older report." 
 
Matt Shupe, Cox’s campaign spokesman, said he and Kersten would update Cox on the new figure and use it in 
future statements. 
 
High admin costs 
 
Cox’s staff noted that one category of California’s road spending, administrative costs, totals nearly five times 
as much the national average, even in the 2016 report. We checked and the report does show that, though 



Cox’s staffers acknowledged that’s not the same statement the candidate made in the op-ed or in his Political 
Vanguard interview and at the center of this fact check. 
 
Caltrans, the agency targeted by Cox, disagrees with the methodology of the Reason Foundation studies. A 
Caltrans spokesman said much of the studies’ roadway data is from local streets and roads not built or 
maintained by the state. The spokesman also noted that California’s state roadways are larger and more 
congested than in other states, making them more expensive to build and maintain. 
 
Representatives for the Reason Foundation did not respond to our interview requests. 
 
Our ruling 
 
Republican candidate for governor John Cox recently claimed it costs "nearly five times as much" in California 
to build and maintain a mile of road as it does in the rest of the nation. 
 
A study using 2009 data shows California spent 4.7 times as much per mile as the national average on roads. 
Updated data from 2013 shows the state’s spending still far above the national average at about 2.5 times the 
cost per mile, but far lower than Cox’s figure. 
 
Cox’s campaign staff told us the candidate relied on outdated information and would be updating this figure in 
future statements. 
 
While the candidate’s larger point about higher road spending in California appears to be correct, his specific 
claim about it being "nearly five times" as much per mile is outdated and wrong. 
 
We rate it False. 
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Government drops push for car-to-car wireless communication (SF Gate) 

WASHINGTON — The Trump administration has quietly set aside plans to require new cars to be able to 

wirelessly communicate with each other, auto industry officials said, jeopardizing one of the most promising 

technologies for preventing traffic deaths. 

The Obama administration proposed in December that all new cars and light trucks come equipped with 

technology known as vehicle-to-vehicle communications, or V2V. It would enable vehicles to transmit their 

location, speed, direction and other information 10 times per second. That lets cars detect, for example, when 

another vehicle is about to run a red light or is coming around a blind turn in time to prevent a crash. 

The administration has decided not to pursue a final mandate, said two auto industry officials who have 

spoken with White House and Transportation Department officials and two others whose organizations have 

spoken to the administration. The industry officials spoke on condition of anonymity so as not to jeopardize 

their relations with the administration. 

The White House declined to comment, but the proposal has been dropped from the White House Office of 

Management and Budget’s list of regulations actively under consideration and instead has been relegated to 

its long-term agenda. 

http://www.sfgate.com/business/article/Government-drops-push-for-car-to-car-wireless-12324007.php


Transportation Secretary Elaine Chao’s office forwarded a statement from the National Highway Traffic Safety 

Administration which said the agency is still reviewing more than 460 comments on the proposed mandate 

before deciding its next step and that no ruling has been made. Industry officials said decisions on the matter 

are being made at higher levels of the administration. 

Administration officials indicated their decision was based on several factors, including general wariness of 

imposing costly mandates, even though most automakers support requiring V2V, industry officials said. 

President Trump has made reducing government regulations, which he sees as a drain on the economy, a 

guiding principle of his administration. 

The Transportation Department estimates the technology has the potential to prevent or reduce the severity 

of up to 80 percent of collisions that don’t involve alcohol or drugs. V2V was also expected to provide an extra 

layer of safety for self-driving cars since it can detect even vehicles hidden by buildings or beyond the range of 

the sensors and cameras of autonomous vehicles. And it was expected to ease traffic congestion since vehicles 

could communicate with traffic signals, turning them green to prevent needless waiting, save fuel and reduce 

emissions. 

V2V is one of the “most important tools” for reducing traffic fatalities, but the Trump administration “is 

locking it in the trunk if they’re not going to put out the mandate,” said Deborah Hersman, president of the 

National Safety Council, a congressionally chartered advocacy group. “The only way you’re going to get it 

adopted and deployed in a widespread manner is by having a mandate.” 

The Obama administration shares some of the blame because it waited years to propose the mandate, she 

said. 

Traffic fatalities have surged over the past two years to 37,461 deaths in 2016, up nearly 5,000 deaths from 

2014. It’s the largest two-year increase since the early 1960s. 

Another reason administration officials are allowing the V2V proposal to languish is strong opposition from the 

cable and tech industries, auto industry officials said. 

The government set aside the 5.9 GHz spectrum band for transportation technologies in 1999. It went unused 

while the government and automakers spent over a decade and more than $1 billion developing and testing 

V2V. 

Spectrum is finite and in short supply. Cable and tech companies have been seeking permission to use the 5.9 

GHz spectrum for additional wireless bandwidth. Automakers say they need the entire 5.9 GHz spectrum for 

V2V and other safety uses. 

The Federal Communications Commission has been conducting tests to see if the spectrum can be shared 

without interfering with the safety signals. The first test results are expected to be released soon. 

Automakers wanted the mandate partly because it would establish V2V protocols to ensure that Fords could 

talk to Toyotas which could talk to Volkswagens, and so on. 

