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Gas Prices Pack State Trains

Passengers fill the platforms on a
recent Pacific Surfliner trip.
Photo: © John Uhloth
by Randell Hansen
Trains are already full and who knows
how high gasoline prices will go?
Ridership on mass transit, commuter
trains and Amtrak has been spiking at the
same rate as oil, and in the past month
both have set all-time records in California.
With a major election approaching, trains
have been getting more attention from
elected officials across the country.
The new reality is that the days of
cheap gas are over. Demand is so strong
that the Department of Energy said that
opening up the Alaska National Wildlife
Refuge (ANWR) would only cause oil prices
to drop by only 75 cents per barrel.
Even a trip by President Bush to Saudi
Arabia to plead for increased oil output has
failed to help stabilize oil prices.
Among long-distance commuters, there
is no comfort left in depending on cheap
gas, and looming environmental and climate issues are too strong a concern for
more people to jump onto consuming more
fossil fuels. Habits and lifestyles, especially
daily commutes, are in flux

Carpooling, bicycling, telecommuting,
and using public transportation are back in
vogue, with lots of new converts.
Setting the style, Google has created a
special section of its website to allow web
users to make travel plans using public
transit.
More elected officials and candidates
need to accept the new reality we're all
living and emphasize passenger rail and
transit as the best things to help mitigate
oil prices while simultaneously promoting
jobs, transit oriented growth, and helping
the environment.
With gas prices continuing to escalate
for a variety of reasons; international political unrest in some countries, the declining
dollar, increasing oil demand from China
and India, and speculation from commodities traders, many market observers believe
that $4/gallon gasoline will be a fact of life
influencing lifestyles and investments.
Not to be overlooked, prices for diesel
fuel went all the way to $5 before softening,
and along the way resulted in higher prices
for food at grocery stores and restaurants.
(continued on Page Two)
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5 Westside LA Rail Extension Options Revealed
By Numan Parada
Metro has reduced the number of alternatives for the Westside Extension from 17
down to 5 in its most recent update from
the Alternatives Analysis study, which was
recently presented at four community meetings held in early May.
The five alternatives to be given further
study are: Two variations of an all-Wilshire
heavy rail subway (Alternatives 1 and 14);
two variations of a Wilshire-Santa Monica
Boulevard subway (Alternatives 11 and 16);
and Bus Rapid Transit on both Wilshire and
Santa Monica.
Five variations of an all-Santa Monica
Blvd. subway, two additional variations of
the Wilshire-Santa Monica subway and all
three aerial options (including a monorail
option) were rejected.
Metro attributed their selection to
capacity considerations: A six-car heavy rail
train could carry as much as 14,000 people
per hour per direction according to Metro.
In contrast, a three-car light rail train carries about 7,600, while monorail carries
6,300 and BRT 1,800.
Capital costs of building the projects
were also described. Either an all-Wilshire
or all-Santa Monica subway would cost
about $5.5 billion, while a combined subway would cost $8 billion.
The aerial options would have cost as
much as an underground subway once the
mitigation expenses were added, totaling
$6.5 billion, according to Metro. All of these
options would have satisfied Federal Transit

Statewide
Gas Pains
(continued from Page One)

Sales of SUV’s have tanked and the numbers of new registered vehicles in California
has also been declining according to the
State Controller’s Office, a major factor in
California's declining tax revenues.
Also, the specific dimensions of the real
estate bubble have become more visible, as
exurban developments in most cases have
lost much more value than city center properties. Where there is no affordable transit
commutation alternative, the fall in value in
certain cases has been extreme.
All of these factors have contributed to
the current political ascendency of transit
and trains. With ridership on Amtrak and
public transit continuing to rise there aren’t
any more excuses for political leaders to
defer investments in newly critical rail links.

Administration cost-effectiveness requirements.
Metro also considered the environmental impacts of aerial rail. Of note, while
monorail appeared to use the least amount
of air space for its guideway compared to
the heavy and light rail options, its stations
would consume much of the street width.
Metro took the relatively new Las
Vegas Monorail as an example of expected
station design. A lack of space for a new
maintenance yard was also a concern.
The Metro Red and Purple Lines already
benefit from a high-capacity maintenance
yard just south of Union Station.
Metro ultimately concluded that any
aerial rail would have environmental
impacts that would cancel out any apparent
benefits and cost savings from building a
subway. Metro felt that the highly traveled
Wilshire and Santa Monica corridors would

not benefit from the lower-capacity light rail
and monorail options.
The public has expressed overwhelming support towards the subway options,
with massive preference towards a Wilshire
alignment. With such support no longer
questioned, participants quickly discussed
on how to make the project a reality.
The meetings attracted approximately
1,000 people total and has so far elicited
750 public comments. In addition, Metro
continues to give briefings on the study to
various agencies and participate in privately
organized meetings on the subject.
The final round of public meetings for
the Alternatives Analysis Study are tentatively planned for August 2008. These
meetings will provide the public with an
opportunity to review the Study recommendations prior to presentation to the
Metro Board of Directors.

Transit Advocates Take
Battle to Sacramento
By Numan Parada
With the prospect of $4-a-gallon gasoline becoming reality and citizens flocking to buses and trains in record numbers, transit advocates took their case
to Sacramento and asked lawmakers to
preserve money intended for public transportation.
Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger and
the state legislature last year voted to cut
$1.26 billion of public transit funding from
the public transit account for the current
fiscal year. In doing so, they also wrote
into law that they would not divert more
than 50 percent of the so-called Spillover
fund in the future.
The Spillover is a special fund for public transit operations when gas prices rise
faster than inflation.
“Last year, I think it’s fair to say that
the budget was balanced on the back
of public transportation,” Emily Rusch
of CalPIRG noted to the Bay Area News
Service.
However, the proposed budget is considering cutting public transit funds by the
same amount this year. Advocates want
Schwarzenegger and lawmakers to uphold
the vow they codified as they debate the
customary revise of the state budget during May. To that end, a group of advocacy
organizations went to the Capitol on May
20 to lobby against raiding the Spillover
account.

