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JR East Hayabusa nears Omiya Station March 6, 2011. Only 5 days of 186 mph service ran before tsunami damage closed the line. Photo: B. Toshinori

Bonds Wait for Credible Plan
Treasurer Punctures HSRA valley AMBITIONS

California State Treasurer Bill Lockyer,
in a March 11 interview with Channel 4
NBC News in Los Angeles, confronted
the idea of bond funds for high-speed rail
head on. He explained that the financial
markets have no belief in the project,
because it does not have a credible business plan, therefore there is no potential
to sell any significant quantity of rail
bonds until that problem is resolved.
Perhaps coincidentally, one week
later on March 18, the High Speed Rail
Authority (HSRA) published a hastilywritten Request for Proposal for financial
advice. It is replete with typos and evaluation formulas that don’t add up to cited
scores for particular functions.
The Authority hopes to award the
financial consulting contract to a vendor
on April 11, asking for a new ridership
study and other data to be delivered in
time for an October legislative deadline.
What’s going on here? Insiders sense a
bit of panic in the document. HSRA has
never before responded in a serious way
to the Legislature’s demand for a bona

fide business plan, but Lockyer’s candor
at a sensitive time could undermine the
Authority’s ability to gather more soft
federal grant money, the kind that can
be expended for engineering or environmental hours without any end product
being delivered. That would mean the
end of the real train, the gravy train.

(continued on Page 2)

“…dig a shovel
wherever you
want… if you
can’t run it, you
can’t sell the
bonds…”– State

Treasurer Bill Lockyer
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LOCKYER: Need credible plan
(continued from Page 1)

Lockyer’s critique suggests that HSRA
is just pumping billions to its consultant
teams with no real train in prospect for
California. The Authority helped reinforce
that impression at its March 30 meeting,
when it yet again changed scope of the
project, but said the project excluded signals, electrical equipment and trains.
At least in theory, HSRA needs to be
able to point to a new business plan to
answer critics and keep the consultant
gravy train moving, consuming hundreds
of millions on study of new alternatives.
However, a credible business plan is
not likely to emerge from the bidding
process outlined above, because the two
most qualified bidders in the last round of
interviews for the job, Pricewaterhouse/
Coopers and KPMG, both refused to work
for HSRA after they were picked.
A relevant question is why? With over
$2 million on the table, what caused both
companies to walk? The also-rans who
are bidding this time arguably don’t have
as much of a reputation as the two powerhouse finance firms who walked, and
would probably have even more trouble
convincing the financial markets.
For any firm to be convincing, it will
have to overcome the widespread perception that the Authority has designed a
political mess of a project, and is simply
looking for a compliant firm to whitewash
its discredited ridership projections.
Transcript of Lockyer’s Comments
NBCLA: With us, the Honorable Bill
Lockyer, Treasurer of the State of
California and part of your responsibility
is to sell the bonds that the voters put on
the ballot. Last year, they approved a highspeed rail initiative. The bonds have to be
sold through your office to raise the money
to build that. Have you been able to sell
them?
Lockyer: We’ve sold a very small amount
that helped them do their planning, their
environmental work, their engineering
starts and so on, but any large amount of
bond sales to finance the active construction of the project I don’t think we can do
in the State of California without a disciplined, genuine business plan that shows
people and investors how this system is
going to be run and paid for. So far we
don’t have that plan.
NBCLA: So, investors, are they saying, “listen we’re interested if we have a business
plan, but it doesn’t look like you guys know

what you’re doing.”
Lockyer: That’s what they’re saying.
NBCLA: Really? What do you think?
Lockyer: Well, I think the same thing.
NBCLA: But you voted for it, you told me.
Lockyer: I’m a dreamer, like Californians
are. I’d love to see improved intercity transportation and dealing with traffic and all
kinds of transportation issues. But this one,
if it worked, if it was real, great. But so far
we don’t have a plan that would show that
it makes any sense.
NBCLA: Well, they argue, and they’ve
been on this program, that we’re going
to put a shovel in the ground, next year,
it’s going to be in the Central Valley, and
yes it’s not between two major urban
areas, but we need to build this leg anyhow, it’s low lying fruit, we’re going to
pick it first, we’re under a deadline from
the Federal goverment to get some of the
federal money, and that you know that the
Interstate freeway system didn’t start in
New York, it started in Missouri.
Lockyer: Well, OK (laughs).
NBCLA: That’s their response. We’ve got
to do this anyhow, why not start here.
Lockyer: Well, here’s the problem. With
the Interstate System, there was an identified gas tax funding system that was
going to be stable and reliable for decades.
Our law says you can’t use any state tax
money to subsidize this rail line, so you
can go out and dig a shovel wherever you
want (laughs), you can build it. If you can’t
run it, you can’t sell the bonds that are
necessary to do the construction phase.
NBCLA: Since the voters voted for it by
about 52 to 48–it was fairly close–do you
have to do something, or is there an option
not to build it?
Lockyer: There are actually requirements
for all the bonds—schools, highways, etcetera that, even though the authorization has
been made by the voters, the Legislature
and Governor have to approve the specific
projects in the future. So they’re going to
have to go back to the Legislature, show
that they’ve got a real deal here or it won’t
go.
NBCLA: But right now, Wall Street’s not
interested?
Lockyer: They’re interested in the sense
of well, if it ever works out, we’d love to
be involved in the financing, but privately,
they all say so far, we haven’t seen a plan
yet either.