The mandate was also intended to get the technology onto roads faster. It called for half of new vehicles to 

have V2V within two years after a final rule was issued, and all new vehicles within four years. The more 

vehicles equipped with V2V, the more collisions that could be avoided. It would still take many years before 

there were enough vehicles with V2V to reap the technology’s full promise. That might be accelerated by 

after-market devices that would bring V2V to older vehicles. 



Automakers can put V2V in vehicles without a mandate. General Motors has put the technology in its Cadillac 

CTS sedans. Toyota has put V2V in vehicles in Japan and Volkswagen plans to put it in cars in Europe starting in 

2019. But it will be more difficult for automakers to protect the 5.9 GHz spectrum and deployment will be far 

slower without a mandate, industry officials said. 

Some European manufacturers say they want V2V, but it might be better to wait super-fast 5G cellular 

technology to achieve it instead of currently available technology. But 5G is still being developed. Years of 

testing would be required after it’s ready before it could go into cars. 

“The longer we wait, the more people die,” said Kirk Steudle, director of the Michigan Department of 

Transportation. “We need to move forward with it. 
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From: Board Secretary  

Sent: Thursday, November 02, 2017 1:36 PM 

To: VTA Board of Directors 

Subject: Re: VTA's BART Phase II Extension to Santa Clara Underground Stations Considerations - 

Response from Mr. Roland Lebrun  

 

VTA Board of Directors: 

You were forwarded the attached memorandum dated October 26, 2017, from Dennis Ratcliffe, 

Deputy Director of Engineering & Program Delivery, re: VTA’s BART Phase II Extension to 

Santa Clara Underground Stations Considerations.  

Attached is Mr. Roland Lebrun’s response to staff’s memorandum. 

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: Board Secretary  

Sent: Thursday, October 26, 2017 8:05 PM 

To: VTA Board of Directors 

Cc: Ratcliffe, Dennis; Gonot, Carolyn 

Subject: VTA's BART Phase II Extension to Santa Clara Underground Stations Considerations 

 

VTA Board of Directors: 

 

As you may recall, a member of the public requested the Board to consider using the mined 

construction methods used to construct London’s new Farringdon Station for VTA’s BART 

Silicon Valley Phase II.     

 

Per the Board’s request, VTA staff prepared a response to assist the Board in considering these 

assertions and related concerns. The attached memorandum will demonstrate the following: 

 

 The mining techniques used at Farringdon Station are not suitable for constructing 

underground stations in San Jose. 

 

 Farringdon Station demonstrates the operational viability of the single-bore option 

proposed by VTA. 

 

Please open the attached document to view the staff analysis, copies of the correspondence from 

the member of the public, and technical papers.  If you have any questions, please reply to this 

email or contact Dennis Ratcliffe, Deputy Director, Engineering and Program Delivery, at (408) 

952-4233.  

 

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 
 

 

 

mailto:board.secretary@vta.org


         Roland Lebrun 
         

November 1st 2017 
VTA November 2017 Board Meeting 
Item 8.1.B SVRT Program Update 
         
Dear Chair Bruins and Members of the VTA Board of Directors, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the 10/26 staff memorandum as follows: 

1) How/why London and other cities developed context-sensitive alternatives to cut & 
cover construction other than single bore. 

2) Observations on specific comments in the staff memo, including serious concerns with 
the systematic misrepresentation of soil conditions under Central London. 

3) Request for a Peer Review by tunneling experts familiar with the construction 
techniques used to construct London’s Bond Street and Farringdon stations. 
 

Background 
The Silicon Valley BART extension Phase II requires approximately 6 miles of tunnels and 3 new 
underground stations. Two of these stations (Diridon & 28th Street) are suitable for off-street cut 
& cover construction but there is no opportunity for cut & cover in the Downtown area. 
 
VTA staff & consultants responded to the Downtown station challenge by introducing a 45-foot 
diameter single bore tunnel methodology which eliminates cut & cover but causes multiple 
tunnel and station operation and safety issues including inhibiting the timely evacuation of 
passengers with limited mobility in an emergency. 
 
The single bore tunnel methodology causes additional challenges including insufficient ground 
cover under the Lower Silver Creek and Highway 101 which are likely to result in sinkholes 
similar to those caused by Seattle’s Bertha tunnel boring machine:

 
  



The single bore methodology’s excessive tunnel diameter (twice that of single-bore) makes it 
very challenging (and sometimes impossible) to design an underground network where multiple 
tunnels cross paths at an angle. This challenge is well understood in large cities such as London, 
Paris, New York and San Francisco (Subway Master Plan). As an example, the single bore tunnel 
being proposed under Santa Clara Street has exposed potential conflicts with an underground 
high speed line at Diridon and a future light rail subway through downtown San Jose. 
 
Last but not least, the single-bore methodology poses serious challenges to the optimization of 
passenger flows in a multimodal transit hub such as the one envisaged for the future Google 
Transit Village. 
 

 
 
  



London’s Crossrail project faced similar challenges on a larger scale (12 miles of twin-bore 
tunnels and 8 new underground stations) which were addressed with 5 new mined stations with 
separate westbound and eastbound platform tunnels in the central area and 3 cut & cover 
stations with central platforms at the book-ends (two of these stations were built off-street by 
the private sector, including a submerged station carved out of a dock). 
 