Another raid threatens to undermine
the ridership successes that have boosted
transit systems across the state. Just
three blocks from the Capitol, for example,
Sacramento’s light-rail system saw a 43
percent jump in riders in April. Meanwhile,
other agencies are considering raising fares
just to keep up with increased fuel costs.
Already, Metrolink in Los Angeles is set
to increase fares by more than 5 percent.
This increase already includes a previously
enacted 3.5 percent annual increase and
reflects rising fuel costs.
Participants believed that the governor
is presenting the raid into Spillover money
as a false dilemma of attending to transit
needs at the expense of keeping teachers
in schools or similar. However, most recognized that plugging the $15 billion state
budget deficit by some other fashion will be
a daunting task.
Some participants took on an environmental approach, stating that fully funding
current and additional transit would help
the state meet its goals of reducing pollution as set out in Assembly Bill 32, which
was signed into law in 2006. A recent
report by Environment California concluded
that both public transit and transit-oriented
development can fulfill two of seven key
strategies for meeting the state’s commitments to reduce greenhouse gases such as
carbon dioxide, a major catalyst of global
warming.
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D.C. LEGISLATIVE UPDATE
by Randell Hansen
TRAC Treasurer
For fiscal year 2009, President Bush
proposed reducing Amtrak’s funding from
this year’s amount of $1.325 billion down
to $800 million while proposing $100 million to match states investments in passenger rail. Amtrak’s funding request was
$1.671 billion. Not included in their request
is $114 million for the 60% of back pay the
President’s Emergency Board (PEB) recommended that Amtrak pay its employees
without any of Amtrak’s proposed work rule
changes. Amtrak went with the PEB recommendations to avert a strike. On public
transit, the President has proposed cutting
the funding by $202.1 million and having
an additional $3.2 billion transferred to
highway projects.
In March, the Senate confirmed Nancy
Naples and Thomas Carper to the Amtrak
Board of Directors and approved a budget resolution that includes $1.8 billion for
Amtrak $250 million in matching state
grants.
The House proposed its own version
of the Passenger Rail Investment and
Improvement Act (Senate version was
S.294) in early May. H.R.6003 was introduced by T&I Committee chair James
Oberstar (D-MN) as well as John Mica
(R-FL) and has 41 co-sponsors. The six
California Representatives who are supporting the legislation include Grace Napolitano,
Ellen Tauscher, Bob Filner, Doris Matsui,
Jerry McNerney, and Sam Farr – all
Democrats.
On May 22, H.R. 6003 was approved
by the Transportation and Infrastructure
Committee. It reauthorizes Amtrak and
provides funding up to $14.4 billion for five
years, but also would provide a framework
for private turnkey bids for a high-speed rail
line on a right-of-way separated from NE
Corridor tracks between Washington and
New York.
In addition to the funding differences
between the House and Senate versions
the Senate version addresses on-time
performance while the House version
omitted it. The Senate bill also has a pro-
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vision for Amtrak to study bringing back
the Pioneer route between Portland and
Denver, which was pushed by Mike Crapo
(R-ID). The House version focuses on the
Sunset Limited east of New Orleans. The
bill passed the T&I committee and House
Majority Leader Steney Hoyer (D-MD) said
the legislation will be taken up before
August summer recess. Also introduced
was H.R. 6004 which would provide a
source of financing for high-speed rail.
Also in May, co-sponsor of S.294
Frank Lautenberg (D-NJ) introduced a
resolution (Senate Res. 557) to recognize
National Train Day. It has earned 20 cosponsors (13 Democrats, 6 Republicans, 1
Independent).