$25 million PRIIA
Hit for Surfliners
Amtrak California passengers should
anticipate higher fares, fewer trains, and
declining station services when October
2011 rolls around. That’s because a littlenoticed section of the PRIIA bill, section
209, takes Amtrak out of the funding loop
on intrastate trains in the coming federal
fiscal year. At present, Amtrak contributes over $20 million of the cost of Pacific
Surfliners, as well as relatively modest
sums on the San Joaquins and Capitols.
That’s a tough pill to swallow for the
Caltrans Division of Rail, which already
faces its share of deficit-related state
funding cuts. Demand on its trains is up
this spring with gasoline prices touching $4 a gallon in many areas, but diesel
prices are also up enough to have hurt
prospects for increased revenues closing
any significant part of the funding gap.
Structural efficiency changes are difficult for Caltrans, because local interests
weigh in on decisions on all three routes.
The Capitol Corridor’s lobbying power,
due to its links with BART, will likely
allow it to avoid service cuts, despite
having relatively poor economics.
That means service cuts may fall all
that much harder on the Pacific Surfliners
and the San Joaquins, which lack wellorganized lobbying efforts to retain funding. High on the endangered list are all
recent service additions, especially the
two round trips to San Luis Obispo.
Trains 798 and 799 have the lowest
traffic of any Amtrak trains in Southern
California because they fail to serve
Orange and San Diego Counties. Another
Surfliner round trip is likely to bite the
dust because of bad economics and bad
politics; the Coast Starlight connection
doesn’t pencil out for Caltrans because
the state doesn’t receive a share of revenues it generates on the Starlight.

SPEAK UP TODAY TO
KEEP AMTRAK SERVICE

Amtrak passengers need to make
their voices heard in the state budget
process if they want to keep service. On
congress.org you can send a message
to your legislators today. Point out that
Section 209 of the PRIIA bill means major
cuts in service. $25 million is how much
the High Speed Rail Authority spends in
two weeks, but it keeps half of the Pacific
Surfliner route operating for a year.
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To help TRAC regain paid fulltime staff, I am enclosing a special
donation of $
__________________
Enclosed is a donation to TRAC’s
Legislative Action Fund in the
amount of $
__________________
I want to support the Rail News.
Enclosed is a tax-deductible
donation to the California Rail
Foundation in
the amount of $
__________________
You may also join by going to the
TRAC website (trainriders.org)
and clicking on the PayPal tab.