 
 
The rationale behind selecting one station design or the other is documented in this paper:  
https://learninglegacy.crossrail.co.uk/documents/development-two-different-station-designs-
comparison-paddington-farringdon-stations/ 
 
“The aim of this paper is to explore the reasons for the different solutions and to show that 
they are appropriate and cost-effective. It is hoped that this broad overview will be of 
assistance to designers when considering similar rail projects at feasibility stage. The paper 
also shows that, despite the fact that the two stations are more than 3 miles apart, they are 
inextricably linked by the planning and programming of the tunneling operations.” 
 

The last point is significant because it is unclear how BART Phase II tunneling 
design could possibly have gone as far as it has without any 
corresponding advancement in station design.  

https://learninglegacy.crossrail.co.uk/documents/development-two-different-station-designs-comparison-paddington-farringdon-stations/
https://learninglegacy.crossrail.co.uk/documents/development-two-different-station-designs-comparison-paddington-farringdon-stations/


Issues with VTA staff response 
 
Before getting into specifics, it should be made clear that there are 3 Crossrail stations of 
interest in San Jose: Woolwich (28th Street), Bond Street (Downtown) and Farringdon 
(underground High Speed Rail), including the West Ticket Hall hub. 
 
The entire VTA argument for ignoring an alternative to single bore and cut & cover revolves 
around a simplistic assertion that “The mining techniques used at Farringdon station are not 
suitable for constructing underground stations in San Jose”. This statement is remarkable when 
considering that critical sections of Farringdon station were mined in sand (not clay)  

 

 
 

 



The mischaracterization of London’s geology in the Farringdon area is particularly disturbing 
 

 
 
- The description of “Clay, Massive” conflicts with the facts: 
“The tunneling works in Farringdon were executed mostly in the Lambeth Group formations (ca. 
85%) and to a lesser extent in London Clay and Thanet Sand units. The Lambeth Group comprises 
variable, overconsolidated sediments, ranging from stiff to very stiff clays and silts to dense 
sands and gravels as well as interbedded sand lenses” 
https://learninglegacy.crossrail.co.uk/documents/tunnelling-sand-farringdon-crossrail-station/ 
(“Geology in Farringdon” on page 3). 
 
- Similarly, “Suitable for mining” does not appear to correlate with reality: 
“The main risks with relation to the SCL tunneling arose from the interbedded and randomly 
distributed sand lenses in the Lambeth Group. Although the clayey units of the Lambeth proved 
to be an ideal tunneling medium, the sand lenses, water-bearing in their majority and 3m thick 
in most encounters, required extensive treatment prior to the safe advance of the excavation.” 
https://learninglegacy.crossrail.co.uk/documents/tunnelling-sand-farringdon-crossrail-station/ 
(page 3). 
 
- Neither does “Impermeable” or “Significant open-face stand-up time”: 
“A solution had to be found to reduce the risk to a level as low as reasonably practicable, 
satisfying the design requirements for maximum water pressure (10kPa) and flow rates (3l/min) 
without introducing severe delays to the project. 
A two-step solution was proposed: At first the water-bearing sand lens would be depressurized 
by vacuum pumping through in-tunnel wellpoints. Subsequently, a sodium silicate grout would 
be injected in the sand in order to reduce its permeability and increase its strength.” 
https://learninglegacy.crossrail.co.uk/documents/tunnelling-sand-farringdon-crossrail-station/ 
(page 15). 
 
 
 
 
  

https://learninglegacy.crossrail.co.uk/documents/tunnelling-sand-farringdon-crossrail-station/
https://learninglegacy.crossrail.co.uk/documents/tunnelling-sand-farringdon-crossrail-station/
https://learninglegacy.crossrail.co.uk/documents/tunnelling-sand-farringdon-crossrail-station/


The staff memorandum goes on to state that “None of the sequentially-excavated sprayed-
concrete tunnels of the Farringdon Station are wide enough to span the 55 feet that would be 
required to accommodate the twin-bore center-platform station configuration historically used 
by BART” 
 
- This statement contradicts the assertion made on page 1 that “Farringdon Station 

demonstrates the operational viability of the single-bore option proposed by VTA”. 
 
- BART staff have known for years that center platforms cannot possibly handle the 

capacity demands of the Montgomery & Embarcadero stations: 

“The continued growth of BART ridership has placed significant strain on the ability for 
Montgomery and Embarcadero Stations— the two busiest stations in the system—to 
process passengers efficiently and comfortably. Under consideration is the need to 
expand or create new platform capacity” 
http://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/content/Executive/Meetings/cac/2017/10-Oct-
25/Item%209%20-%20CCTS%20Final%20Report%20Release%20Sept%202017%20-
%20FINAL.pdf (page 56) 
 

 
Proposed “saddles” designed to increase platform capacity at the Embarcadero station in San 
Francisco.  

http://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/content/Executive/Meetings/cac/2017/10-Oct-25/Item%209%20-%20CCTS%20Final%20Report%20Release%20Sept%202017%20-%20FINAL.pdf
http://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/content/Executive/Meetings/cac/2017/10-Oct-25/Item%209%20-%20CCTS%20Final%20Report%20Release%20Sept%202017%20-%20FINAL.pdf
http://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/content/Executive/Meetings/cac/2017/10-Oct-25/Item%209%20-%20CCTS%20Final%20Report%20Release%20Sept%202017%20-%20FINAL.pdf