OIL IS BACK ON THE AGENDA
Meanwhile, a range of pressures on
oil caused record high gasoline prices. $4
gas is variously attributed to the declining
value of the dollar, strong demand, political
pressures in the Middle East, Nigeria, and
Venezuela, and China stockpiling on oil for
the summer Olympics. The bottom line is
more Americans are having hardships.
Senators John McCain (R-AZ) and
Hillary Clinton (D-NY) advocated a gas tax
holiday for the summer driving season. The
gas tax funds highway projects and public
transit. In regards to the shortfall which is
estimated to be up to $9 billion, McCain
proposed using money from the general
fund to make up the difference and Clinton
proposed taxing the oil companies.
The gas tax has remained a flat 18.5
cents for 15 years despite the increased
highway construction and maintenance
costs which is why the highway trust fund
is expected to be in the red next year.
Barak Obama (D-IL) and many economists denounced the gas tax holiday as
a short term solution which would very
briefly lower prices, which would then
boost oil use and intensify the problem.
The American Public Transit Association
(APTA) has also opposed suspending the
gas tax because of its negative funding
effects on transit.
Another bill that Congressmen James
Oberstar and John Mica introduced last
May was H.R. 6052, the “Saving Energy
Through Public Transportation Act of
2008.” The legislation authorizes $1.7 billion in capital and operating funding for
over 2 years to transit agencies that reduce
fares or expand services. The distribution
of the funds would be under the current
urban and rural transit formulas wherein
California would continue to be a net
donor. The legislation would also help
transit agencies in complying with the
Clean Air Act by increasing the federal
share of clean fuel and alternative fuel transit bus, ferry or locomotive-related equipment facilities from the current 90% to
100%.
Another provision in H.R. 6052 is to
expand the federal transit pass program
to all federal employees throughout the
nation. Currently only federal employees in
the D.C. metro area receive transit passes
from their employers. Also the legislation
would expand the federal share of parking facilities at end-of-line fixed guide way
stations from 80% to 100%. Currently the
bill has 20 co-sponsors including California
Representatives; Bob Filner, Ellen Tauscher,
Henry Waxman, and Grace Napolitano.
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Coast
Observations
METROLINK WON A COURT battle
June 3 regarding its push/pull train
service. State appellate court made
a finding that federal law and regulations approving push/pull trains
preclude plaintiffs from claiming
negligence by Metrolink. Supporting
briefs were filed by Caltrain, ACE,
Amtrak, Caltrans and Coaster…
MEGABUS WENT EAST as high energy costs and lightweight ridership
on its four West Coast routes with a
Los Angeles Union Station hub convinced it to recenter its efforts on the
Northeast. The last bus to run was a
Bay Area-Los Angeles trip in June.
Its Northeast service links Boston,
Buffalo, and Washington with New
York. Megabus did demonstrate in
California many innovations Amtrak
could use, like direct web ticketing,
ultralow prices for advance purchase
of excess seats, and low-overhead
accounting… THE LONG-AWAITED
JOINT METROLINK-AMTRAK ticket
machines are now in place, with
Amtrak ticketing activated but it is
no easier than before to buy a through
Metrolink-Amtrak ticket… SEN.
DENISE DUCHENY (D-Chula Vista)
amended her SB 53 to advocate a
restructuring of rail functions in state
government under a new Department
of Railroads that would report to the
Secretary of Business Transportation
and Housing. The High-Speed Rail
Authority would finally receive administrative oversight under the change
… BILL BRONTE, CALTRANS RAIL
CHIEF has a 9-month assignment to
the Trade Corridor project funded by
Proposition 1B. Mr. Bronte will oversee negotiations with UP and BNSF
on Donner Pass, Techachapi, and Port
of Oakland projects. Crows Landing
and Shafter intermodal projects are
also on the agenda… CALTRANS
MANAGER Lam Nguyen, a veteran of the CSUS Caltrans Executive
Managerial Leadership Program, is
expected to manage rail projects in
liaison with Bronte. Nguyen is well
known to many in the Los Angeles
area, from close work with transit
agencies there during a posting dealing with District 07 transit planning…
LOS ANGELES Metro officials
announced that the Eastside Gold
Line is 80 percent complete and
may open ahead of schedule. Metro
now envisions opening the new
light rail line in the summer of 2009,
well before the original December
2009 target. The Metro Board also
honored the consortium Eastside
LRT Constructors for going a record
3 million work-hours without an accident that required a single day from
work… AT ITS MAY MEETING, the
California Transportation Commission
allotted $25 million in Proposition
1B funds towards the launch of the
Coast Daylight. With cooperation of
Union Pacific Railroad, which owns
the central coast tracks, the money
would be spent to identify, design and
build track improvements. The Los
Angeles-San Francisco service may
launch in 2011… TRAC TREASURER
Randell Hansen took a recent trip
to try out conditions on the revived
and refurbished Coast Starlight,
and found the train and its transitoriented cities very enjoyable. See
his travelblog at www.calrailnews.com
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Airline Business
Model Broken
by Aviation Fuel
Pricing
By Richard Tolmach
In the past eight years, airlines worldwide have only shown a profit two years,
in 2000 and 2007. Ever since 9/11, the
industry has been in a prolonged downturn, and the even the 2007 net profit of
$5.6 billion is apparently to be a shortterm recovery.
Oil prices have climbed from $80
to $140 a barrel in the meantime. The
International Air Transport Association
annuounced in June its projection that the
airlines would have a net loss of at least
$2.3 billion in 2008. Giovanni Bisignani,
CEO of the group was quoted in the
Financial Times as saying, “For every dollar the price of oil goes up, costs go up by
$1.6 billion.”
The price of jet fuel has become such
a factor in the financial success of airlines that even the technique of fuel price
hedging practiced by Southwest and
JetBlue has not saved them from severe
setbacks. Hedging only works if you buy
futures when a market is down.
Two straight quarters of loss for US
airlines have hammered stock prices,
even those of innovative newcomers.
Sitting near five year lows, the best U.S.
air carriers are being viewed as junk by
the market.
Legacy carriers are in deep trouble,
some after just having emerged from
bankruptcy. Delta Air Lines, on the way
to a merger with Northwest Airlines is
cutting two thousand jobs, and most of
the bigger carriers are planning to cut
their system seat capacity by from 12 to
as much as 20 percent.
Low-efficiency older aircraft like
Boeing 737s and 747s are being sidelined
in favor of more recent fuel-conserving
models, which provide an immediate savings. However, the longterm trend does
not look good for the industry, because
route-by-route the pattern is toward fewer
flights from fewer cities.
This has meant an extreme change
for the north-south California air market,
which already has declined from prior
years, as regional carriers found bigger
profits on cross-country flights.
Especially impacted in California are
the secondary markets, Orange County,
Ontario, Burbank, Oakland, Sacramento,
and San Jose, where flight schedules
have been slashed. Even on the key Los
Angeles-San Francisco air corridor, the
trend has been towards a lower frequency
with planes that carry more passengers,
restricting overall flexibility of air travel.
It is possible that some cities like
Chico, Eureka, Bakersfield and Fresno
will lose the rest of their scheduled service. More affluent markets which tolerate
the $150+ pricing of short hops may keep
their flights for now.
In this environment of regional air
service decline, new regional rail links
to primary airports like LAX and SFO
have become all the more important to
California’s mobility. Keeping California
competitive through this crisis requires
new thinking about multi-modal travel.

4

With $4 Gasoline, California Needs More Cars
by Richard F. Tolmach
This year, California needs more
Coaster cars, more Metrolink cars,
more Caltrain cars, more ACE cars,
more Capitol and San Joaquin cars,
and more Surfliner cars.
Ever since the day that gasoline
hit $4, commuter trains and intercity
trains all over California have been
carrying record traffic. On many
routes, standees last beyond hours
normally considered peak travel
times.
Despite fares increases on many
routes, demand has kept growing,
showing the strength of the upsurge.
San Diego, the Peninsula, the
Altamont Corridor, Sacramento, Los
Angeles, Orange County, Riverside,
and San Bernardino all had successful commuter trains before gas prices
went sky-high. California’s intercity
corridor trains operated by Amtrak
are the 2nd, 5th and 7th strongest
routes in the nation.
Especially since 2006, the public
has voted with its feet, taking feet
off the gas pedal and walking onto
modern California trains. That is real
progress, but government has to
react eventually to follow the lead of
the people.
The biggest problem in California
is that our railway infrastructure lags
behind that of much of the third
world. Nations like China, Bulgaria,
Iran, Morocco, South Korea and Pakistan have between five and ten times
the passenger rail cars per capita that
California does. That means crowding
will continue until the state finds the
extra equipment to grow capacity.
It is fortunate that the legislature
and Governor Schwarzenegger put
$400 million for rail into Proposition
1B, the omnibus bond measure for
infrastructure passed in 2006, but
that is only enough for a 15 percent
increase in Amtrak fleet capacity,
about two years of growth.
Also, that only does something for
the Amtrak-operated services, and
those few cars won't arrive for about
five years. The public can't wait that
long, nor can they wait for an entire
generation for the eventual high
speed rail system to begin operating
in 2020, 2025, or 2030.
The problem is right now.