Ag Unrest spooks HSRA Coast
e-mail Exposes Van Ark Observations
by Richard F. Tolmach
California’s Central Valley, considered
just a year ago to be a bedrock of support
for California’s high-speed rail project,
has erupted with opposition to plans for
elevated 220 mph trains and new takings
of high-value agricultural lands. Farmers
and civic leaders in Merced, Chowchilla,
Madera, Fresno, Hanford, Corcoran, and
Bakersfield have pushed back against
HSRA plans they view as deeply flawed.
“From very early on, I had deep concerns about elevated tracks through our
city,” Fresno Mayor Ashley Swearengin
was quoted in the Fresno Bee March 27.
Such structures, she said, would create “a
visual dividing wall in our community.”
Swearengin and others claim credit
for forcing HSRA to reconsider the miles
of elevated structure that were to bisect
Fresno, just one of a number of setbacks
to HSRA’s attempt to fast-track a sketchy
plan for a constantly shape-shifting
Merced to Bakersfield starter route.
Questions about whether the Authority
is misusing $9 million in outreach funds
by using hired consultants to influence
public opinion have intensified since
CalWatchdog.com obtained a February
14 e-mail from Van Ark through a Public
Records Act request.
It apparently shows Van Ark directing
public relations subcontractor Jo Linda
Thompson to goose up support among
other HSRA subcontractors at a Fresno
congressional hearing: “Trust that you
are also helping to ensure that the labor
are out in full force to flood any negative
contributors,” Van Ark wrote.
Anthony Pignataro of CalWatchdog
observed that HSRA’s idea of outreach
seems to be “making sure the voices
advocating bullet trains drown out those
bringing up issues like cost, eminent
domain, noise and potential ridership.”
More serious PR problems emerged at
a March 17 joint hearing by the Assembly
Agriculture Committee and Assembly
HSR Subcommittee chaired intermittently
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by Assembly Member Cathleen Galgiani
that drew a crowd of 150 people, mostly
from the ag community, objecting to the
Authority’s violation of AB 3034 rules
that farmers believe forced the Authority
to use existing transportation corridors.
Van Ark and two consultants who spoke
on condemnation and eminent domain
issues were hit with hours of critical commentary.
Frank Oliveira, a LeMoore, CA-based
farmer, pointed out that the currently
proposed line diverts from BNSF to pass
“through the best farm ground in King’s
County.” The nut tree territory east of
Hanford is home to some of the Valley’s
wealthiest farmers. According to Oliveira,
“the County Board of Supervisors, the
County itself, the Sheriff, the City of
Hanford, have issued a resolution and
communicated to the Authority that they
are supportive of the train but only if it
follows transportation corridors.”
Farmers say the route favored by HSRA
is far more costly than one avoiding their
nut tree groves, but their objections are to
the impacts, not cost. Fourth-generation
Kings County grower John Tos, quoted
in the Fresno Bee, valued his walnut
orchards at about $140,000 per acre.
“It sounds like money will fix all
the problems,” Tos said. “That’s not
why we’re here. Our way of life will be
changed forever, and we don’t want
that.” Instead of dividing farm property,
the high-speed train should follow the
path of BNSF or Interstate 5, Tos said.
Even more pointed in his critique
was almond and pistachio farmer Kole
Upton, a Merced County constituent of
Assembly Member Galgiani. Recounting
how the Authority’s preferred route disrupts a whole line of drilled wells as well
as an entire canal-based water distribution system affecting dozens of farms,
he observed that HSRA seemed to have
“gone out of their way to be as destructive as possible” to Valley agriculture.
Upton described a June 17, 2010
meeting of local agencies with AECOM
and Parsons Brinckerhoff in Merced
concerning the location of the wye connecting the Pacheco Line to the Valley
Line and “everybody agreed it should be
south of the city of Chowchilla. And yet
three weeks later in an epiphany at the
Fairmead open house, they come out with
this, that one of the routes is going to be
north of Chowchilla.”
Upton cited “letters from every public agency which has jurisdiction in
the area… the Madera County Board
of Supervisors, City of Chowchilla,
Chowchilla Water District, LeGrand Afton
Water District, Chowchilla High School
District, elementary school districts, both
farm bureaus, the Nisei Farmers” rejecting the option which HSRA still prefers.
“So I go back to the question Mr.
Gardiner had for Mr. Van Ark, and that
is if you have consensus in a community
about what to do and what not to do,”
said Upton, “why don’t they listen?”
Upton concluded that farmers who
found no willingness by the Authority
to either listen or negotiate had only
one alternative, “Stop the train. Stop the
train.” He was roundly applauded by the
crowd in attendance.
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WILL JERRY BROWN ACT to reform
the High Speed Rail Authority, or
let it continue to waste scarce state
funds on questionable engineering
ideas like 220 mph elevated structures 60 feet above Madera, Fresno,
and Bakersfield? Signs are not good,
but appointments to BT&H in April
will give the definitive answer…
CALTRANS DIRECTOR CINDY MCKIM
is widely expected to retire safely
ahead of erection of the troubled
Bay Bridge East Span asymmetrical
link later this year, nearly $10 billion
over budget. She now faces questions about a $40 million accounting software package, EFIS, that
has scrambled DOT accounts and
made vendors see red. After launch
problems tarred the image of the
software, Department spinmeisters
renamed it “Advantage” to try to
lose its bad image, but even with
the sanitized name it continues to
lose millions of dollars of vendor pay
down a black hole. The Sacramento
Bee has done a Public Records Act
request and an article is imminent…
WAS TREN URBANO THE PREQUEL
to California High Speed Rail? San
Juan, Puerto Rico’s rail line, which
blew its budget before it managed to
reach San Juan’s pedestrian center,
was started as a model for reform,
the first true U.S. public-private turnkey transit line. Siemens, the lead
company running the project, chose
Parsons Brinckerhoff as its construction sub. Insiders say none other
than Roelof van Ark was Siemens
project manager, and none other
than Tony Daniels was his counterpart at PB. Misbehavior ensued,
with PB taking orders on construction directly from Puerto Rico transit
bureaucrats and ignoring van Ark.
The project was delivered years late,
cost $2.6 billion instead of $1.2 billion estimated and carries fewer
than 30,000 riders daily in contrast to
the predicted 115,000. Not a favorable
omen for HSRA… ON A RAIL TOUR
OF THE MID-COAST on March 3, the
Transportation Agency of Monterey
County (TAMC) led a survey of the
Union Pacific Coast Subdivision
rail line from San Jose to Soledad,
which includes about 90 miles (67
are slated for a San Jose to Salinas
extension). Mayors, Supervisors and
City Council members, agency staff,
and Capitol Corridor brass rode the
Coast Starlight from San Jose to
Soledad, with a stop in Salinas. The
train made a special stop in the City
of Soledad at the future site of the
Soledad Coast Daylight Station. The
City is planning to make improvements to the station area to facilitate the future Coast Daylight train
stopping in Soledad. The proposed
Amtrak Coast Daylight service is
planned to be a daily operation of
new state-sponsored Amtrak service
along the Coast Rail route between
downtown Los Angeles and downtown San Francisco. Implementation
is dependent on a UP capacity model
run (now underway) and state intercity operating funding availability.
The current plan shows service starting in 2013, if funds can be found…
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METROLINK ACTS:

IS U.S. Rail Service Dysfunctional by Design?

Metrolink announced plans for a new
pilot program to expand its service with
16 additional trains every weekday beginning May 9, while keeping operating costs
roughly at present levels.
The service reform will add flexibility
for passengers, particularly on morning
and evening trips. Savings were obtained
by making numerous efficiencies in all
departments, holding the line on costs.
Two new Chatsworth trains, six
new Antelope Valley trains, six new San
Bernardino trains and two new Burbank
Airport trains will be operated, some of
which will be late evening departures,
stretching Metrolink’s span of service.
Most of the remainder will be morning
and afternoon peak hour express services,
including ones on the Antelope Valley and
San Bernardino routes. These services will
save passengers up to an hour each day on
their commute round trip.
Concurrently, Metro is operating shuttles connecting Los Angeles Union Station
to and from baseball games at Dodger
Stadium, and Metrolink is running special
late night departures from Los Angeles
Union Station. The Dodger service started
in late March, and will run for weeknight
games the entire season.
A similar late night train service from
Angel Stadium started April 8. Expanded
peak hour Orange County service is scheduled to start in July.
On the marketing side, Metrolink is
targeting new commute markets opened
up by its expanded service, such as
Disney employees heading to Burbank and
Anaheim, as well as hospitals and other
late-night employers finally made accessible with a longer span of service.
Metrolink will also replace its troublesome punch tickets, a source of friction
between train staff and passengers, with
a new 7-day unlimited travel pass, which
will be date-marked by the ticket machine
as it is sold. This is a superior offer in
terms of price, and will help introduce new
riders who may start buying monthlies.
Metrolink is beginning a public hearing
process to guide further service revisions
in May and June.