- VTA staff have so far ignored BART platform capacity issues at Diridon even though 
these are explicitly mentioned in the 2015 environmental scoping comments: 

 

“1.3.1 Capacity - The SEIR should consider a complete redesign of the Diridon BART 

station box with central tracks and separate eastbound and westbound platforms 

designed to preempt future congestion requiring capacity enhancements at a later date 
(current estimate at Montgomery and Embarcadero stations: $900M).” 
http://vtaorgcontent.s3-us-west-1.amazonaws.com/Site_Content/AppendixD-
ScopingComments.pdf (page 222)    
 
The staff memorandum goes on to state that “Contrary to the assertions precipitating this 
memorandum, VTA has thoroughly studied the suitability of a variety of mining techniques for 
the proposed San Jose underground stations, including the technique used at the Farringdon 
Station in London” 
 
A review of appendix D (2003 HMM/Bechtel report) reveals the following: 
 

 
 

In other words, “Although construction of the stations by enlarging the running tunnels 
appears to be one of the two most economical options and could add the least amount 
of time to the project’s schedule”, it was discarded owing to a bizarre assumption that “the 
mezzanine cannot be constructed directly over the platform”  
  

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


Recommendation 
 
The VTA Board of Directors should direct VTA management to reach out to WSP UK (not WSP 
USA) and request that they review San Jose’s geology to determine whether soil conditions are 
suitable for constructing a Bond Street station replica in Downtown San Jose.  

 
http://74f85f59f39b887b696f-
ab656259048fb93837ecc0ecbcf0c557.r23.cf3.rackcdn.com/assets/library/document/s/original/
schedule_of_consultants_190511.pdf 

04 August - WSP has appointed Mike King as its new head of geotechnical engineering 

and tunneling within WSP’s 600 person strong civil, bridge and ground engineering 

business. 

  

With more than 36 years’ international experience, Mike joins from CH2M where he was the 

Global Practice Lead for Tunnels. As part of this role, he was also seconded into the 

Crossrail project where he was the Head of Underground Construction for more than five 

years. http://www.wsp-pb.com/en/WSP-UK/Who-we-are/Newsroom/News-

releases1/Silent-page-container/WSP-strengthens-leadership-in-geotechnical-engineering-

and-tunnelling-with-two-key-hires-/ 

Sincerely,  

Roland Lebrun. 

http://74f85f59f39b887b696f-ab656259048fb93837ecc0ecbcf0c557.r23.cf3.rackcdn.com/assets/library/document/s/original/schedule_of_consultants_190511.pdf
http://74f85f59f39b887b696f-ab656259048fb93837ecc0ecbcf0c557.r23.cf3.rackcdn.com/assets/library/document/s/original/schedule_of_consultants_190511.pdf
http://74f85f59f39b887b696f-ab656259048fb93837ecc0ecbcf0c557.r23.cf3.rackcdn.com/assets/library/document/s/original/schedule_of_consultants_190511.pdf
http://www.wsp-pb.com/en/WSP-UK/Who-we-are/Newsroom/News-releases1/Silent-page-container/WSP-strengthens-leadership-in-geotechnical-engineering-and-tunnelling-with-two-key-hires-/
http://www.wsp-pb.com/en/WSP-UK/Who-we-are/Newsroom/News-releases1/Silent-page-container/WSP-strengthens-leadership-in-geotechnical-engineering-and-tunnelling-with-two-key-hires-/
http://www.wsp-pb.com/en/WSP-UK/Who-we-are/Newsroom/News-releases1/Silent-page-container/WSP-strengthens-leadership-in-geotechnical-engineering-and-tunnelling-with-two-key-hires-/


From: Baltao, Elaine  

Sent: Friday, November 03, 2017 11:19 AM 

To: VTA Board of Directors 

Subject: Regional Business Diversity Events and SR 85 Community Meetings 

 

VTA Board of Directors: 

 

Attached are the following documents: 

 

1) Regional Business Diversity Program Outreach Event Flyer and program.  The event will be held 
on Thursday, November 9 at the River Oaks Campus. Senator Beall is expected to attend the 
event (see program for details).   

2) SR 85 Community Meeting Flyer 
 

Please feel free to share this information with your constituents/network.  If you wish to attend any of 

the events, 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 
 

 

 

 

 
Conserve paper. Think before you print.  

 

mailto:board.secretary@vta.org


 

Learn about Upcoming Procurement Projects from Public Agencies and Prime Contractors 

Procurement and 
Supplier Diversity 
Outreach Event 
November 9, 2017 
9:30 a.m. – 3:00 p.m. 
 
VTA River Oaks Campus 
3331 N. First Street 
San Jose, CA 95134 

 

Event Schedule: 
 
  9:30 – 11:00 a.m. 

 BART Measure RR 
 
11:00 – 11:30 a.m. 

 Learn how to do business 
with government 
agencies 

 
11:30 – 1:30 p.m. 