Pacific Surfliners carried a record
270,000 passengers in May, while
the Capitol Corridor hauled 140,000
and the San Joaquin carried 80,000.
The biggest increase was on the San
Joaquins, which showed a 22 percent
increase year to year.
On the Amtrak service, the most
serious problem is on peak Surfliners,
which regularly have standees 4 to 5
days a week. “Wednesdays through
Sundays, we generally warn people
in the afternoons that they may have
to stand,“ said a Fullerton Amtrak
station agent, who declined to be
identified because he was not authorized to speak for Amtrak.
To get more capacity, Caltrans and
Amtrak are working together to try to
rehabilitate a set of wreck-damaged
Superliner cars stored at Amtrak’s
Beach Grove, Indiana maintenance
facility, but it will take additional
months of negotiations and work before the cars can be put into service.
Amtrak President Alex Kummant
said in a Reuters story that a sixth
straight year of record ridership is
likely. According to Kummant, Amtrak
will have an increase of about 11
percent this fiscal year, to exceed 28
million annual riders.
Kummant thinks about half the
growth is from soaring gasoline
prices. “We are up against capacity
limits.” The Pacific Surfliners have
the biggest problem, since each car
produces about $1.1 million in annual revenues, a level that is hard to
sustain without crowding.
Southern California Sardines
Metrolink also has a looming car
capacity problem that it must deal
with. Standees now exist on many
peak hour Metrolink schedules.
Metrolink also must return a fleet
of borrowed cars to Seattle's Sounder
commuter network by January 2009,
producing a 1750-seat shortfall
in system capacity. To fill the gap,
Metrolink is looking to pick up used
single-level 1970's-era Comet cars
from New Jersey.
On June 26, the Metrolink Board
authorized Metrolink CEO David
Solow to lease equipment from both
New Jersey Transit and Utah Transit.
The Jersey cars aren't perfect, but are

Amtrak

a stop-gap measure to make passengers more confortable this year.
New crash-resistant cab cars and
trailer cars will arrive from Rotem, the
Korean rail subsidiary of Hyundai in
late summer next year.
Coaster, the Oceanside-San Diego
commuter route, also has big loads
these days, but its growth heretofore
has been slower than Metrolink, so
it had some cars in reserve to add to
trains when ridership surged in May.
Coaster is now running mostly five
and six car trains, compared to three
cars a year ago. Coaster will probably
need more cars for growth within a
year or two.
Bay Area Jam Pack
BART and Muni used to be the
only crush-load Bay Area trains but
crowding now extends to Caltrain,
ACE, and even the Capitol Corridor.
The biggest new problem is
on Caltrain, which has delayed car
purchases to try to satisfy Federal
Railway Administration concerns
about lightweight construction on
the multiple-unit cars it wants to buy
as its expansion fleet.
The Caltrain fleet, a mix of recent
Bombardier double-deckers along
with 1980's Sumitomo gallery cars
that resemble Chicago commuter
equipment, sees a lot of standees,
especially on weekdays when there
are Giants games. Caltrain's ambitious plans for expansion of service
depend upon doubling its fleet size
with new trains whose length can be
adjusted more easily to fit demand.
Until this year, ACE had five cars
in reserve beyond its daily requirements, but new converts to rail have
diminished the available capacity.
Likewise, on the Capitol Corridor,
eastbound weekday evening trains
are getting increasingly crowded.
The 38 cars typically assigned to the
Capitols have historically operated
with about a 25 percent load factor,
but this year, much of that vacant
space is about to become history.
What Will Get California Moving?
The latest gas crisis may finally be
the tipping point. There are signs
that the State of California is ready
to make an investment to expand its
rail fleet and direct the equipment to
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routes with the best prospects.
State funding for rail has been
hard to find thusfar, meaning that investment tended to stay on the three
state-designated Amtrak corridors.
However, a strategy of establishing a coordinated, timed network,
with hourly service operated by
commuter agencies, linking crossplatform to Amtrak California service,
may produce benefits much more
widely appreciated than those of the
three 403(b) train lines.
For example, the Pacific Surfliner
manages to carry upwards of 11,000
passengers daily on the Los AngelesOrange County segment, thought to
be 5 percent of total corridor traffic.
Together with Metrolink, the two
rail carriers carry about 12 percent,
enough to have a real impact on
congestion.
Typically, corridors with 60,000
average daily highway traffic are
sufficient to support prosperous
intercity rail service, but California has
many that approach 200,000 ADT.
Beyond I-5 in Orange County, these
include many which still aren't part
of the state network, such as the San
Francisco Peninsula, the Los Angeles-
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San Bernardino Corridor, and the
Altamont Corridor.
Rail's best chance of success is in
these combination corridors, where
a single investment by the state
in rail could produce regional and
statewide benefits, alongside better
service for local commuters.
How Big is the Federal Match?
In late June, the White House
threatened to veto the congressional
rail funding bill HR 6003, (see page 3
summary), saying the House failed to
include language that would make
the railroad more accountable.
The House bill would authorize
Amtrak funding of $14.4 billion and
set up a program of federal matching
grants to states for passenger service
improvement projects. It seems a
perfect match for ambitious projects
such as expansion of California's car
fleet, as it could provide as much as
$1 billion to match state efforts.
Outside the Box Procurement
The rise in financial viability of
California rail service says it is time
to go all out to obtain more capacity
for the trains. This is not going to be
easy or straightforward, given the
long timeline that Caltrans procure-
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ments have had in the past, and the
huge backlogs in many carbuilders'
order books. The innovative Caltrans
Rail idea to contract with Amtrak to
repair wreck-damaged Superliner
coach equipment is fruitful ground
for further innovation. The following
also merit consideration:
1) Lease contracts with independent remanufacturers or owners
of equipment. Private rail startups
in Europe predominantly contract for
use of equipment, instead of outright
purchases. Companies such as Colorado Railcar and Talgo have offered
such terms in the past, and appear to
have equipment that may be available more rapidly than through a
procurement of new cars.
2) Negotiation for purchase or future use of equipment that will be
displaced by new cars. Many other
U.S. operators will be receiving new
equipment sooner than California
can buy new. Also, there are fleets in
Europe such as Talgo that are being
displaced by new high-speed trains.
It is not often that conditions for
passenger traffic growth are so right.
The most important thing is that
state officials take initiative and strike
now, while the rails are hot.
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HIGH SPEED RAIL: nEWS, EDIToRIALS
© Los Angeles Times June 4, 2008