vices, so only physically fit people can use the
train without great effort.
Because it disadvantages seniors and
the disabled, by moving the platforms,
Sacramento may be courting an ADA discrimination suit. No mobility aids are planned.
What is universally insulting to all passengers, though, is that they will have to be in
close proximity to a massive wastewater sump
covering much of the 8 acre triangle between
the existing parking lot and the new platforms. The groundwater on site is still fairly
contaminated, and a plume of toxic substances
stretches from the railyards across nearly half
of Downtown Sacramento.
Ridership could decline by as much as onethird from the combination of impaired access
to trains, further distance from destinations,
and lack of amenities at the new platforms.

A SD-LA EXpress:
Tried and failed
3 times in a row

Reviving an old service concept is often a
very smart idea. One time it’s not smart is when
it has been tried repeatedly over the past thirty
years, and the reasons for its failure have never
been addressed. The Express Surfliner is one of
those popular bad ideas that keeps coming back,
despite lack of infrastructure to support it.
On commuter routes, expresses can save
major time, especially when local services have
as many as 15 (Metrolink) or even 24 (Caltrain)
stops. A basic math problem kicks in on the
Express Surfliner. Most trains serve only nine
stops including SD and LA, so there is little
scope for further accelerating schedules.
A train with nine stops serves 72 city pairs,
but one with six serves only 30. Given the dispersed nature of Southern California travel,
end-to-end traffic is not a dominant factor.
Basic math dictates that the SD-LA Express will
be a loser compared to existing service.
The new express, being promoted with
scarce Caltrans Rail dollars in amounts which
rival the actual cost of the run, is a horrific flop
that has increased subsidy on the train.
A Facebook post in response to a Caltrans
query soliciting Express fans and asking who
has used it, said: “No one from Fullerton :-)” .
Fullerton, the highest-ridership intermediate
Surfliner station, was excluded from the express
schedule, apparently for political reasons.
How ironic that the chief critic of Amtrak
California rail service, John Chalker of the
California Transportation Commission and a
financial consultant, is the idea’s author.

New branding from Caltrans web site

Marketing runs
with THREE year
old timetables

Caltrans Rail marketing in earlier days had
boring duties like posting schedules at stations.
These have been ignored for over three years,
propagating wrong information statewide.
Many stations are just now getting their first
timetable updates since Fall 2007, the last time
funds were spent on station information.
Heard of this? Upstart Silicon Valley comEspecially at unstaffed stations, ridership
has failed to show growth since then. Reason? pany, attracted by prospects of a new technology, tanks because it spent speculatively, while
losing revenues of its neglected core business.
The same meltdown can apparently happen to Silicon Valley government agencies, too.
Even though Peninsula commuters and
taxpayers foot the bills, Caltrain staff were
seduced by the siren song of high-speed trains
The City of Sacramento has expended
and the electrification dollars they could bring.
over $100 million to buy Sacramento Amtrak
Planners who understood the existing
Station, as part of the City’s troubled railyard
Caltrain product and how to make ridership
development project recently criticized by the
Urban Land Institute. The more cash spent, the grow were let go, and the remaining staff,
obsessed with high-speed rail, failed to moniworse conditions become.
tor signals which could have warned them that
City Council action in late March will
Caltrain traffic and revenues were tanking.
expend an addtional $60 million to move the
Now, after having to fight bad plans for a
Amtrak platforms to a remote location 1070
destructive high-speed rail line, Peninsula citfeet north of the ticket windows, 900 feet
north of light rail connections, 1200 feet from ies are digging into the battle to try to resuscitate Caltrain. The trust built up by Caltrain
Amtrak bus platforms and about 1500 feet
staff over two decades has been entirely lost.
from parking. The remote platforms will lack
Misbehavior by rail management produces
ticket machines or any other passenger ser-

