
Both Executive Director Mehdi Morshed 
and staff member Carry Pourvehidi were 
quoted in separate Merced Sun-Star articles 
this year to the effect that rail maintenance 
bases might be located in the County. 
Morshed earlier promoted the rail project in 
talks as “The New California Gold Rush.”

“The act of jumping over two counties 
to make Los Banos or Merced your first stop 
outside the Bay Area really manipulates 
market perceptions,” said McNamara. “San 
Joaquin and Stanislaus Counties have grid-
locked traffic on Interstate 580 that would 
benefit from an Altamont route. Los Banos 
would just produce leapfrog growth.”

Meanwhile, Parsons Brinckerhoff (PB) 
subcontractor Rusty Areias, a former state 
legislator from Los Banos, has denied any 
prior knowledge of the fact that the pro-
posed Los Banos station was to be sited by 
PB on his family's former acreage. The staff 
work resulting in realignment of the Pacheco 
alternative five miles southward and the sit-
ing of the station appears to have happened 
during the same ten month period in late 

“All they got is support from developers who 
want to build adjoining wetlands in the west 
Valley. Frankly, the environmental problems 
are so severe there shouldn't ever be a Los 
Banos greenfields station or any develop-
ment of San Jose suburbs there.” 

Project critics also have focused attention 
on the apparent participation of High-Speed 
Rail Authority (HSRA) staff in activities that 
might boost a Merced County real estate 
bubble. Their statements appear calculated 
to create perceptions that rail maintenance 
or construction facilities might be sited in 
Los Banos, Atwater, or Chowchilla. 

Legislators have drafted four competing 
bills to head off the high-speed rail bond 
measure slated for the November ballot, as 
controversy about Bay Area-Merced and 
Bakersfield–Santa Clarita route segments 
continues to build. The debate no longer is 
whether to delay the bond, but how to inject 
sensible planning into the half-baked project. 
Critics predict that without a major redesign, 
the project “dies of its own numbers.” 

Environmentalists fear high speed rail 
has been highjacked for "dumb growth.” 
On segments adjoining the Bay Area and 
Los Angeles basin, route choices seem to 
have been made on the basis of improving 
the marketability of marginal land, which 
otherwise might not see development for 
decades. In each case, speed of operation 
has been traded off to aid land speculation.

The Planning and Conservation League, 
the Sierra Club and other key environmental 
groups say removal of Altamont from the 
plan ruined the chances of a successful high 
speed rail project by eliminating its most 
convincing environmental benefits. Instead 
of a project that would have provided relief 
for Interstate 80, 680 and 580 gridlock and 
pollution, high-speed rail has become a 
destructive project that would blast through 
Henry Coe State Park or put massive new 
development around Gilroy and Los Banos.

“The Rail Authority's decision to listen to 
the Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
(MTC) staff and push Pacheco Pass is an 
arrogant and destructive distortion of the 
good work done by the prior High Speed Rail 
Commission” said TRAC Board Member Dan 
McNamara. “What the high speed project 
lost with that decision is support from the 
Bay Area environmental community, five key 
urban counties, and existing commuters.” 

“The project doesn't provide the traffic 
benefits of the former plan,” said McNamara. 
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place the station in that location.”
On the southern end of the high speed 

starter segment, a similar realignment of the 
high speed line is proceeding which could 
mean yet another detour for developers, this 
one lengthening travel time for Bay Area–
Los Angeles expresses by up to 20 minutes. 

The Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transit Authority (LACMTA) unanimously 
(12-0) approved a resolution supporting the 
HSRA's Palmdale alternative. The action was 
well-rehearsed. There was no debate of the 
motion and only four public speakers were 
heard. LACMTA's Chairman said before pub-
lic comment: “this is going to pass, all four 
speakers have checked ‘support’ on their 
speaker cards, do you really need to speak?” 

Previous actions by the Los Angeles 
City Council and Board of Supervisors also 
backed Palmdale. Ostensibly, the purpose of 
the detour is to serve the never-developed 
Palmdale international airport site, but that 
logic never was very convincing, because 
Palmdale hasn't mustered the political juice 
to bring in a single air carrier. A better name 
for the route is the Mojave Desert route, 
since most of its financial and political sup-
port appears to come from groups with hold-
ings further north, where high speed rail's 
impacts upon land value would be dramatic.

It's a mirror image of the Silicon Valley 
and Los Banos situation. The biggest gains 
are for leapfrog developers where land is 
in large parcels and not bid up by previous 
development. Land speculators and develop-
ers who see the potential that forty-minute 
travel times to Downtown Los Angeles could 
provide to their holdings are hot to pro-
mote their route. Also, just like Los Banos, 
it doesn't matter to people selling the land 
whether the line actually gets built, if the 
people buying the land think it will.

Just like in Northern California, a detour 
for development would produce very signifi-
cant negative impacts upon sensitive and 

1998 and early 1999 that Areias was seeking 
buyers for the failed dairy farm. 

According to HSRA records, Areias was 
later paid $54,000 by PB for work between 
April and June, 2003 as a liaison to local 
agencies regarding environmental impacts 
of the line, with funds conveyed through 
the Republican political consulting firm 
California Strategies. When California Rail 
News asked HSRA for any meeting notes 
or reports produced by Areias under this 
contract pursuant to a Public Records Act 
request, staffer Pourvehidi told us that none 
existed, and that Areias was paid for partici-
pation in meetings during that time, not for 
any specific work products.

Despite his participation a year ago in 
the environmental analysis of this specific 
segment of the project, Areias claimed in a 
letter to the Sacramento Bee on February 24 
that “Reading [the Bee's January 25] piece 
was my first awareness of any proposal to 
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HSR: SPRAWL INSTEAD OF SMART GROWTH?

unique habitat in the Tehachapis, but the 
difference is that the project is not yet on the 
radar screen of environmental organizations 
in the southland.

TRAC officially supports a Grapevine 
Route, and considers it better from both 
environmental and transportation perspec-
tives. TRAC supports a “high-speed compat-
ible line” from Santa Clarita to Palmdale to 
serve the population of existing communities 
and to acknowledge the political realities of 
Antelope Valley developers' political power. 
However, TRAC does not endorse twisting 
the main line away from the shortest path 
between the Bay Area and Los Angeles.

Palmdale's advocates have commissioned 
consultants to do travel-time and geological 
studies to bolster their case. Their claims are 
that a Palmdale route would be less costly to 
build, safer geologically, and require only six 
minutes additional running time for express 
trains than Grapevine. Some of their data 
regarding the HSRA work is very convincing, 
particularly regarding tunnelling problems.