PROPOSED L.A.–TO–S.F.
BULLET TRAIN HITS A SNAG
By Eric Bailey, Times Staff Writer

SACRAMENTO -- -- At a time of skyrocketing gas costs, soaring airline fares and globalwarming fears, the timing would seem perfect for
a statewide vote on a 200-mph bullet train.
But five months before voters decide whether
to approve bonds for the high-speed rail line from
Los Angeles to San Francisco, the $30-billion project has hit a new obstacle.
An old-guard railroad is declining to share
its right-of-way. Officials at Union Pacific railroad recently told the California High Speed Rail
Authority that they have safety and operational
concerns about running a bullet train close to lumbering freight trains.
“Just look at what happened in L.A. a few
years ago,” said Scott Moore, a Union Pacific vice
president, citing the 2005 crash of a Metrolink
passenger train that killed 11 and hampered rail
operations. “Those accidents happen.”
High-speed rail promoters say the freight hauler’s hard-line stand may simply be a bargaining
ploy, and could be overcome in any case by buying
adjacent land.
“Some are saying ‘the sky is falling, the sky is
falling,’ but it is not,” said Mehdi Morshed, executive director of the rail authority.
A prominent environmental group and several
railroad advocacy organizations, however, contend
that Union Pacific’s refusal will prove a formidable challenge to the project at a key moment.
California voters will be asked in November to
approve nearly $10 billion in bonds to help finance
construction.
Stuart Flashman, an attorney representing
those groups, said a shift away from running the
bullet train in Union Pacific’s right of way would
require a new environmental analysis for affected
sections of the route -- a process that could add
time and dollars.
“Just the fact there’s a delay will shoot the
prices up again,” he said. “This makes infeasible
major portions of the high-speed route.”
The bullet train line is designed to run
alongside Union Pacific tracks for many miles
in Southern California, the Central Valley and
the Bay Area. Flashman said the biggest problems could be on the leg from the Central Valley
across the Pacheco Pass to San Jose, and on the
route from Bakersfield through Palmdale into Los
Angeles.
“It’s hard to back up and simply say: ‘You
can’t use that,’ “ said Flashman, who represents
the Planning and Conservation League, the
California Rail Foundation and the Transportation
Legal Defense and Education Fund.
Flashman said the organizations he represents
support the high-speed rail line but also want
safety concerns more fully addressed. Freight-car
derailments occur “fairly often,” he said.
“You can imagine if you have a high-speed
train zooming through there and it hits one of
those freight cars. It’s not a pretty picture.”
Critics question why the California High
Speed Rail Authority didn’t negotiate a deal long
ago with Union Pacific.
Until a meeting last month, high-speed rail
officials had not held formal discussions with
Union Pacific in “a couple of years,” said Moore
of Union Pacific. “There’s been no circumstance
where we’ve indicated we felt this might be workable.”
Morshed of the high-speed rail authority, however, insisted the process of planning and constructing what would be among the biggest public
works projects in California history -- and the first
high-speed rail line in the U.S. -- could overcome
the obstacles.
He said miles of the high-speed route in some
urban areas have already been purchased by the
state to accommodate existing commuter trains.
Along swaths under Union Pacific control, adjacent
land held by private property owners could be purchased for tracks, he said.
But it isn’t so easy, said Dan McNamara of the
California Rail Foundation. In some areas, scores
of houses would have to be uprooted, and the
train would zoom past existing neighborhoods,
he said. “I think they’re remiss to say this isn’t a
problem that needs to be addressed.”
McNamara said he believes the bond vote,
already canceled by the Legislature on two previ-
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ous occasions, should be delayed once again, and
the planning should be put under the aegis of
the Department of Transportation, “where there’s
some checks and balances.”
“This is not ready for prime time,” he said. “It
needs to be done right.”
Morshed, however, said the project was ready
to go. A bigger worry, he said, could be the rising
cost of raw materials such as steel and concrete.
Aside from miles of new steel rails, the project
would feature 650 steel and concrete highway
bridges, which account for up to 40% of the entire
project cost, Morshed said.
If voters approve the November ballot measure, project backers hope to get another $10
billion in financing from the federal government
and an equal amount from private investors.
Construction then could start in two to three
years, and the first high-speed trains might be rolling within a decade, Morshed said.
In areas where the bullet train would run near
freight trains, a stout barrier would separate the
two sets of tracks, he said, adding that during
decades of high-speed rail operations in France
and Japan there have been no fatalities.
“We don’t want to sacrifice the safety of our passengers any more than the railroad wants to sacrifice its freight,” Morshed said. “We have much
more valuable cargo.”