Caltrain, Hot on
hsr, loses track
of peninsula line

The sacramento
Sump replaces
close platforms

supportING rail reform is tax-deductible

The California Rail Foundation was founded
in 1987 to promote modern rail and bus technology, including high-speed rail. Since that time we
have produced California Rail News and cosponsored an annual conference that educates on rail,
Cal Rail 2020.
We never believed it would be easy to build
California high-speed rail, but we underestimated just how much fraud megaprojects apparently attract. The project now has a broken budget
because of tens of billions of pork including 200
miles of wasted route and dozens of miles of unneeded viaducts planned in the Central Valley.
It appears to be the same model used on
Peninsula and Los Angeles County segments.
Taxpayers are being offered only overly expensive choices by HSRA that wreck cities the same
way that elevated highways would.
It does no good to just complain about fraud;
we have to organize and fight it in court.
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In July 2008, CRF filed suit in Sacramento
Superior Court, along with the Planning and
Conservation League, TRANSDEF, the Town of
Atherton and the City of Menlo Park to overturn adoption of the Pacheco Alternative which
would have destroyed many Peninsula cities.
We won the case in October 2009. Last December, HSRA was forced to rescind its selection
of Pacheco and redo its environmental work. A
brief opportunity in 2010 allowed us to submit
new comments into the record. We retained a
leading model expert, Norm Marshall of Smart
Mobility, who found major flaws in HSRA’s ridership figures, confirmed by other experts.
We also retained the leading European HSR
route design firm, Setec Ferroviaire, to help us
define and present a faster and better way for
trains to link S.F., Sacramento and Los Angeles,
through the East Bay. Initial court findings have
been favorable, and we are hoping for a clear
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victory. You can see Setec’s work at the CRF site:
calrailfoundation.org
Setec’s route saves so much time that it would
allow Caltrain segments to run at current speeds.
Setec also examined Highway 101 between
Redwood City and SFO, a route Setec believes is
a feasible alternative.
CRF is actively providing leadership on reforming the project, and promoting cost savings
available by involving private capital. Your generous contribution today to CRF will help us stop
the bad plan and launch an environmentally
superior alternative.
We are a tax-deductible 501(c)[3] nonprofit,
and operate without paid officers or permanent
employees, so all financial resources are directed
to our mission of cost-effective modern rail
service. Take a tax deduction by using the Page
2 form to send a check to CRF or by using the
PayPal link on our web page.

a public reaction against rail spending. In Los
Angeles, the backlash against Metro Red Line
cost overruns lasted nearly a decade, thwarting state rail bond measure attempts. Backlash
on the Peninsula could do the same thing, and
survival of Caltrain is by no means assured.

a gritty Urban
RAIL InNOVation:
FAUX slabtrack

Sacramento City DOT has invented a new
way to put rails in streets, while impeding
their future use for transit. This effort may
have been the result of sending city officials to
Portland to have them study the “gritty urban”
Pearl District, where Interstate 5 cuts through
an old factory district, and a popular new
streetcar line links inner neighborhoods with
downtown sites. The City DOT has resisted any
interest in emulating Portland’s transit success.
However, City DOT was forced to “restore” the
historic tracks of California’s first railway, the
1855 Sacramento Valley Railroad on R Street.
The City DOT helped Teichert Construction
develop a tedious new method of building
street track that is far more expensive than
normal, but will remain unusable by real trains
without millions of dollars of future work.
On a 600-foot segment of R Street, Teichert
excavated track foundations, removing all traces of historic rail, crossties, spikes, tieplates,
or cobblestones. The concrete company, new to
rail and apparently learning on the job, spent
about four months drilling, placing rebar, and
building an elaborate framework to hold the
rails above the foundation.
Then, alarmingly, once new rails were fixed,
they were used as screeding boards so that concrete completely covers them flush to their tops
without any flangeways. Cobblestones are similarly sunk to avoid rough surfaces which might
slow drivers.
The three block segment of pavements,
with new sidewalks, is to cost $7 million.
Portland paid millions less for equivalent
lengths of streets with real streetcar track.

Sacramento gets
its own train to
Nowhere—NORTH

Sacramento seems to have a fatal attraction
to flashy, high-profile concepts, no matter how
bad a disaster they have proven elsewhere. How
else to explain the city’s desperate desire for a
new 16-story Federal Courthouse, started only
months after the Oklahoma City bombing.
Or consider the proposed 53-story 2-tower
penthouse and office development announced
in 2004 and only killed off decisively in 2007.
Backers tried to call it the Towers on Capitol
Mall I and II, but the public knew it to be the
Twin Towers. Appropriately, the project only
resulted in a huge new hole in the ground in
Downtown Sacramento, still there years later.
It figures that just months after the highspeed rail announcement in the Central Valley,
a new Train to Nowhere is being built right in
River City. Called the “Green Line,” it will connect Downtown with one new stop on Richards
Blvd. at Township 9, which is also a hole in the
ground, with only $53 million of a required $1.7
billion in hand. Don't expect any miracles.
Parsons Brinckerhoff and URS, both Central
Valley high-speed train to nowhere contractors,
were each involved in the Green Line planning
phase, and Teichert, making quick use of its R
Street learning, is building slabtrack for it, even
in locations where plain wooden crossties would
be superior. In this case, flangeways are offered.
Traffic prospects are so dim that Regional
Transit, which recently slashed existing bus
routes, has no plans to buy new equipment for
the line. Even worse, the line will have severe
negative impacts on operation of the two existing Sacramento light rail lines, which it will
overlap. Up to 24 trains an hour will compete
for track time on a narrow alley right-of-way
with poor intersection visibility.
Cynics say the line is going ahead because
City and County officials on the Regional
Transit board pushed for the line to boost the
moribund 3-percent-funded Township 9.

de-branding amtrak instead of promoting rail
from Caltrans web site

16 New trains

Isn’t this a fun way to spend rail funds
during a state budget crisis? Let’s take the
marketing budget and use it to rebrand
Amtrak trains and buses with new type and
logo. Because rebranding dominated, there
was not much thought applied to what offers
or promotions might increase ticket sales.
The rebranding has essentially become

a de-branding, since the CT logo is not
clearly identified and other billboard text
is unreadable by motorists, leaving many
Californians clueless about the blue blob.
Also, because of state budget problems,
the rebranding did not extend to many
actual buses, cars or locomotives. The
rebranding is primarily on the ads.
California Rail News February - April 2011