 Exhibits and Networking 
 
 1:30 – 3:00 p.m. 

 County of Santa Clara 
Measure A 

 San Jose Evergreen 
Community College 
District Measure X  

 Learn about upcoming 
contracting opportunities 
from public agencies and 
prime contractors 

 

Featured Presentations: 

     

 
 

Measure RR   •   Measure A   •   Measure X 

Participating Partners: Participating Primes: 

 Alameda CTC 

 BART 

 Builders Exchange of Santa Clara 

 CALTRANS 

 California High Speed Rail 

 California Water Services 

 California Public Utilities Commission 

 City of Mountain View 

 City of San Jose 

 Department of General Services 

 East Side Union High School District 

 Golden Gate Highway and 

Transportation District 

 Metropolitan Transportation Commission 

 SAMTRANS/Peninsula JPB 

 San Jose Evergreen Community College 

District 

 Small Business Administration 

 The Blue Book  

 AECOM 

 Bothman  

 Graniterock  

 Hill International 

 HNTB 

 Kimley-Horn 

 Mott MacDonald 

 Parsons 

 PGH Wong Engineering 

 Shimmick Construction 

 Skanska 

 STV Inc. 

 WMH Corporation 

 

Register at  

www.vta.org/osdb 

County of Santa Clara  

Agencies  

 Office of Supportive Housing  

 Procurement Department 

 Others 

 

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLSeGQQSOBnkE5bg-L8-HFGxSkIe3158CtuyYPejyT92lqVP6Kw/viewform?usp=sf_link
https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLSeGQQSOBnkE5bg-L8-HFGxSkIe3158CtuyYPejyT92lqVP6Kw/viewform?usp=sf_link


 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

          

Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) and the County of Santa Clara 

(County) have formed a new Regional Business Diversity Program – an 

effort to ensure that local firms can learn about upcoming contracting 

opportunities and better navigate the contracting process.  The inception 

of this partnership is anchored in the ongoing outreach efforts of VTA 

coupled with the updated County Board policy on utilizing diverse 

business enterprises. 

VTA’s Business Diversity Program has been in place for several years, 

and has succeeded in offering Minority Business Enterprises (MBEs) 

and Women-Owned Business Enterprises (WBEs) various services, 

including notifications of bid notices and requests for proposals. In May 

2016, VTA expanded the program to include Disabled Veteran Business 

Enterprises (DVBEs), and LGBT Business Enterprises (LGBTBEs).  

In November 2016, the County’s Board of Supervisors approved 

revising Section 3.11 of its policy manual, which asserts that, “Focused 

outreach shall be taken to highlight opportunities for MBEs, WBEs, 

DVBEs, and LGBTEs to participate equitably in County contracting 

activities.” The synergy of vision and objectives between the County and 

VTA provided a natural opportunity to form a regional partnership where 

both agencies could offer a one-stop shop to maximize the efforts and 

returns of participating businesses. This commitment to diversity in 

County contracting and local economic development was 

operationalized through a MOU with VTA, thus creating the Regional 

Business Diversity Program.  

Under this agreement, VTA will provide a one-stop certification for 

Diverse Business Enterprises, lead outreach and marketing efforts to 

firms, and create regular certification reports to the County. The County 

will support these efforts and will expand the program’s outreach and 

potential contracting opportunities shared with Diverse Business 

Enterprises. This new partnership hopes to shed light on how 

contracting throughout the County can be more inclusive and 

responsive to local firms, while at the same time ensuring the best value 

is achieved for each contract awarded. The County and VTA are excited 

to see what this new effort will bring and are dedicated to engaging as 

many firms as possible through this joint program. 

Welcome 
 

November 9, 2017 
9:30 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. 

 
VTA River Oaks Campus 

3331 N. First Street 
San Jose, CA 95134 

 

Creating the Regional Business  

Diversity Program 



 
Event Schedule: 

 
9:30 – 9:40 a.m. 

 Welcome – Alberto Lara, VTA Director of Business Services and 

Liz Brazil 

 

9:40 – 11:00 a.m. 

 BART Measure RR – Maceo Wiggins and Tim Lohrentz 

 

11:00 – 11:30 a.m. 

 Learn How to Do Business with Public Agencies – Olga Medina 

and Katherine Wasserlauf 

 

11:30 – 1:30 p.m. 

 Exhibits and Networking 

 

1:30 – 2:00 p.m. 

 Welcome – Antoinnae Comeaux 

 County of Santa Clara Measure A – Consuelo Hernandez 

 County of Santa Clara Agencies 

 

2:00 – 2:30 p.m. 

 California SB1 –Transportation Funding – Senator Jim Beall and 

Anna Silva, Caltrans 

 

2:30 – 2:45 p.m. 

 San Jose Evergreen Community College District Measure X – 

Sam Ho, Doug Smith, and Owen Letcher 

 

2:45 – 3:00 p.m. 