Given myriad questions left unanswered 
by the EIR, it may be the safest thing to 
put off implementation of high speed rail 
a bit longer. Legislative moves to save the 
project by putting off the vote are proceed-
ing, but no one seems motivated to start 
construction until key design issues are 
solved. Sen. Jackie Speier (D-Hillsborough), 
Sen. Don Perata (D-Oakland) and Senate 
Transportation Chair Kevin Murray (D-Los 
Angeles) have endorsed language to delay 
the bond to November 2006. Speier and 
Perata want the project to study Altamont. 

AB 2865, just passed by the Assembly, 
authored by Assembly Member Russ 
Bogh (R-Moreno Valley), would put the 
vote off to 2008, reportedly reflecting Gov. 
Schwarzenegger's views. Senator Tom 
McClintock (R-Thousand Oaks), always the 
naysayer, has authored language that would 
put a permanent end to the project. 
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DICKY’S WORLD
The State of 

California is flat out 
of money, because of 
brother Lay’s energy 
scams. What should 

we do to pad the 
books this time?

Try cities! 
Maybe Sacramento's gullible 

enough to pay $150 million to move 
their Amtrak station off the prime 

land we want to sell. 
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by Pat Siefers

All transit advocates and transit users 
need to have their heads up and their pen-
cils, pens, and word processors poised and 
ready to go given the Governor’s Proposed 
State Budget. Now is the time for all to for-
get trivial differences of opinion about the 
nuances of transit projects and present a truly 
united front for promised rail and bus transit 
improvements in California. Keep your eye 
on the ball as virtually every advance made 
in the last decade of rail improvements may 
be on the chopping block. In particular, tran-
sit advocates should keep their eyes on the 
Caltrans budgets for the Mass Transportation 
Division as well as the Division of Rail. Cuts 
across state agencies totally $1.9 Billion in 
2003/04 and another $1.9 Billion in 2004/05 
are proposed of which transportation totals a 
whopping $1.1 Billion over the two years.

Someone needs to formally (legally) 
question the budget moves being made 
by the state Department of Finance on the 
Transportation Congestion Relief Funds and 
the State Highway Account. In the case of 
the TCRF it is being eliminated (despite 
approval in Proposition form and in statute) 
by administrative action using the proposed 
budget. The especially lame admonition is 
being given to regional agencies that if they 
really want the transit project, they could 
program it in their region’s proposed State 
Transportation Improvement Program pro-
posal due in early May. 

This, of course, is usually impossible 
since the state’s transportation fund estimate 
is a mere shadow of its former self given the 
repeated raiding of the state highway account 
for the General Fund over the last three 
years. Recall also that eliminating trust fund 
raids was a major part of the reason nearly 70 
percent of the voters approved Proposition 42 
a couple of years ago. This proposition also 
called for the spillover funds (the sales tax on 
gasoline) to go to transit capital funding. 

Here is the budget proposal in a nutshell: 
1. The state will eliminate the Traffic 

Congestion Relief Program and transfer $189 
Million in the current budget to the General 
Fund. The state will eliminate the statutory 

authority for the TCRP program. In doing 
this, many projects will be eliminated unless 
the funding is somehow back-filled at the 
local level. 

In the Bay area, there are 37 projects 
totaling $1.2 Billion in project development 
and construction value. These include proj-
ects like the HOV lanes on the Sunol Grade 
on 680, SF Muni Third Street, Capitol Corridor 
rail improvements, Caltrain Express, BART 
to Silicon Valley, Sonoma-Marin Area Rail 
Transit (SMART), and express bus projects. It 
should be noted that last summer as part of 
the budget negotiations, it was agreed by the 
Legislature to provide $189 Million in order 
to honor existing TCRP allocations. There are 
currently about $257 Million worth of TCRP 
projects in the Bay Area that are under con-
tract, but not yet reimbursed.  Walking away 
from these funding commitments will serious-
ly jeopardize reimbursements for expenses 
already under contract.

2. The governor proposes to transfer 
$138 million from the Public Transportation 
Account to the General Fund. In addition 
the Administration proposes to transfer $108 
Million over two years using revenues from 
the sale of state property and rental income 
to the General Fund. PTA is used for transit 
capital projects—mostly rail—in the STIP or 
on the intercity rail program. 

Another part of the Public Transportation 
Account diversion is the transfer of $30 
Million in anticipated spillover revenue from 
the PTA to the General Fund. Since half 
of the spillover goes to the State Transit 
Assistance (STA) program, this proposal 
would divert $15 Million in new funds from 
the STIP or intercity rail.

In budget negotiations last summer, 
these revenues were supposed to remain in 
the PTA. The spillover only exists during an 
economic downturn when gasoline prices are 
high and the intent of the spillover is to pro-
vide for additional mass transit funding dur-
ing hard times when bus and rail operators 
face revenue shortfalls.

The total PTA diversion to the General 
Fund would leave the account with a $73 mil-
lion deficit at the end of FY 2004/05, requir-
ing deletion of projects from the STIP.

Rail Capital Funding Crisis Ahead
Schwarzenegger Budget Hints Deeper Mass Transit Cuts

3. The Administration has also proposed 
redirecting $800 Million in federal transporta-
tion spending authority for local federal aid 
projects to the General Fund. 

Typically, California is so successful in 
delivering projects that we compete with 
other states at the end of the highway act and 
at the end of each fiscal year for redistribu-
tion of any obligational authority (OA) left on 
the table by other states. The impact of this 
is that projects that are ready to go or ready 
to develop will be left “on the shelf” until 
new OA is available. Coupled with the $200 
million in local OA taken by the state last 
summer as well as another $200 million taken 
several years ago, the state’s proposed grab 
of local OA is $1.2 Billion.

This is all really bad news for all trans-
portation agencies, consultants, contractors, 
commuters, and transit users statewide. The 
dollar value of the construction is but one ele-
ment of the job creation possibilities of these 
transit projects. The other aspect that makes 
the proposed budget so short-sighted is that 
the benefits of these transit projects will not 
be delivered to the traveling California pub-
lic. Furthermore, if and when these critical 
transit projects are delivered, it will be at an 
unnecessarily inflated cost caused by delays 
in funding. 

Transit users and advocates need to 
check in with their county Congestion 
Management Agency and see what is on the 
line here for transit service and capital proj-
ect cuts and then in one uniform and strong 
voice, say “No.”