It is hard to see effectiveness in this
“marketing.” Black and white makes the
train seem outmoded, and a comparison
to fast food is not a compelling sales message. The missed opportunity to compare
Amtrak against high gasoline prices this
spring is quite a puzzle—that is, unless you
are aware that the blue blob is Caltrans.
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ACE PLOTS faster altamont
By Robert Reynolds
and Richard Tolmach
Under Altamont Commuter Express
(ACE) leadership, a High Speed Rail
Authority (HSRA) study has identified a
much faster, more direct Altamont line
which could cut current rail travel time by
about half. Presented at the February 3
HSRA board meeting, preliminary study
findings were adopted unanimously by
the Board.
Last summer, CRN reported on ACE
studies of a new route as well as an
independent study of Altamont routes by
the European firm Setec funded by the
California Rail Foundation. The two route
studies found common ground on the
majority of route mileage, including a line
through the hills south of Pleasanton.
ACE’s Manager of Public Affairs and
Community Relations Thomas Reeves has
previously predicted that the ambitious
three-phase upgrade could start within
three years with right of way purchases,
a line item that ACE Executive Director
Stacey Mortenson pegged at a program
cost of “upwards of $200 million.” The
first hurdle Reeves identified, the completion of an Environmental Impact Report
for the corridor, is now underway.
Recently the HSRA provided some
refinements to the thirty route segments
proposed for study as part of the earlier
Scoping Phase. The Alternatives Analysis
has reduced the number of feasible rights
of way considerably, especially in the
approaches to Silicon Valley and in the
Tri-Valley area (Pleasanton-Livermore).
Silicon Valley approaches into the East
Bay from Sunol saw three routes eliminated out of five, including two through
the beautiful, winding Niles Canyon.
Constructability, speed and environmental considerations ruled out Niles Canyon.
At the same time routes between the
Warm Springs Bay Area Rapid Transit

station and San Jose Diridon station were
screened from five possible to two.
The process eliminated three of five
Tri-Valley alignment alternatives as well,
due to active local opposition to lines
through the centers of Pleasanton and
Livermore. Between Fremont and the San
Joaquin Valley, only entirely new routes
are now being studied, the currently used
Union Pacific trackage having been rejected at the outset.
“Rail officials will look at several
routes and stations as they meet with
local leaders before beginning work on
the environmental review,” according
to a John Wildermuth story in the San
Francisco Chronicle. “Pleasanton officials,
for example, have made it clear they don’t
want the rail line to run through the city’s
downtown, while Livermore has concerns
about the effect an aerial line would have
on the downtown area.”
On the other hand, according to Denis
Cuff reporting in the Contra Costa Times,
“Tracy officials are eager to welcome
high-speed rail at or near their new intermodal transit center, an anchor spot for
boosting the downtown…”
Currently, ACE stops in Tracy at a station far removed from the new transit
center. While the Alternatives Analysis
has not ruled out the current ACE station
Tracy officials have made clear signals
that they strongly prefer an alignment
through their city.
Cuff also noted “…Union City officials
see high-speed rail as having potential
to boost the city’s redevelopment area,
where an inter-modal transit center was
built next to the BART station…” Gary
Perazzo reported on the transit center
in the September 2005 edition of CRN,
“Union City Plans Intermodal Station.”
According to Wildermuth, “High-speed
rail officials already have eliminated
routes that would have run trains through

environmentally sensitive wetlands in
Santa Clara and Alameda Counties and
agreed to a tunnel under Sycamore Grove
Park in Livermore if needed.” It’s interesting that HSRA believes in tunnels only in
locations its staff doesn’t want a line.
Because the ambience of the park’s
northern edge is already compromised by
three major high-voltage power lines at
the same location as the rail line, alternate mitigations, such as funding park
expansion may be far more practical.
HSRA plans show a 7-mile tunnel to
traverse 1.5 miles of park, as well as
severe grades on the south side, which
handicap the alternative with cost and
engineering problems. Devoting $30 million to expand the park in the hills would
be far more reasonable than spending an
extra billion dollars or more on a tunnel.
At the February HSRA board meeting, the California Rail Foundation lauded
the joint HSRA-ACE work and said the
route should be seriously considered for
the primary high-speed rail access to the
Bay Area because of its superior speeds
and lack of negative impacts upon communities. CRF pointed out that the route
was considered by Setec to have 220 mph
potential on most of its extent.
ACE says that the revamp of its route
will eventually give the heavily congested
I-580/680 corridor major new capacity
and a 55 minute travel time between the
San Joaquin and Silicon Valley endpoints.
The ACE/HSRA plan also includes a line
running east from Tracy to the BNSF line
north of Modesto, using State Highway
120 medians and an undeveloped highway right of way from Manteca to near
Riverbank. Current pricing of the entire
project, before any value engineering, is
$6 billion.
The timetable for the ACE EIR anticipates a draft in 2012 and completion in
2013. ACE’s expansion is clearly on track.
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HSR & ACE EXPRESS ROUTE