© Fresno Bee editorial June 7, 2008

MESSING WITH HIGH-SPEED
RAIL: Union Pacific Causes a Flap with

its Huffing and Puffing on Right of Way

The Union Pacific Railroad raised a few eyebrows this week with a letter stating that it isn’t
interested in sharing its right of way with the
state’s proposed high-speed rail system. The railroad wants to preserve its right of way for future
expansion of freight services, and raised “safety
concerns.”
Some high-speed rail proponents worry that
Union Pacific’s action could hurt efforts to pass
a $9.95 billion bond measure in November that
would allow construction of the long-delayed system to begin.
There are several possible explanations for the
railroad’s move:
• Union Pacific is positioning itself for negotiations on any future sale of right of way to the
California High Speed Rail Authority.
• Union Pacific, in the historically civic-minded
nature of railroads in California, is genuinely
concerned about the safety of rail passengers.
• Union Pacific doesn’t know what it’s talking
about.
The high-speed rail authority has never considered buying existing Union Pacific right of way.
Instead, the proposed route would carry trains
near the existing tracks in some areas -- not on
them. High-speed rail requires dedicated tracks,
with grade separations and barriers that keep the
trains away from all other trains, as well as other
vehicles and pedestrians.
A Union Pacific spokesman, quoted in the Los
Angeles Times, cited a 2005 crash of a Metrolink
train in Los Angeles that killed 11 people as an
example of what could happen. That was a tragedy, to be sure, but to offer it as an example of safety concerns with high-speed rail is utterly bogus.
The 2005 crash was caused by a suicidal
man who parked his vehicle on the tracks. That
simply couldn’t happen with high-speed rail. In
fact, high-speed rail is probably the safest form of
transportation ever invented. In decades of running high-speed trains in Japan and France, for
instance, there has never been a single fatality due
to derailments or collisions.
Union Pacific is correct to preserve its ability to expand. Increased rail freight capacity is as
important to California and the nation as building
high-speed passenger lines. With the cost of diesel
fuel soaring even higher than gasoline, and considering the tremendous pollution that diesel engines
cause, we’re all better off when freight moves by
rail rather than by truck.
But Union Pacific’s “safety concerns” might
be more usefully focused on the dangers its trains
and tracks pose in the neighborhoods they travel
through, here in Fresno and elsewhere.
High-speed rail faces an uphill struggle. It is
still widely misunderstood, even by many who
like the idea. The fate of the bond measure in
November is as crucial a decision for Californians
as any they’ve faced in the state’s history. Union
Pacific -- and others -- do us no service when,
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through ignorance or baser motive, they seek to
kill the high-speed dream.

© Modesto Bee Editorial June 15, 2008

WITH IMPORTANT FIXES,
MAYBE TRAINS CAN FLY

We love the thought of taking a bullet train
to Los Angeles, or riding one home from the Bay
Area in less time than it takes to watch three
innings of a ballgame. We like it even more with
gas at $4.50 a gallon and with our roads filled with
carbon-belching cars.
But we don’t love a lot of what we know of the
still-fuzzy high-speed rail plan voters will be asked
to approve in November.
Unfortunately, Assemblywoman Cathleen
Galgiani’s legislation to firm up the initiative,
Assembly Bill 3034, doesn’t go far enough to
allay our concerns. Without changes, we don’t
know how she -- or anyone else -- can convince
Californians that this is worth a $9.95 billion
investment now and ultimately billions more.
Fortunately, Galgiani says she is “absolutely”
open to changes being suggested by both the governor and members of the Senate Transportation
and Housing Committee. Those changes are vital.
Galgiani’s bill updates and significantly alters
a high-speed rail initiative that never made it to
the ballot. Most importantly, it adds sweeteners
for those who don’t live anywhere near the plan’s
first phase -- growing the bond by $950 million, all
of which is designated for local rail lines such as
Metrolink in Los Angeles, BART and the Altamont
Commuter Express that ultimately would feed into
a high-speed line.
The High Speed Rail Commission promises
trains every five minutes, going from Los Angeles
to San Francisco in the same time it would take
a passenger to get there by air. Since 1996, the
California High Speed Rail Authority has spent
$58 million making plans and doing environmental
reviews. Two years ago, the commission picked
its route, which starts in Los Angeles, comes up
the valley, turns west near Merced then goes over
Pacheco Pass and into the Bay Area. That meant
people living north of Merced would get minimal
benefit from the initial investment.
With the additional millions in AB 3034, the
commission is hoping to win them over -- and it’s
made a good start. A host of valley politicians
and organizations -- including Kirk Lindsey, the
respected Modesto trucking executive who sits on
the California Transportation Commission and the
High Speed Rail Commission -- are on board. A
veteran of Sacramento budget battles, he says that
AB 3034 makes it clear that Northern San Joaquin
Valley residents are “not going to be left behind”;
without AB 3034, said Lindsey, we might do a lot
worse.
His argument is compelling, but we remain
skeptical.
First, AB 3034 says the new money is to “provide connectivity to the high-speed train system
and capacity enhancement.” But the formula to
divvy it up is complex. The Altamont Commuter
Express, which carries about 3,500 area residents
a day to the Bay Area, would get only $11 million -which would be used for improving existing track.
Useful, but certainly no windfall.
Second, the Senate Transportation Committee
conducted hearings on the rail concept in
December and January, and recently released a
report with six recommendations -- none of which
are yet addressed in Galgiani’s bill. Perhaps the
most important is to require the commission to
produce a business plan “consistent with a standard financial prospectus.” We also agree with the
committee that construction needs to take place
on regional segments before the long-distance rail
is built.
Galgiani’s bill needs a two-thirds majority
to pass, which explains her willingness to build
consensus. “It would be far too shortsighted to
assume we have thought of everything up to this
point in time,” Galgiani said. “This is a tremendous undertaking—the first high-speed train system in the nation.”

© Stockton Record editorial June 10, 2008

SPEED BUMP FOR
HIGH-SPEED RAIL PLANS

Union Pacific Railroad has put in writing what
it apparently has been telling the California High
Speed Rail Authority orally for some time: No, you
can’t use our right of way.
The rail authority is behind a $9.9 billion bond
measure California voters will decide in November

AnD A FEW CAT–CALLS In THE PRESS
to kick off the $43 billion high-speed-rail system.
That ambitious plan would link the north and
south state by way of a 220 mph bullet train.
UP, though, said it has no intention of giving
up its freight train rights of way to accommodate
the passenger rail system.
Rail authority officials dismissed UP’s rebuff.
“We have known all along that the railroads are
not very likely to want to share their rights of way
with people,” said Mehdi Moshed, the authority’s
executive director.
That doesn’t really explain how routes being
considered for the Altamont and Pacheco passes
happen to be based on significant portions of UP
rights of way.
Even if UP were to say, “Here, take it,” you
can bet the $43 billion project cost is a pipe
dream. Buying a 100-foot-wide ribbon of land
several hundred miles long likely will drive those
costs significantly higher.