Pat Siefers is a transportation plan-
ner with over 25 years of experience in 
California transit and highway projects. 
She holds a Bachelor of Science from the 
University of California at Davis and a 
Master of Public Administration from 
Harvard University. She received the 
Transportation Policy Fellowship from 
Harvard in 1991. Currently, she works for the 
Sonoma County Transportation Authority as 
the Deputy for Programming and Projects. 
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to inform passengers of train arrivals into stations. The 
“rail to rail” program has boosted ridership from Oxnard 
to Oceanside, where approximately 1,000 passengers 
per week have the option of traveling with Amtrak or 
Metrolink. 

One major problem that train travelers incur is the 
transportation to their final destination from major stops 
such as LA Union Station, where 50% of travelers con-
nect to the Red Line, 12% to automobiles including pri-
vate and carpools, 16% bike or walking, and 20% take 
some form of bus.

Darrell Clarke from Friends 4 Expo Rail focused his 
talk on the different light rail transit lines around Los 
Angeles County. In the early l980’s many LRT lines were 
built, including the Red Line, which later became part 
of Metrolink’s service to Orange County. A line near 
Interstate 405 has been suggested for several decades, 
but never has seen funding. In 1989, the LATC mapped 
a 30- year plan that is still being adhered to today. 

California’s First Diesel Light Rail Project 
Gets Moving

Don Bullock, Project Manager of the NCTD 
Oceanside-Escondido line, spoke on the new train called 
the Sprinter.  The 22-mile, l5-station line upgrades the 
circa 1886 right of way that will be used for light rail. 

The project authorities decided to use Diesel 
Multiple Unit (DMU) technology to keep the cost down 
to $352 million, including $152 million in federal money 
and $200 million in local funds. Smart cards will be 
used for fare collection, and the first revenue is expected 
in midyear of 2006.

DMUs use two articulated, or “married pair,” cars 
per set. Fares will be the same as that for the bus at 
$1.75. Operating costs will be lower because there is no 
electric overhead catenary needed. The diesel motors 
are Mercedes V-12 truck engines with Euro 3 standards 
on emissions. 

A DMU was on tour approximately ten years ago, 
setting the momentum for the project. Since this proj-
ect was only for 12 vehicles, there was little interest 
by manufacturers to bid. In fact, only three companies 
submitted bids, none of them from the United States. 
[A contract to purchase 12 Siemens Desiro DMU's was 
signed by NCTD in March-Editor].

Since this is still a freight line with two or three 
freights a week at night, there had to be complete sepa-
ration of light rail passenger from freight. There are 
plans to build 37 grade crossings, few sound walls (as 
they have been proven ineffective), and double fencing 
along the entire 22 miles.  For more information, look at 
their website (part of Coaster site): GoNCTD.com 

High Speed Rail Gets Hot
Mike McGinley, Chief Engineer of Metrolink; 

Dan McNamara, Project Director of California Rail 
Foundation; Adrian Brandt, TRAC; Michael Kiesling, 
Regional Alliance for Transit; and Walter Strakosch, 
USDOT-retired, spoke on a panel discussing the latest 
developments in California High Speed Rail.

Successful high speed rail has been running in 
Europe long before the United States has begun to 
consider it as an alternative to the automobile. Michael 
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On Saturday, November 1, 2003, train advocates 
came together in Pasadena, California to take a look 
into the future of rail. The location for the conference 
was chosen primarily because of its accessibility via the 
new Gold Line train, which runs from the Los Angeles 
Union Station to Pasadena. However, the MTA strike 
prohibited conference attendees from arriving at their 
destination by means of rail transit. This irony serves as 
a reminder of the need for further development of rail in 
this state. “California Rail 2020” featured several key-
note speakers addressing the pressing issues that the 
state is facing today regarding rail transit and the solu-
tions being undertaken to solve these dilemmas.

Summaries below are from the point of view of the 
speaker, contain news as it was up-to-date at the time 
of the conference, and do not necessarily reflect the 
point of view of TRAC or CRF. 

 

Rescuing Amtrak: What will it take?
Tyrone Bland, Amtrak Director of Government 

Affairs-West, spoke first, titling his segment: The State 
of Amtrak. Mr. Bland noted that during its 33-year his-
tory, Amtrak has been continually underfunded.  He 
addressed three common myths about Amtrak:  

1) Amtrak can be profitable without assistance; 
2) The private sector is lining up to take over Amtrak; 
3) There is a quick fix even though California is in a 

$27 billion deficit.
Bland said that the three state-supported routes in 

California are doing extremely well; however, Amtrak 
will need proper funding to continue national operation. 
While Amtrak needs $1.8 billion from the federal govern-
ment to correct the years of shortfalls, the Senate has 
only passed a $1.3 billion bill and the House has passed 
an even smaller $900 million version. David Gunn, CEO 
of Amtrak, has said that Amtrak will shut down if the 
final amount is $900 million. With the Senate amount 
($1.3 billion) Amtrak could get through the year but 
would not be able to begin activities intended to bring 
the railroad back to a state of good repair.

TRAC President Richard Tolmach criticized Britain's 
privatization for its high subsidies, resulting from the 
creation of separate track and infrastructure companies. 
He also pointed out on the positive side that the influx 
of private capital in Britain by operators like Virgin had 
resulted in traffic growth. Tolmach cited German and 
French models as being less destructive, and having 
clear advantages over the British experiment. He also 
identified certain sorts of privatization which already 
have proven out in the U.S., such as the California opera-
tion of bus service under contract and Maine's food ser-
vice on the Downeaster.

Jim Seal, a transportation consultant from Jim Seal 
Consulting Services, spoke in support of privatization. 
Citing Japan Rail East and West as examples, he noted 
that in urban areas with 1 million boarding passengers 
daily, 65% of services are profitable as private entities. 
Stockholm, Sweden has privatized its whole transporta-
tion system including their busses and trains. In the 
United States, Seal referenced the MBTA privatization of 
Boston commuter rail as being a positive model for other 
urban areas.  

 

Integrating Bicycles with Rail 
Chris Quint spoke on behalf of the Los Angeles 

County Bicycle Coalition, showing how bicycles can be 
integrated with rail travel. He had traveled with his wife 
to the Netherlands because his wife wanted “a flat place 
to ride.” During his trip, he took pictures of how well the 
country has integrated rails and bicycles.

His goal was to remind conference attendees of the 
need to accommodate wheeled passengers including 
bikes, strollers, wheelchairs, and hand carts. He found 
Dutch airports and train stations had good connectivity. 

Quint would like to see the United States provide 
bikeways and walkways to train stations, like European 
countries do. California has made some strides towards 
being “biker-friendly” with Long Beach’s busses with 
racks for bikes and the BART system’s electrical outlets 
for electric bike charging.