 Silicon Valley BART Extension  - Phase 2 – Krishna Davey 

 

 

 

County of Santa Clara Agencies  
 Behavioral and Health Services 

 Consumer and Environmental Protection Agency - Green 
Business Program  

 Equal Opportunity Department  
 Facilities and Fleet 
 Information Services Department    
 Office of Supportive Housing 
 Procurement Department  

 Roads and Airports  
 Santa Clara Valley Medical Center  
 Santa Clara County Parks 
 Social Services Agency 
 Office of LGBTQ Affairs  

 

Participating Partners: 
 Alameda CTC 

 BART 

 Builders Exchange of Santa Clara 

 CALTRANS 

 California High Speed Rail 

 California Water Services 

 California Public Utilities Commission 

 City of San Jose 

 City of Mountain View 

 Department of General Services 

 East Side Union High School District 

 Golden Gate Bridge, Highway and Transportation District 

 Metropolitan Transportation Commission 

 San Jose Evergreen Community College District 

 SAMTRANS/Peninsula JPB 

 Small Business Administration 

 The Blue Book Building and Construction Network 
 

Participating Primes: 
AECOM   Bothman  
Graniterock    Hill International 
HNTB   Kimley-Horn 
Mott MacDonald  Parsons 
PGH Wong Engineering Skanska 
STV Inc.   WMH Corporation 

 

 

 

 



Thursday, November 9, 2017
6:00 PM
Southside Community Center
5585 Cottle Road 
San Jose, CA 95123

Monday, November 13, 2017
6:00 PM
Quinlan Community Center
North Stelling Road 
Cupertino, CA 95014

Thursday, November 16, 2017
6:00 PM
Mountain View Senior Center
266 Escuela Avenue 
Mountain View, CA 94040

State Route 85
Transit Guideway Study

Community Workshops

JOIN US!

Individuals who require language translation/interpretation, American Sign Language, or other assistance are requested to 
contact VTA Community Outreach at (408) 321-7575/TTY (408) 321-2330, at least five (5) business days before the public meeting.

You can participate in our online survey: http://bit.ly/SR85-survey
Visit the project website: vta.org/85study

¿Puede usted leer este documento? Si no, nosotros podemos ayudarlo a leerlo. Para recibir asistencia 
gratuita, por favor llámenos al Departamento de Relaciones con la Comunidad de VTA al (408) 321-7575. 

COMMUNITY MEETING

VTA is launching a study of the 
State Route (SR) 85 corridor, the 
23.7-mile segment from the SR-85/ 
US-101 interchange in Mountain 
View to the SR-85/US-101 
inter-change in south San Jose. 
We will evaluate the viability for 
transit improvements, and develop 
feasible alternatives.

Tell us what you value. Be a part 
of the planning process that will 
set the criteria used to guide the 
study for transit alternatives. More 
voices produce better outcomes.  

Join project staff in discussing the 
SR-85 Guideway Study at any of 
the three community workshops 
scheduled in November 2017.      



 

 
From: Board Secretary  
Sent: Friday, November 03, 2017 5:14 PM 
To: VTA Board of Directors 
Subject: VTA Correspondence: Government Affairs Report and Caltrain JPB Meeting Summary 
 

VTA Board of Directors: 

 

We are forwarding you the following:  

 

From Topic 

VTA Items provided at November 2, 2017 Board of Directors Meeting:  

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

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

 
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 
 

 
 

 

 

 
Conserve paper. Think before yo 

mailto:board.secretary@vta.org


  Item 8.1.A 

GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS REPORT 

November 2, 2017 

              
 

STATE 

 

SB 1 (Beall) Implementation:  On Wednesday, November 1, several fuel taxes and fees 

increases went into effect pursuant to SB 1 (Beall), designed to make a massive impact on the 

maintenance and expansion of local streets and roads, highways and transit systems throughout 

the state.  Passed in April and perhaps the most significant transportation funding proposal in 

more than 25 years, SB 1 is a comprehensive measure that would raise an estimated $5 billion 

annually to address the broad range of critical transportation infrastructure needs facing 

communities across the state.  In answer the California’s massive highway and roadway 

maintenance backlog, SB 1 establishes the Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation Account to be 

funded with revenues generated from the following sources, starting in November: 

 

 An increase in the gasoline excise tax of 12 cents per gallon, which would be indexed 

annually to inflation. 

 

 An increase of 20 cents per gallon in the diesel excise tax, which would be indexed 

annually to inflation.  Half of the revenues from this increase would be deposited into the 

Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation Account and the other half the revenues would go 

to a new Trade Corridor Enhancement Account for corridor-based freight projects 

nominated by local agencies and the state.      

 

Also starting on November 1, SB 1 provides new funding for public transit, which would be 

derived from the following sources: 

 

 A new diesel sales tax rate of 3.5 percent for the State Transit Assistance Program 

(STA).  Public transit agencies could use their formula shares for any eligible STA 

operating or capital expenditure.  According to estimates prepared by the Metropolitan 

Transportation Commission (MTC), VTA could expect to receive $8.6 million per year. 