© Sacramento Bee editorial June 11, 2008

A SPEEDING TRAIN LOADED
WITH BIG qUESTIONS:
Answers are Needed Before November

The Safe Reliable High-Speed Passenger Train
Bond Act of the 21st Century – no kidding, that’s
its official title – was originally approved by the
Legislature for the ballot in 2002. A public vote
on the $9.95 billion high-speed rail bond has been
postponed twice since then. It’s currently set to go
before voters this November. But even now, after
six years of deliberation, the text of the measure
remains in flux.
Assembly Bill 3034 – pushed by
Assemblywoman Cathleen Galgiani, D-Stockton,
and sponsored by the High Speed Rail Authority
– would modify the bond measure to make the
Altamont rail corridor eligible for high-speed bond
funds for the first time. The Altamont corridor
already has a thriving commuter rail service that
runs through densely populated areas.
But the authority’s preferred route for highspeed rail between the Central Valley and the Bay
Area has always been the Pacheco Pass. To win
over environmentalist opponents who worry that
a new rail corridor through sparsely populated
Pacheco Pass will induce sprawl, the authority
wants to add Altamont as a potential recipient for
funding. Thus the Galgiani bill. Because it’s closer
to Sacramento, Altamont has the added advantage
that it would likely bring high-speed rail to the
capital city earlier.
While the Galgiani bill may improve highspeed rail bonds’ chances at the polls, it does
not resolve all the issues surrounding it. As Sen.
Alan Lowenthal, the chairman of the Senate
Transportation and Housing Committee recently
observed, the high-speed bond act is not “a conventional public works project” – a dam or road,
for example, built with borrowed money to be
repaid with taxes or fees on the users or beneficiaries. Voters are being offered a “business proposition” – and a highly speculative one.
The High Speed Rail Authority assumes that
the $9.95 billion in state bond money when combined with an unknown and uncertain amount
of federal and local funding will attract enough
private investors to finance the full $33 billion
cost of the first phase of the project, between San
Francisco, Los Angeles and Anaheim. The authority also assumes that high-speed rail operated by
a private consortium will generate enough revenue
to repay investors, cover annual costs and provide
a profit. And, the authority says, high-speed rail
won’t need operating subsidies from the state.
Those are a lot of questionable assumptions.
While there are obvious benefits to a modern highspeed rail network, particularly with fuel prices
soaring, the Senate Transportation and Housing
Committee outlined a number of potential risks
and unknowns associated with this project. It
raised doubts about the authority’s ability to gain
access to rights-of-way necessary to build a new
rail corridor, especially through parts of Southern
California already heavily congested with conventional passenger and freight rail networks. It noted
that the financing plan relies on outdated estimates of construction costs.
In the face of the state’s big deficit, Lowenthal
asks the key question: “What assurance can the
authority provide that California taxpayers will
not be stuck with a massive bill in the future if
they approve the bond measure on the November
ballot?” It’s a question high-speed rail advocates
must answer for this measure to have a chance of
passage.

Contra Costa Times editorial June 13, 2008

BOONDOGGLE EXPRESS

California faces a huge budget shortfall, a
weakening economy, a home foreclosure mess,
a drought and the need to expand its reservoir
system. Tax increases loom even as businesses
are downsizing and inflation threatens a comeback.
Amid all these challenges, California voters
will be asked to approve $10 billion in bonds in
November to open the way for the Boondoggle
Express. It’s a high-speed, high-hopes rail line
from San Francisco to Los Angeles that is short on
planning and long on fantasy.
Of course, $10 billion is only the beginning.
Another $23 billion will be sought from a deficitridden federal government and private investors
wary of a recession. The cost of the high-speed
train is estimated at $33 billion for the main line,
with an additional $7 billion for spur lines to
Sacramento and San Diego.
Does anyone who has followed the saga of the
Bay Bridge debacle really believe the high-speed
rail system will cost less than $60 billion, $80 billion?
But even at $40 billion, this is a boondoggle
that would dwarf the Big Dig in Boston and the
Bay Bridge fleecing combined.
The fantasy of duplicating a 200-plus mph rail
system like the one in Japan or France through
the Central Valley has been around for awhile. But
soon voters will be asked to approve real money to
fulfil it.
One might think by now that the high-speed
rail plans for construction, operation and investment have been worked out in great detail with
considerable confidence in their success. Even
after spending $58 million over a decade in planning, that is decidedly not the case.
A week ago, a California Senate panel blew
what should be a warning whistle for voters. Its
report questions the financial assumptions made
by the California High-Speed Rail Authority and
urges significant changes to its plan to develop a
700-mile bullet train system.
“Neither the authority’s 2000 business plan
nor any of the agency’s subsequent documents
discuss the risks that might be associated with
the project,” charges the 27-page report by the
Senate Transportation and Housing Committee.
The report says the rail authority needs
to demonstrate greater financial transparency
and accountability. In addition, the report urges
CHSRA to present an updated business plan prior
to the November election so that voters are fully
aware of financial risks before they vote on the $10
billion bond measure.
These risks go to the heart of the system,
including construction cost increases, less-than
expected ridership or revenue, difficulty attracting
private financial backers or acquiring land and the
possibility that the state might have to subsidize
the service.
If the Senate panel that studied the highspeed rail system is uncertain of its costs, investors, federal aid and income, certainly voters
should be.
We have long been wary of high-speed rail
in California. It would make more sense in a
more densely populated area like the Boston-toWashington, D.C., corridor than in California.
Besides, this state has a poor record of completing huge construction projects anywhere near
budget or estimated date of completion.
We also have no confidence in claims that
the train could carry passengers at a lower price
than the airlines without subsidies, nor nearly as
quickly. Then there is the major problem with the
route, which serves the 1.3 million people in San
Francisco and the Peninsula far better than the 2.5
million residents of the East Bay.
Adding to the uncertainty about the bullet
train project is Union Pacific Railroad’s unwillingness to sell its right of way for high-speed rail
routes. That could delay construction and be a
major financial setback.
This report is a loud and clear warning to all
California voters not to be too eager to get aboard
the Boondoggle Express.