We need better facilities for strollers, chairs and 
bikes. Areas on trains designated for bikes should be 
kept clear of luggage. 

Quint suggested the following websites for 
interested bike advocates: www.calbike.org/ , 
LABikeCoalition.org , BikeLeague.org.

A Vision of Los Angeles’ Rail Future
Roger Snoble, Executive Director of Los Angeles 

County Metropolitan Transit Authority, attended the 
Conference despite the Gold Line Del Mar Station strike. 
Snoble said there are 10 million people in Los Angeles 
County, and most of them were affected by the rail 
strike in one way or another. 

Snoble stated that the state budget crisis had taken 
$2 billion from transportation, putting 400 projects on 
the back burner. He complained that federal money 
seems to go to San Francisco and San Diego instead of 
L.A., the leading city in traffic congestion and air pollu-
tion.

Problem areas he sees are high speed rail because 
of the need to fund costly bonds. Snoble instead feels 
that an emphasis should be placed on smaller projects 
like the Gold Line extension. Pass holders on LACMTA 
will see an increased fare in the future, while single trip 
fares will decrease.  

 
Planning a Connected Network

Mike McGinley, Metrolink’s director of engineer-
ing, discussed the importance of planning a connected 
transportation network for Metrolink. He believes that 
being connected means being informed, and that GPS-
based passenger information systems should be utilized 
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HIGHLIGHTS FROM CALIFORNIA RAIL 2020
California Rail 2020 was sponsored by 
TRAC and the California Rail Foundation. 
Summary and photos of speakers by Carl 
Morrison of TrainWeb, additional text and 
editing by TRAC Intern Lauren Hilliard.

TRAC'S NOVEMBER 2003 PASADENA CONFERENCE ON THE FUTURE OF RAIL IN CALIFORNIA
Kiesling examined the question: “If it works there why 
doesn’t it work here?” 

High speed rail must operate at a minimum of 200 
mph to compete with airplanes and automobiles, and to 
generate enough revenue to pay for other lines. The Paris 
to Lyon line in France has covered the expenses of the 
other lines in the system. High speed rail reduces pollu-
tion by 90 percent compared to auto travel and is signifi-
cantly less than the emissions produced by air travel.

Europe’s English Channel line was desired both by 
the government and the people as ideal for both interna-
tional and domestic transit. Other high speed rail lines in 
Europe such as Germany’s ICE trains and France’s ATV 
trains travel through many countries in Europe. 

Many European nations have united in both the 
design and construction of new rail lines as a practi-
cal way of decreasing operating costs. Kiesling points 
out that California should be examining the success of 
Europe’s high speed rail lines instead of trying to “rein-
vent the wheel.” He also claims that the California High 
Speed Rail Authority, while proposing a massive high 
speed rail project from San Francisco to Los Angeles, is 
ignoring ways to decrease costs and improve engineer-
ing technology. 

Wanting the best for the state of California, environ-
mentalists are questioning why Pacheco Pass is being 
chosen by the California  High Speed Rail Authority 
when the Altamont Pass has been noted as a better 
alternative. 

San Diego:  LRT Grows with New Lines 
and New Cars

James R. Mills, former California Senate President 
Pro-Tem, believes that solving transportation problems 
must also focus on spending funds efficiently. In 1974, 
the California Senate did not want to take away high-
way money to build light rail transit (LRT) in the state. 
However, Mills advocated for the city of San Diego to 
receive funding for LRT as a means of reducing conges-
tion in the most effective way possible. The state Senate 
began to view transit differently, as most of the state 
money for public transportation came from the Senate 
during the term when Mills served. 

Tom Larwin, from SANDAG, gave an update with 
maps of current and future plans for light rail in San 
Diego. He noted that early 20th century San Diego had 
a good rail network, and now the city is focusing on a 
six-mile LRT project called the Mission Valley Expansion, 
which is expecting its opening day to be in May of 2005. 
It will benefit land use by going through the center of 
San Diego State University rather than along the nearby 
interstates, and will serve over 35,000 students, faculty, 
and staff in addition to heavy pedestrian traffic. The bus 
transit on the ground level will connect with the under-
ground LRT at a point where activity centers will be 
served. 

East County will have increased accessibility to 
activities centers, the University, and downtown San 
Diego. The Southeast corner of downtown will provide a 
new central park with three stations. There will also be 
several mixed-use projects opening in 2005, providing a 
vertical link between the station and shopping center/
residential/business area.  

by Michael Kiesling
In March of 2000, the Santa Clara Valley Transportation 

Authority (VTA) announced plans for an hourly, bi-directional 
commuter rail line from the Union City BART Station to Diridon 
Station in San Jose, via Warm Springs, Milpitas/Great Mall, and 
East San Jose. $139 million in funding was available, including 
$95 million from VTA, with another $35 million earmarked to 
buy the right-of-way from the Union Pacific. Service would be 
up and running by 2003. By August 2000, VTA had authorized 
orders for 5 locomotives and 17 passenger cars.

One month later, in September 2000, VTA acted to put off 
implementation of this commuter rail service between Union 
City BART and San Jose so it could expedite a $5 billion exten-
sion of BART to San Jose, claimed to be buildable by around 
2008.

Now it is 2004. How is the BART to San Jose project doing? 
$600 million of funds for the project have been eliminated from 
the state budget and a “Not Recommended” rating letter has 
arrived from the Federal Transit Administration. With that nega-
tive rating, another $834 million in funds for the project have 
evaporated.

Does the loss of  $1.4 billion in state and federal funds, 
along with the recent “Not Recommended” federal rating, mean 
Silicon Valley leaders are now asking for that March 2000 com-
muter rail plan, improvidently shelved by VTA, to be revived?

Unfortunately, VTA’s decision is clear. Instead of having 
commuter rail service up and running in practically no time, 
everyone will wait until after 2025 for the possibility that BART 
might still somehow be built. That is a stretch of at least 20 
years, with no improvement in commuter service.

San Jose Mayor Gonzales said in his 2004 State of the City 
address, “Imagine San Jose, today, with BART.” No matter how 
hard the entire population of Santa Clara Valley imagines, there 
is no BART to San Jose today nor will there be in the foresee-
able future.