The power line right-of-way, continuing
straight where 680 veers off to the north,
is so straight it cuts 10 miles from the ACE
route and makes possible line speeds double to triple those of Union Pacific.
European HSR design firm Setec suggested the Fremont to South Livermore
line shown above, which is nearly identical
to ACE’s, except for vertical curvature and
tunnels included by helpful HSRA officials.
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VALUE FOR MONEY ON H.S.R.
A FEW standards to obtain promised benefits
By Michael E. McGinley P.E.
High-speed rail, when done right, offers
compelling reasons for Californians to
invest in this infrastructure of the future.
Compared to other transportation modes,
a network of high-speed and conventional
passenger rail transportation is better in
terms of:
Energy: Total energy per passenger mile
is far lower than autos or airplanes
Fuel Independence: Electric power for
rail transport needs no petroleum
Land Use: Much less land than highways
or airports
Air Quality/Greenhouse Gases: Can use
least polluting sources of energy
Safety: much better than highway travel
Accessibility: Available to all, compared
to auto and aircraft modes
With these potential benefits in mind,
California and the nation have embarked
on programs to build high-speed rail.
While this is a wise long-term strategy,
the first increments of investment of the
public’s tax funds must be made following the principle of value for money. TRAC
recommends that the High Speed Rail
Authority and transportation planning
agencies throughout California pursue
passenger transportation (including HSR)
that is:
• Conservatively designed for minimum
cost consistent with project goals
• Immediately and incrementally useful to
expand travel on existing services
• Connected to, and supportive of, local
and regional public transit
• Capable of future increases of speed,
capacity, and network destinations
• Not exclusive to one region or route to
the exclusion of others
Let’s look at how these principles apply
to California’s investment in passenger
transportation.
Conservatively designed for lowest
cost consistent with project goals
Investments of public (or investor) funds
must be constrained by the requirement
that these funds are used to obtain the
maximum benefit and are never wasted
on extravagant project goals. A. M.
Wellington premised his classic design
text The Economic Theory of the Location
of Railways with this guiding statement of
purpose:
“An analysis of the conditions controlling the laying out of railways to effect the
most judicious expenditure of capital”
The advice Wellington gives on capital
expenditure still is relevant today. The
original HSR lines in Europe conserved
investment capital by using practical
design standards and making the maximum use of existing facilities. Speed costs
money and the designated speed for
various routes should be compatible with
needs for travel in that corridor and the
adjoining land uses. In its final form, an
HSR system for California will include a
200+ MPH operation that is competitive
with air travel; however this does not
mean that the first stages, or every route,
have to be designed to this very expensive
standard.
Conventional trains can share existing
corridors and tracks; HSR trains can generally follow existing (rail or highway) cor-