 

 A new diesel sales tax rate of 0.5 percent for intercity and commuter rail.  Under the 

provisions of SB 1, 50 percent of the revenues would be allocated by the California 

State Transportation Agency (CalSTA) to the three state-supported intercity rail 

operators, including the Capital Corridor Joint Powers Authority.  Each intercity rail 

operator would receive a minimum of 25 percent of these funds, with CalSTA having 

the flexibility to allocate the remainder to any operator.   The other 50 percent of the 

revenues derived from this diesel sales tax would be distributed by CalSTA to the 

state’s five commuter rail operators, including Caltrain.  For FY 2018 through FY 2020, 

each commuter rail operator would receive an equal share.  SB 1 allows intercity and 

commuter rail operators to use these dollars for either operating or capital expenditures.  
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The Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation Account will also begin receiving the revenues from 

the following sources at later dates: 

 

 Beginning January 1, 2018, a portion of the revenues from a new transportation 

improvement fee assessed annually, ranging from $25 to $175 based on the market 

value of an individual’s vehicle.  This fee would be indexed to inflation annually.   $350 

million per year (adjusted annually for inflation) from the revenues generated by the 

new transportation improvement fee to be split 70 percent to the Transit and Intercity 

Rail Capital Program ($245 million), and 30 percent to the STA program ($105 

million).  MTC estimates VTA could receive $3.6 million a year in new STA funds. 

 

 Effective July 1, 2020, a new vehicle registration surcharge of $100 per year imposed 

on zero-emission vehicles, which would be indexed to inflation every year.  This 

surcharge would be paid starting with the second year of ownership of a new zero-

emission vehicle model year 2020 or later. 

 

Additionally, SB 1 requires the repayment of $706 million in prior-year loans made to the 

General Fund from various transportation accounts in equal installments over the next three 

fiscal years.  The entire amount is required to be repaid no later than June 30, 2020. 

 

As the collection of these new fuel taxes and fees begins, the state and local agencies that will 

receive these funds will be pressed to demonstrate the public benefits and improvements they 

will fund.  In Santa Clara County, the effects will be felt in a range of capital projects on the 

highway network and transit systems.   

 

Over the next ten years, SB 1 designates $825 million toward the State Transportation 

Improvement Program (STIP) and MTC estimates $291 million of that will come to the Bay 

Area.  VTA has identified this fund source for US 101 Express Lanes Phases 3 through 5.  

VTA’s BART Extension, Phase II, has already received a $20 million award in the first 

programming cycle of the Transit and Intercity Rail Capital Program (TIRCP).  SB 1 will 

supplement this cap-and-trade competitive grant program with ongoing Transportation 

Improvement Fee funding as well a $236 million portion of the one-time repayment of 

transportation account loans to the General Fund.  VTA will apply for $730 million for Phase 

II of the BART extension to Silicon Valley in the next five-year program.  

 

VTA has also identified the following SB 1 programs as potential sources of funding for 

specific projects: 

 

 From the $200 million annual Local Partnership Program, VTA would apply for a 

portion of the funding for the US 101/Mathilda Avenue improvements project.  

 

 Within the Trade Corridors Enhancement Program, VTA would seeking funding for 

improvements along SR 152 and the US 101/SR 25 interchange.  
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 From the Solutions for Congested Corridors Program, which will receive $250 million 

a year, VTA could seek additional funding for US 101 Express Lanes or grade 

separation projects funding in future years. 

 

With voter approval, all of the new revenues generated by tax and fee increases under SB 1 

would be protected from diversion to non-transportation purposes.  A companion bill to SB 1, 

ACA 5 (Frazier) requires a constitutional amendment to be placed on the June 2018 statewide 

ballot that would protect these funds from being borrowed or otherwise used for anything other 

than their specified transportation infrastructure improvement purposes.    

 

REGIONAL  

  

Regional Transportation Improvement Program Policies Update:  On Wednesday, October 

25, the MTC Commission approved a modified proposal to update their Regional Transportation 

Improvement Program (RTIP) policies and procedures, following a robust discussion.  The RTIP 

is the program of projects submitted by all nine counties to MTC, who in turn bundles them 

together, approves them and submits the program to the CTC to be funded with State 

Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) funds that come to the Bay Area.  At issue was 

MTC’s proposal to use STIP funding as an incentive to local jurisdictions to encourage them to 

increase the permitting of new housing in moderate to very low income categories.  A concern 

raised by VTA and Congestion Management Agencies throughout the Bay Area was the 

mismatch between STIP funding that typically goes to agencies like VTA and Caltrans in 

support of regional-serving highway corridor projects and land use decision-making by local 

jurisdictions that typically do not receive these funds. 

 

As proposed by MTC staff, the Commission approved additional funding for an existing One 

Bay Area Grant (OBAG) incentive program, known as the “80k by 2020 Challenge Grant 

Program”, that encourages cities to permit housing by rewarding them with additional funding 

for road maintenance and active transportation programs.  However, the Commission directed 

staff to supplement this grant program with $46 million from a different funding source.  

 

Separately, the Commission also decided not to approve any recommendation to condition all of 

the FY 2018 STIP funding coming to the Bay Area on local jurisdictions permitting a required 

amount of their Regional Housing Needs Allocations in the specified income categories.  The 

Programming and Allocations Committee had recommended setting a threshold of 15 percent of 

these Housing Needs Allocations that must be met to ensure that project funding in the 

surrounding corridor would not be threatened.  Instead of pursuing this strategy at the current 

time, in the coming months MTC and ABAG will deliberate on all available funding sources as 

potential tools to leverage greater housing production.   
  