Largely due to Gonzales’ leadership, VTA is now selling 
bonds to pay for $170 million in preliminary engineering studies 
for the BART project. Santa Clara County taxpayers are incur-
ring $170 million in public debt toward a project that will not 
carry a single passenger for more than 20 years, if indeed it ever 
does. This is a very expensive fantasy and its unhealthy effects 
on real life are already plain to see. Santa Clara County has $325 
million promised for Caltrain improvements, including electrifi-
cation, but they won’t pass it on to Caltrain until almost 2020, 
because they have prioritized hundreds of millions of tax dollars 
in the immediate future to plan for BART, not to support exist-
ing transit. 

While VTA’s bus service is cut back, while light rail projects 
are delayed by a decade or more, and Caltrain and Altamont 
Commuter Express passengers face the possibility of schedule 
cutbacks, the contractors designing the BART extension con-
tinue to draw a steady income from the pockets of the people 
waiting for the buses and trains that are gone or running on 
longer headways.

In the words of San Jose Mayor Ron Gonzales, “We missed 
the train once - we can’t miss it again!” VTA and Gonzales’ 
reliance on imaginary transportation for the real, working citi-
zens of Santa Clara Valley will leave them waiting at the curb 
for many years to come. The train they missed is the train they 
killed for BART. 

IMAGINARY BART 
PRE-EMPTS 2004 
IMPROVEMENTS

TRAC's Sacramento Office Team: (left to right) Jeanne Sherwood, Office Manager; Rich Tolmach, President; Alan 
Miller, Executive Director; Lynn Franks, Treasurer; Lauren Hilliard, Intern; and Ted Buehler, Staff Volunteer. 

CR 2020 IN SF
Plans have been set for the next Cal Rail 

2020 at the Canterbury Hotel, 750 Sutter 
St., San Francisco Saturday, November 6.  
To make it an unsurpassed gathering, we 
are planning a Friday night reception and a 
Sunday tour of all surface Muni Metro lines 
with a historic car operated by the Market 
Street Railway. 

Space is extremely limited on the Sunday 
trip. The first 40 persons reserving for the 
conference and the historic streetcar tour 
will receive a commemorative poster suit-
able for framing. All inclusive price until 
July 1, 2004, $100. Conference only is $60.

Don't delay! Send your check to CRF c/o 
TRAC, 926 J Street, Sacramento CA 95814.



BUSH ADMINISTRATION RESISTANCE 
to funding Amtrak continues, with 
Transportation Secretary Mineta and 
Federal Railway Chief Alan Rutter both 
holding to a $900 million budget figure 
for 2005 that Amtrak President David 
Gunn calls a “shutdown budget.”…   
THIS WEEK, the Bush administration 
sought information from states on 
how they would contract rail service 
to private companies if Amtrak were 
dismantled and some or all of its 
routes were open to competition. The 
Transportation Department’s regula-
tory filing also sought to determine 
which states or group of states would 
be interested in bidding out and over-
seeing privately run city-to-city ser-
vice and which states would be best 
positioned to move forward…   PRO-
RAIL STATES generally view the Bush 
privatization scheme as a method to 
end a national Amtrak network, rather 
than a bona fide reform, and see the 
latest federal request for information 
as a divide-and-conquer ploy…  YOUR 
MEMBER OF CONGRESS needs to 
know that starving Amtrak is unac-
ceptable. Please write or send an e-
mail to your Senators and Member of 
Congress NOW to assure you can ride 
next year. Send to: Hon. _______, House 
of Representatives, Washington DC 
20515 or Sen. _______, Senate Office 
Building, Washington DC 20510. At 
www.capitoladvantage.com you can 
enter your zip code and get the name 
of your member of congress, then click 
to send an e-mail…   $32 MILLION 
SPENT TO DOUBLE-TRACK the Yolo 
Bypass causeway has finally helped 
the Capitol Corridor's late train prob-
lems. One remaining issue is that 
Union Pacific cut out the planned west- 
of-causeway crossover. “Now UP dis-
patchers are using Davis-Sacramento 
like a huge piece of single track,” says 
one irate commuter. “Freight interfer-
ence is now rare, but when it happens, 
we wait west of Davis and are 20 min-
utes late.”…    SEN. JOHN KERRY has 
put forth a transportation platform 
including “increased spending on 
Amtrak and rail infrastructure.” Kerry 
believes that “a strong investment in 
intercity passenger rail is necessary 
to maintain a balanced transporta-
tion system and promote economic 
growth.” As a member of the Senate 
Commerce Committee, Kerry consis-
tently was a good vote on Amtrak’s 
budget and proposals to upgrade the 
railroad’s aging infrastructure…    THE 
TOLL INCREASES TO $3 VOTED BY BAY 
voters have temporarily saved BART's 
bacon, and contain amounts for the 
Caltrain Transbay Terminal extension 
and Dumbarton Bridge. It's a great 
time for activists to push for the right 
spending package for the funds…   THE 
SIERRA CLUB's 3 BAY CHAPTERS trans-
portation committees sent a letter 
to Sec. McPeak asking that Governor 
Schwarzenegger use his influence to 
see that the entire BART toll bridge 
allocation is devoted to the $1 billion 
backlog of seismic safety needs at the 
district, and not on the budget-break-
ing Warm Springs and San Jose exten-
sions estimated to cost $5.7 billion…   
AS OBSERVED BY THE SIERRA CLUB, 
conventional rail connections to San 
Jose could be in service this decade 
instead of BART's estimated timeframe 
of two decades in the future…

Coast 
Observations
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GERALD CAUTHEN P.E.
Alameda County

Mr. Cauthen is a California registered 
professional engineer whose professional 

experience as a 
transportation engi-
neer began in 1970 
and continues today.  
His transporta-
tion positions since 
1970 have included 
Manager of the San 
Francisco MUNI 
Transit Improvement 
Program, SFPUC 
Chief Project 
Manager with 

responsibility for all MUNI capital projects; 
PBQ&D Transportation Vice President and 
Senior Engineering Manager, and Korve 
Engineering Manager of Transit Systems.  
During this period he served as Project 
Engineer or Project Manager and/or Chief 
Cost Estimator on many rail projects includ-
ing the Curtis E. Green Rail Maintenance 
Facility, MUNI Metro East facility, MUNI 
Metro subway fare collection and electronic 
sign systems, various intermodal station 
designs, Western Washington Corridor 
Project, Caltrain upgrade and extension proj-
ects, MUNI, VTA and RT surface light rail 
developments and others. He is currently an 
independent transportation consultant.

His interest in regional and inter-city rail 
transportation systems developed while he 
was living in West Germany between 1960 
and 1963.  “The Bay Area and California 
have long needed an integrated system of 
local, regional and inter-city rail and bus 
lines such as exist in much of Europe,” he 
says.  He became a TRAC board member, he 
says, “because TRAC has been very effective 
in developing and advocating the right kind 
of transit-integrating ideas for California.”  
As a board member he wishes to participate 
in furthering this effort.