ridors, saving large amounts of investment.
However, following certain existing corridors requires complex design and environmental mitigation. Done right, this results
in a better corridor for all users (e.g. grade
separated). (To date the HSRA has found
it expedient to design large and expensive
bridges and tunnels just to avoid these
complexities; this is NOT a conservative or
prudent use of public funds.)
Immediately and incrementally useful
to expand existing services
Projects must be chosen with the concept that funds now available may be all
that can be invested, therefore every element constructed must be beneficial as
a stand-alone project. There are several
opportunities to invest in rail transportation that both provide immediate benefit
and that will support a broader, faster
network of public transportation. The gap
between Bakersfield and Los Angeles
should be a very early project as this will
support the existing San Joaquin services
and the connecting systems in the north
and south.
A faster, more frequent service between
Stockton and the Bay Area over Altamont
Pass will build a stronger commuter and
regional service. Grade separating and
electrifying the San Jose to San Francisco
route will improve local transportation and
will be a resource for a future north-south
high-speed line.
Adding tracks and grade separating
the LOSSAN corridor from Santa Clarita
to Los Angeles to Anaheim will improve
safety, capacity, and speed for all users on
this part of a future network. In addition to
these examples of local projects that can
support the present vision of the HSRA,
transit network expansions (e.g. LACMTA,
Sacramento RT, etc.) that bring passengers
to the future core HSR line in all urban
areas have network value.
Most importantly, if the funding stream
for HSR should stop, the taxpayers would
not be left with a “white elephant”. Each
of the above example projects brings
immediate utility to the traveling public.
(However, a trackless new line from
Bakersfield to southern Madera County has
no near term value.)
Connected to, and supportive of, local
and regional public transit
First, “do no harm.” Where HSR lines
make use of existing public transportation
corridors, HSR should not constrain future
improvements to the corridors. (As now
designed, the HSRA lines following some
rail lines “lock in” all existing highway
grade crossings; this is an unacceptable
negative impact on future public safety.)
Second, all public transportation systems are mutually supportive: they are a
network. Every destination on any route in
a network adds trip opportunities and public utility to the whole network. Convenient
connections between modes (both as
designed for walking and as operated for
efficient connections) are the key to attracting riders from highway travel.
This goal of efficient connections is an
institutional challenge as each agency
seeks to minimize costs and fears loss
of control over their local jurisdictions.
Planning for all of California’s transportation investments must be a “team sport”.
This includes California’s airports, which
have historically resisted public transit
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connections.
Capable of future increases of speed,
capacity, and network destinations
While California cannot afford to build
a complete HSR system that covers most
of the state for many years, there should
be an evolving master plan for eventually
placing high quality transportation within
reach of the majority of citizens. To this
end, each segment should be constructed
with provisions for increasing speed and
for adding future connections or additional
tracks; it is a waste of public funds to
demolish recently-constructed infrastructure due to poor planning. An example of
such multi-staged planning would be to
build an economical, modest-speed line
from Bakersfield to the Los Angeles basin.
To save construction costs some tunnels, bridges, and segments of track could
be built as a single line of track (with
passing sidings). As traffic levels increase
in future years, sections of double track
could be added. Provisions for a connection
toward Victorville and Las Vegas could be
included in the design.
Not exclusive to one region or route to
the exclusion of others.
California has many important transportation corridors; adoption of one route
for HSR should not mean that the other
corridors are neglected. One example of a
secondary corridor is Highway 101 through
Santa Barbara, San Luis Obispo, Paso
Robles, King City, and Salinas.
While this corridor is not a fast, straight
route from San Francisco to Los Angeles
and the population would not support a
multi-billion dollar HSR line, these citizens
need transportation options. Incremental
improvements to the existing rail line (faster speeds, more stations, passing sidings)
could result in a very useful corridor similar to the Surfliner or San Joaquin lines,
and such an upgraded line would add destinations to the state’s evolving network.
Another example of a “non-exclusive”
concept is the choice of route between
the Bay Area and the San Joaquin Valley.
There is no single best route. The fastest
route from the Bay Area to the cities in
the northern part of the valley is Altamont
Pass, and the fastest route toward Los
Angeles is either Pacheco or Panoche Pass
if 125 mph speeds on the Peninsula can be
achieved. Perhaps the answer is to plan for
both, build the least expensive one first,
and then build a second route when traffic
builds up and it is needed.
Conclusion:
High-speed rail is a wonderful solution
to some, but not all, of California’s transportation and environmental needs. A comprehensive transportation infrastructure
will include local, regional, and high-speed
rail lines, urban and suburban bus and
transit lines, airports, and highways. One
mode cannot do it all. These transportation
planning concepts are complex and require
collaboration of stakeholders; they cannot
be expressed in sound bites or political
slogans. Perhaps the rush toward HSR is
too easy because it sounds so simple and
futuristic. Political leaders and the media
are not noted for patience and nuance in
explaining conservative investment priorities. TRAC (and other public interest
groups) may be able to communicate these
planning concepts to the public.
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CAM BEACH A Proponent of Practical Rail Solutions
San Francisco MTA Board Director
Cameron Beach died March 18 at his
home of apparent cardiac arrest. A semiretired transportation consultant and former chief operating officer at Sacramento
Regional Transit (RT), Beach was 62.
Born in San Francisco, Beach grew up
riding Muni and started driving charter buses after high school, and had a
44-year career in public transit. Beach
was a respected professional who knew
the ins and outs of transit operations. He
joined Sacramento RT in 1981 to work on
labor relations, and was named in 1983
as the light rail startup manager.
Tom Matoff, former General Manager
of RT, who promoted Beach to Chief
Operating Officer at Sacramento RT,
hailed his ability to devise solutions
to problems that would stymie others.
“After earlier management of RT claimed
the 60 percent single track light rail line
wouldn’t work, Cam showed not only
that it would, but maintained an on-time
performance equivalent to that of more
higly capitalized systems like BART.”
Beach created the new rail division
at RT to run the 18.5 mile original route
from scratch, and kept it efficient and
lightly staffed. He was a hands-on manager, and often was seen riding trains
and buses, and working in the dispatch
office even at night.
“Cam built a culture at RT of focusing on operational detail,” RT General
Manager Mike Wiley told the Sacramento
Bee. “He helped create a vision of the
customer first and providing service with
the highest possible quality and lowest
possible costs.”
Beach retired from RT in 2006 and
moved to San Francisco. Before his
appointment to the SFMTA Board in
2007, Beach served on the board of the
Market Street Railway where he met his
wife, Carmen Clark, a former Muni and

Tom Nolan (left) with Cam Beach on Market St. Railway PCC Photo: B. Kusler

“I have always viewed issues
from the user’s point of view.
How is the passenger or the
motorist or the person looking for a parking place or
the bicyclist or the pedestrian going to perceive our
action?” – Cameron Beach
San Francisco County Transportation
Authority official, said Rick Laubscher,
a close friend and the head of the nonprofit preservation group.
“Cam Beach’s loss to this city is hard
to overestimate. He loved Muni more
than anyone I ever knew – not for what
it was, because he knew its shortcomings all too well – but for what it could
be, in terms of serving riders properly
and empowering mobility in his native
city,” Laubscher wrote in a comment on
Streetsblog.org.

“Most people in this town have NO
idea how entrenched the problems at
Muni are — how much effort it takes to
turn that ship even a little. Cam pulled
hard at that rudder throughout his tenure
on the SFMTA board. He will truly be
missed, not only by his many friends, but
by the riding pubilc, whose interests he
so strongly represented.”
“We are deeply saddened by the loss
of a close friend and colleague, who had
an unparalleled passion for Muni, our
customers and the future of this system,”
said SFMTA Board of Directors Chair
Tom Nolan.
“I am deeply saddened to learn of
the passing of Cameron Beach,” San
Francisco Mayor Ed Lee said in a statement. “Cameron firmly believed in our
City’s Transit First Policy and made our
transit system work for pedestrians, bicyclists, drivers, and transit riders. His family and friends are in our thoughts and
prayers today as we mourn the loss of a
true San Franciscan.”

Cal Rail 2020 Los Angeles

SAVE THE DATE! Friday 6pm gathering

Nov. 4 , 5 & 6
8

at Philippe's, then Rail Pub Crawl. Saturday conference sessions at Metro. Sunday
Expo Trip. For favorable advance rates,
please visit calrailnews.com today.
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