The Commission voted to approve the following compromise language that was distributed at 

the Commission meeting: 
  

 Augment the $30 million “race to the top” OBAG housing challenge with $46M in 

regional OBAG 2 funds, for a total purse of $76M that would be divided by the top 15 

cities that produce the most housing between 2015 and 2020.  Include at least one top city 
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housing producer from each of the nine counties to be included in the top 15.  By July 1, 

2018, MTC staff will bring a recommendation to the MTC Programming & Allocations 

Committee defining how these funds are distributed among the 15 cities. 

 

 Direct MTC/ABAG staff, to report back by July 1, 2018 on how to further develop the 

expanded “80k by 2020” OBAG 2 housing challenge to work in concert with the other 

funding criteria recommendations to incentivize housing outcomes across the region. 

 

 Direct MTC/ABAG staff to survey local jurisdictions for compliance with four different 

state housing laws, and report the results to the Commission by July 1, 2018.  

 

 Direct MTC/ABAG staff to develop supplemental housing condition criteria that would 

consider all funding sources by July 1, 2018 for public and stakeholder 

review.  Following such review, staff would present revised criteria to a special 

Commission workshop, which would deliberate on the matter and recommend funding, 

legislative, or other actions as appropriate to the Commission for approval.  

 

 Request MTC Staff work with the nine CMAs to assess the PDA Planning process to 

identify action steps and constraints for housing production and affordable housing in the 

PDA’s by April 1, 2018.  

  

By electing to use additional OBAG funds instead of STIP funding, MTC is selecting a funding 

source that is intended as a more effective incentive for cities, since this funding goes to local 

jurisdictions to fund very popular roadway maintains and bike and pedestrian programs.  Further, 

the compromise ensures a measure of regional equity- at least one city in each county is 

included.  Originally, the incentive program would only reward the top 10 jurisdictions in terms 

of housing permitting.  The compromise expands the program to the top 15 cities.   

 

Despite the unanimous and near unanimous votes on these items, deep divisions remain between 

different regions in the Bay Area on this topic.  Several commissioners were careful to articulate 

that they were moving forward with an effort to review all additional MTC funding sources that 

could be used to reward jurisdictions for housing production. However, these commissioners 

were equally clear that not all funding sources would be found suitable for these 

purposes.  Future debates may hinge on whether a given funding source supports regional 

projects on highways and rail lines, or more locally-serving projects within a single 

jurisdiction.  The latter may become a candidate for additional regional housing conditions.  

  



  Item 8.4.D 

Caltrain JPB Meeting Summary 

              

 

Caltrain JPB Meeting Summary 

 

At its November 2, 2017 meeting, the Caltrain JPB: 

 

 Received an update from Derek Hansel, Caltrain Chief Financial Officer on Statement of Revenues and 

Expenses for the month of September 2017. The Forecast is unchanged from prior months and reflects 

the amended FY2018 budget. Also noted that SB 1 is calculated in financial forecast.  

 

 Received a legislative update from staff stating that October 15 marked the deadline for Governor 

Brown to sign or veto all legislation presented to him in the 2017 Legislative Session and marks the end 

of legislative activity for 2017. In all, 859 bills became law and 118 bills were vetoed by the Governor. 

Governor Approves All Caltrain Supported Measures;  

o SB 797 (Hill) Sales Tax Measure for Caltrain 

o SB 595 (Beall) Regional Measure 3 

o AB 1613 (Mullin) San Mateo County Transit Sales Tax 

o AB 89 (Levine) Suicide Prevention Training 

 

 Received an update on the Caltrain Fare Study.  The JPB is conducting a Caltrain Fare Study to enhance 

its understanding of how different fare products and pricing could impact ridership on the Caltrain 

system, as well as best practices for maximizing farebox revenues. The study has two phases. The first 

phase of work for the Fare Study is focused on a technical investigation to provide data and analysis to 

understand how potential fare changes could impact Caltrain’s ridership, revenue, and administration. 

The first phase of the Fare Study is currently on-schedule to conclude by the end of calendar year 2017. 

The Phase 2 work will consider the current financial status of Caltrain’s operating budget for near-term 

fiscal years. 

 

 Received an update and presentation that the Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project is moving along 

on time and on budget. 

 

 Approved the Caltrain Bike Management Policy Plan. Providing high quality bicycle access is an 

essential part of supporting the growth of Caltrain’s existing and future ridership. Bicycling is a major 

mode of access and egress for Caltrain customers, and the agency provides both on-board bike facilities 

in dedicated bike cars and wayside bike parking facilities across the corridor. The policy recommended 

the addition of a full time Bicycle Access manager. 

 

 Approved to award a contract to Allied Universal Security Services (Allied), of Santa Ana, California, to provide 

24-hour security guard services to the Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board (JPB) for a not-to-exceed amount of 

$5 million for a five-year term in accordance with fixed hourly labor rates. 
 

 Approved contract amendments to the firms (ICF Jones & Stokes, Inc., and The Louis Berger Group, Inc.) to 

extend the contract terms through November 30, 2019 for the provision of on-call environmental planning, 

permitting and support services. 
 

 

The Caltrain JPB will next meet on 

December 6, 2017, at 10 a.m. 

San Mateo County Transit District Administrative Building 

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