LYNN FRANKS
Sacramento County

Mr. Franks has worked in the public 
transportation field for 27 years. For the 
first five he was employed by the U.S. 
Department of Labor (DOL) in Washington, 
D.C. where he certified employee protection 
agreements for recipients of federal mass 

transportation funds 
(this included review 
of the agreements, 
providing advice, and 
mediation). He also 
conducted arbitra-
tions in connection 
with the National Rail 
Passenger Service 
Act for a small 
group of railroad and 
Amtrak employees. 
Since then he has 

been in California involved mostly with inter-
city rail passenger matters and active in the 
Sacramento chapter of the Modern Transit 
Society. Mr. Franks has been a member of 
TRAC since its inception and is an officer of 
the California Rail Foundation (TRAC’s edu-
cational foundation arm).

He was part of a very small unit at 
DOL that had to deal with the much larger 
Department of Transportation over conten-
tious issues such as the employee protection 
section of the Federal Transportation Act 
[then the Urban Mass Transportation Act].  
This was complex and sometimes a source 
of hostility and division, as DOL employees 
were expected to be advocates for the work-
ing men and women who were operating 
and maintaining the publicly funded trans-

portation systems.  That sense of advocacy, 
he says, helped DOL employees perform their 
jobs better.  Mr. Franks says he will bring 
that sense of advocacy to intercity rail pas-
senger issues in California as a member of 
the TRAC Board.

MICHAEL KIESLING
San Francisco County

In 1992, Mr. Kiesling presented a plan 
to extend Caltrain to a rebuilt Transbay 
Terminal in downtown San Francisco. For 

more than a decade, 
he fought to make 
that plan happen 
and made many 
important connec-
tions with transpor-
tation activists and 
professionals along 
the way. Now he’s 
turning his attention 
to ensure California 
builds a high-speed 
rail system that 

draws on decades of worldwide experience, 
not parochialism and kick-backs.  TRAC 
worked together with Mr. Kiesling on a 
multi-organizational task force, which shared 
information prior to the release of the HSRA 
draft EIR.  We were impressed with his work 
and asked him to join our board.

Mr. Kiesling operates an independent 
architectural business that creates graph-
ics for transportation planners. His work 
includes bike paths and maps, traffic 
calming plans, pedestrian safety projects, 
urban design and marketing materials.  
He also serves on the Caltrain Citizens 
Advisory Committee (CAC), the Transbay 
Redevelopment CAC, and served on the 
San Francisco Transportation Sales Tax 
Expenditure Plan Committee, which will 
provide over $300 million for the Transbay 
project and Caltrain.  He is also active in the 
Regional Alliance for Transit (RAFT).

WILLIAM F. MCGEEHAN, III
Contra Costa County

Bill grew up in Hazelton, Pennsylvania 
where he attended both public and paro-
chial schools.  He then secured a degree in 

Audio Technology 
at the University of 
Missouri Kansas 
City Conservatory 
of Music.  In Kansas 
City he worked 
in that field and 
also became man-
ager of a furniture 
home-based store.  
He then moved 
to California and 
worked in the rec-

reational vehicle business where he is a part 
owner now.

Bill constantly heralds the beauty, the 
ease and the glories of Amtrak.  He has been 
a huge fan and customer of Amtrak for over 
twelve years.  He is always selling Amtrak to 
anyone who knows him and perhaps people 
who don’t. He has deep, passionate and 
altruistic convictions about why Amtrak is 
and must be successful.

Bill, as those of you who read our Nov-
Dec 2003 issue know, is disabled.  His ocu-
lar albinism and cerebral palsy have never 
deterred him seeking his dream.  In fact, he 
always said he was very lucky because he 
knew what he wanted to do in his life.  He 
has never succumbed to the “handicapped 
life” but has gone “mainstream” all the way.  
His drive and energy demonstrate his fierce 
loyalty to his beliefs, including the expansion 
of user-friendly intercity and urban rail.

New TRAC Board Members



BART TO CALIFORNIA RAIL NEWS:
Someone sent me a copy of your 

September 10, 2003 California Rail 
News because it had several articles 
about BART’s SFO Extension service 
and the BART to Santa Clara County 
project. I must say after reading these 
articles, I felt I should drop you a line 
to let you know that the facts you pre-
sented are very slanted and, in most 
cases, completely wrong.

With regard to the BART SFO 
Extension, we have never inflated the 
passenger counts. We have reported 
them exactly as they are. These trips 
included Colma because Colma is  
actually part of the SFO Extension. 
Colma trips are also included in the 
EIR projections so we have always 
been careful to compare apples to 
apples.

I also take great exception to 
your characterization of BART as a 
“malignant culture of irrationality 
and waste.” I think this is not only a 
disservice to the BART operation, but 
also an insult to the people who work 
very hard to make BART the success 
that it is. It seems that certain people 
who are rail fans think that a 4’8-1/2” 
gauge is the only thing that is a real 
railroad. However, real professionals 
know better.

Regarding the BART Extension to 
Santa Clara County, the financial deci-
sions that you refer to regarding the 
bonding is strictly the provence [sic] of 
Santa Clara County. Again, however, I 
do take issue with your characteriza-
tion of BART as outmoded technology 
and your comment regarding “payoffs 
by BART contractors.”

Finally, on your alternative propos-
al regarding substituting high-speed 
rail, your estimates of construction 
costs, operating costs, and especially 
a revenue service opening date are 
highly speculative. I think you do 
a real disservice to the community 
by providing information that is not 
based on hard data and is so clearly 
slanted towards one rail mode. BART 
has always worked cooperatively with 
all members of the transportation 
community. When we were working on 
the EIR and construction of the BART 
SFO Extension, we always advocated 
for Caltrain and never tried to set up a 
competition between the two modes. 
Our belief is that the more options 
people have and the better transporta-
tion we can provide improves quality 
of life. While we can all have our own 
opinion regarding the advantages and 
disadvantages of various types of rail 
modes, it would seem that it would be 
better to try to work in concert than 
the alternative.

Rest assured that after reading this 
article, while I had at one time in the 
past thought of subscribing, this has 
convinced me to save my money.

Sincerely,
THOMAS E. MARGRO
BART General Manager

pumps up payments by as much as 40 per-
cent. “BART doesn't insist on running a sec-
ond route to Walnut Creek where they have 
strong ridership, so why do they demand it 
in Millbrae, where you could literally shoot 
a cannon down the platform and not hit 
anyone?” said TRAC Board Member Dan 
McNamara. 

“The only logical explanation for BART's 
desire to continue empty trains is that the 
payment formula BART wrote must be a 
cash cow for the district, whether the trains 
are full or empty!”

BART'S FOLLY
by William E. Drake

Have you ever wondered why so much 
public infrastructure money gets wasted on 
foolish projects?  Here’s the lowdown on the 
recent BART debacles: The genesis of the 
various proposals to extend BART to here, 
there and everywhere usually starts with 
the flapping of some business group with 
absolutely no knowledge of public transpor-
tation. Take the promoters of the now failed 
Tanforan Shopping Center for instance. 
Back in the early 1980s the Tanforan people 
decided that a BART line past the grave-
yards and through their Center would be 
just the ticket to resurrect their moribund 
retail operation. So they began whispering 
in the ears of various local commissioners, 
Supervisors and would-be State Senators.  

In short order we began hearing that to 
be like other cities, San Francisco just must 
have a rapid transit line to its airport. Never 
mind that the Caltrain commuter rail ser-
vice was already at the Airport. Never mind 

that the now completed Airport Shuttle, 
extended for a connection with Caltrain, 
could access all four airport terminals, 
whereas the BART system could directly 
access only the International Terminal. 
Never mind that a fast and free shuttle 
bus from the Colma BART Station could 
serve all four terminals for just over 4 per-
cent the cost of extending BART.

From the outset, many groups and 
individuals saw the flaws in the BART/
SFIA plan and said so. There was much 
testimony and many letters pointing out 
that the benefits of the proposal were 
worth perhaps $350 million, but by no 
stretch of the imagination could the esti-
mated price tag of $1.8 billion be justified, 
especially given the ready availability of a 

high-class alternative that was both better 
and much cheaper.  

The promoters and their political facilita-
tors, however, were certain they knew best.  
They scoffed at the opposition and comfort-
ed each other with the thought that all large 
projects have their detractors.  

So they built, and the region is left with 
the results. The BART/Airport Extension 
Project is a failed project. We have BART but 
no Tanforan Shopping Center; it died any-
way. BART now goes to the International 
Terminal and the patronage is plain dismal. 

In this region those able to influence 
policy makers and funding agencies have 
come to believe that the detractors of BART 
extensions are always wrong. The official 
response to “outsiders” from agencies like 
MTC has virtually always been to either 
reject their comments out of hand or, as has 
lately become fashionable, to listen politely 
and patiently, to document carefully, and 
then to reject the comments out of hand.

Well, insiders, the BART to Airport 
Extension is one case where the outsiders 
were right and you were dead wrong.  

BART SFO/MILLBRAE REVAMP 
FAILS TO SATISFY SAN MATEO
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The 3-car one-mile Quentin Shuttle 
died quietly earlier this year. BART's short-
est route, between SFO and Millbrae, was 
consigned to the dustbin of California rail 
history on February 7, 2004 after only eight 
months of service. 

Over the period of its operation, it aver-
aged about three passengers per train, 
or one per car on the minimum 3-car set 
BART's train operating system requires. 

By comparison, the prior Caltrain shuttle 
van operated in collaboration with SFO and 
was free to all passengers. It cost approxi-
mately $300,000 annually to operate and 
averaged seven passengers per trip.

BART still operates trains linking SFO 
and Millbrae, but their ridership is now fold-
ed into the Millbrae-Bay Point route, so as to 
avoid the embarrassment of low figures. 

CALTRAIN VAN OUT-
PERFORMED BART 
TRAIN SHUTTLE 

 BART THINKS 
CRITICS OF ITS 
SFO MESS ARE 

A BUNCH OF 
RAIL FANS

by Richard Tolmach
Regional leaders have told BART and San 

Mateo County to mediate their contract dis-
pute, so that lawsuits don't jeopardize future 
transit funding. However, the battle is not 
over. So far, all that the parties have been 
willing to agree on is to make parking free in 
the three empty lots in South San Francisco, 
San Bruno and Millbrae.

BART's inflated ridership projections and 
misleading statements regarding actual rider 
counts have precipitated a loss of faith by 
its most loyal Peninsula political allies, who 
want service cut back to affordable levels. 

BART's aggressive public relations spin 
and two reshufflings of the schedule—one 
in January, another in mid-February—did 
almost nothing to bolster ridership, and 
trimmed only a marginal amount of costs.

San Mateo County was led by BART to 
believe that its annual costs of subsidizing 
the service would be $6 million, an amount 
that in practice was expended in three 
months. County auditors, who believe the 
annual cost of BART payments could exceed 
$26 million, say the cost overrun threatens 
to bankrupt the transit account, undermin-
ing both Caltrain and SamTrans. 

BART was widely criticized for its threat 
to sue San Mateo County unless it receives 
$11 million owed under a formula the County 
views as unfair. San Mateo County Board 
Chair Mike Nevin, who wants peace on the 
agreement he helped foster, has told BART 
the County will pay, but only if BART agrees 
to a reduced schedule with quarter-hourly 
weekdays.

As San Mateo see it, the doubled peak 
service provides almost no benefits, yet 

SFO-Millbrae
PASSENGERS
PER VEHICLE



by Alan C. Miller
The High-Speed Rail Authority issued a 

report in December proposing that the coast-
hugging Surfliners be put on an underground 
route at a likely cost of billions of dollars. The 
most frequent reaction of rail passengers is 
outrage. The second is hilarity.

The Los Angeles-San Diego "LOSSAN” 
Corridor is not only California's most popu-
lar routes, but one of the most scenic rail 
journeys in the world. If the trains are put 
in tunnels, millions of passengers would be 
deprived of this beauty to benefit a few thou-
sand rich and powerful homeowners. 

The California High-Speed Rail Authority 
(HSRA) wants a way to San Diego, because 
it needs votes from San Diego County on its 
proposed $9.9 billion bond measure. Yet San 
Diego won’t be part of Phase 1 of the high-
speed rail project; it will be in a later phase 
envisioned to be funded by the operating 
profits of Phase 1. 

This is a valid approach, assuming the 
system is built to standards which allow the 
realization of an operating profit. Even so, 
the Authority’s plan is to route high-speed 
trains inland via Riverside and Escondido. 
Environmental and community concerns 
have all but killed the idea of 200 mph trains 
on the coast.

So, why did the HSRA release a draft 
screening report for conventional trains on 
the same corridor last year? According to this 
report, Caltrans is “financing the portion of 
the Authority’s technical studies that pertain 
to non-electric (conventional) rail improve-
ments in the LOSSAN corridor.” 

Consulting firm IBI has been studying 
improvements on the LOSSAN corridor for 
a 20-year outlook, which may include high-
speed rail transfers at Los Angeles and 
Irvine, the envisioned southern terminus of 
electrified service. 

Caltrans plans for double tracking in 
the corridor have caused much controversy 
in towns such as Santa Ana, San Juan 
Capistrano, Dana Point, San Clemente and 
Del Mar. Santa Ana backed down recently 
when the city approved an agreement for 
$1.6 million in improvements such as decora-
tive fencing and double-pane windows on 
nearby homes. 

High-income residents of the other four 
cities will not be so easily placated. San Juan 
Capitstrano, Dana Point and San Clemente 
have formed a tri-city coalition to fight 
any plans for double-tracking. The Orange 
County Register reported in May 2003 that 
HSRA voted to drop the double-tracking 
option in favor of inland tunnels.

Caltrans, responsible for operations in the 
Corridor, released a Strategic Plan for the cor-
ridor in November, based on the same study 
by IBI. Much of the improvements focus on 
additional-track options which offer cost-
effective speed and reliability benefits. The 
long-planned tunnel bypass of Rose Canyon 
is shown to offer very significant perfor-
mance improvements. 

However, the interest in tunnels at five 
meetings held by HSRA along the Corridor 

was primarily to aid the purpose of moving  
the tracks away from the beaches and view 
homes—thus the exceptionally high turnout 
in San Clemente. Resident concerns centered 
on property values, horn noise and pedes-
trian safety. The solution most favored was to 
get the tracks off the beach and into a tunnel 
under I-5. The HSRA pandered to the crowd 
with a finding that removing the tracks from 
the coast was the best solution.

Former HSRA Executive Director Mehdi 
Morshed stated in a March 2003 Los Angeles 
Times article that the goal for the corridor is 
to get from Los Angeles to San Diego in 60 
to 80 minutes. The current time is approxi-
mately 165 minutes. The HSRA report states 
that one of the key provisions of its report 
is that only conventional diesel technology 
be considered, yet gives no reason why.  Is 
shaving ninety minutes off the schedule 
feasible using diesel technology? The 60 to 
80 minutes translates to a 100 to 130 mph 
average speed, where a 47 mph average cur-
rently exists. How could a few tunnels and 
several miles of new double track multiply 
the speeds on this route? 

The Los Angeles Times reported that 
the developer of the Marblehead bluff-top 
development in San Clemente was concerned 
that after years of working with the Coastal 
Commission, the HSRA now proposed a tun-
neling option that would pass right under 
his project. “This is ridiculous, the two state 
agencies don’t even talk,” a Marblehead 
development spokesman said in the Times. 
Some observers note that although Caltrans 
and the HSRA officially cooperated on the 
report, relations between these agencies on 
this jurisdiction are far from warm.

“The Authority contracted with IBI to 
study the future needs of the LOSSAN cor-
ridor,” said Warren Weber, Chief of the 
Caltrans Rail Division. “We supplemented 
this funding for their study.” Mr. Weber 
noted that at this time there is no identified 
funding for any of these projects, and virtu-
ally all capital projects not already under con-
struction in the corridor had been shelved for 
the foreseeable future. 

“In fact,” he noted, “even the high-speed 
rail bond, should it be on the ballot and pass, 
would not fund any of the proposed tunnels. 
Of the $900 million allocated to connecting 
rail services, only about $50 million would be 
available for the LOSSAN corridor.” 

“With that kind of money,” Weber said, 
“we would double track where we could, but 
construction money on the proposed tunnels 
probably won’t be seen anytime soon.” The 
only hope, he said, would be federal recogni-
tion of an extreme traffic situation bringing 
in big dollars some day.

Why should scarce transportation dollars 
be spent to raise property values of southern 
Orange County residents? Environmental 
justice advocates who complain of trains sup-
porting only upper-class commuters should 
really be outraged by the multi-$100 million 

suggestion of tunneling under I-5 so San 
Clemente can have unfettered beach access.

There are signs the Authority may not 
be succeeding in the state’s far south. The 
North County Times editorialized in January 
against the project, noting that any interest 
in high-speed rail which threatens the vote 
on a local transit initiative would be too great 
a cost to pay for the region. San Diego just 
won’t be on the high-speed rail map anytime 
soon.

While the authority claims some vague 
jurisdiction over the LOSSAN corridor by 
holding public meetings and telling the south 
coast residents what they want to hear, 
Caltrans goes on with the actual duty of run-
ning the railroad and making improvements 
as it can. Mr. Weber notes that the Strategic 
Plan is the first step in an environmental 
document on the corridor that Caltrans will 
release this summer. Realities of the San 
Clemente to San Juan Capistrano section 
have caused Caltrans to rethink corridor 
improvements. “Politically and environmen-
tally, we can’t build a second track in this 
area,” says Weber. 

There are legitimate concerns about 
various segments of the present alignment. 
There is a potential for landslides along the 
cliffs south of Del Mar. A very narrow right 
of way though San Juan Capistrano poses 
speed problems, and environmentally sensi-
tive wetlands on various portions of the route 
have to be examined carefully on any rail 
improvement project. 

Some of the proponents of these con-
cerns are very sincere but many others want 
a private benefit at public expense. No one 
suggests an increase in their property taxes 
to help pay for the relocation of a rail line 
that was in place when they purchased their 
property. No city has volunteered to float a 
bond issue to defray the expense. The propo-
nents are quite willing to let the victims of 
their greed pay the costs.

Relocation of the stations inland would 
prevent passengers from alighting in the city 
center. This almost precludes a person with-
out access to a car from using the train for a 
trip to or from these stations. Caltrans' recent 
experience with beach buses has shown that 
a local shuttle is not a solution to maintain-
ing patronage from this segment of riders. If 
those without cars are disadvantaged, then 
the relocation may prove to be a case of the 
rich depriving the poor. 

The HSRA, meanwhile needs votes and 
good PR along the south coast where Phase 
1 trains won’t run. These residents were told 
what they wanted to hear from the HSRA. 
The reality is even the $10 billion high-speed 
rail bond won’t take the “nuisance” tracks off 
the beach. The HSRA can “favor“ the tunnel 
options all it wants, and maybe they can fool 
some of the south coast people some of the 
time, until the election at least.

Morshed Proposes Tubing the Surfliners

Some homeowners think trains 
ruin their scenery. Ironically, 
Surfliner riders have the same 
view regading shoreline houses.
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