Sacramento Bee opinion, June 22, 2008

LET'S PUT STATE ON FAST
TRACK TO THE FUTURE
By quentin L. Kopp
(Response to June 11 Bee Editorial)

California Rail News July-August 2008

Gasoline costs almost $5 per gallon; airline
fares increase while service declines; congestion
chokes freeways; air quality worsens. What's missing? High-speed electrified 200-mph trains, and
the time has never been more propitious to launch
a travel option recognized and used worldwide for
decades.
High-speed trains use one-third the energy of
air travel and one-fifth the energy of automobile
travel. High-speed trains will reduce our dependence on foreign oil by 22 million barrels a year.
Moreover, they'll operate at a profit (just like the
European and Asian systems), without taxpayer
subsidy. And, the system wil be as safe as other
worldwide high-speed rail systems, which haven't
incurred a single operational fatality.
California can't build enough new freeways
and airport runways to accommodate steadily
increasing transportation demands. Supported by
the governor, leading legislators, hundreds of local
and regional elected officials, our major airports,
air quality districts and regional transportation
planning and programming agencies, California's
high-speed train project represents a down-toearth, feasible transportation alternative which
voters can implement through a bond measure on
Nov. 4. This $9.95 billion bond lays the foundation
for an equal amount (or more) of federal funds and
comparable private investment to build the project.
The California High-Speed Rail Authority has
developed and continues to improve plans for an
800-mile system from San Diego to Sacramento.
Upon completion of the project's environmental
analysis for the Central Valley-Bay Area segment
within the next month, the authority will be able
to approve additional details of a business plan.
A comprehensive current risk management
program to guarantee the state will not sustain
unexpected project costs beyond its foundational
investment represented by the bond measure is
embodied in the authority-sponsored Assembly
Bill 3034 which passed the Assembly 60-3 and
will be heard in the Senate Transportation
Committee this week.
AB 3034 contains the Department of Finance
and gubernatorial staff recommendations to
enable bond fund availability for the 800-mile
route, including the Altamont Pass corridor
between the Central Valley and Bay Area. It
requires that 90 percent of the bond proceeds
be spent on construction, mandates specified
financing plans for each system segment before
construction begins, establishes criteria for the
most cost-efficient segments to be built as highest
priority and removes any possible legal obstacles
to private investment and federal funding.
Based on meticulous analyses of similar
existing systems plus pinpoint ridership and cost
studies, California high-speed rail will enable
California once more to demonstrate Golden State
ingenuity and distinctiveness which has characterized California for more than 160 years.

Sacramento Bee Letter to Ed. June 26, 2008

NOT SO FAST WITH
HIGH-SPEED RAIL

by Richard F. Tolmach
(Response to June 22 Kopp opinion)

Quentin Kopp, in his opinion article promoting a $10 billion bond measure to fund the
California High-Speed Rail Authority he chairs, so
exaggerates the benefits of high-speed rail that he
harms his case.
Kopp wants us to believe high-speed rail systems haven't incurred a single operational fatality.
Instead of trying to whitewash history, why can't
he admit the truth? Railroads are a challenging
safety environment, and accidents have happened.
It is especially shameful that he is denying the
existence of German high-speed rail fatalities on
the 10th anniversary of the June 1998 train catastrophe at Eschede, Germany, in which 101 people
died and another 88 were maimed, when an ICE
high-speed train derailed at 125 miles per hour.
High-speed rail has been a safer mode than
airlines or highways, but no magic protection
exists against bad design decisions such as sharing rights-of-way with freight trains or building
elevated tracks in earthquake zones.
Kopp's unreliable statements on safety invite
scrutiny of his other undocumented claims regarding alternate routes, energy savings, profitability
and supposed fiscal safeguards in Assembly Bill
3034.
Los Angeles Times article appears with permission of the Los Angeles Times. All editorials and opinions reprinted without permission.
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CAL RAIL 2020
SACRAmEnTo

FRIDAY noV 7
SATURDAY noV 8
SUnDAY noV 9
Please join TRAC for our annual "California Rail 2020"
conference on November 7th to 9th, 2008, in downtown
Sacramento, California. This year’s conference will feature
President Alex Kummant of Amtrak (photo: above right)
and Director Will Kempton of Caltrans, along with a host
of other state and regional transportation leaders to discuss issues important to all California rail users.
This year’s agenda will include:
Friday, November 7, 7 PM to ?: Welcome reception for
attendees and speakers at the home and garden of Richard
Tolmach and Ann Dennis at 1730 13th Street, next door to
Regional Transit's 13th St. Station. An exhibition of rail
posters and photos will be on display, and all proceeds from
art sales go to support the California Rail News. Come and
get to know your fellow rail advocates in a conducive setting
surrounded by art and enjoy hors d'oeuvres and beverages.
Saturday, November 8, 8:30 AM (registration), Conference 9am to 5pm: Join us at the beautiful Capitol Plaza
Ballroom for a full day of interesting speakers. Capitol
Plaza is at Ninth and K St, entry at 1025 Ninth Street, 3rd
Floor, handcapped accessible by elevator. Presentations are
expected to include:
amtrak in a new era of oil scarcity. Our keynote speaker is Amtrak President and CEO Alex Kummant, who will
cover the challenges and opportunities facing Amtrak in an
era of $4 gasoline and $5 diesel.
aCE+Caltrain+amtrak=Progress - What could happen
with a joint project to rebuild Dumbarton, double-track
Altamont, and improve service all the way to Bakersfield.
California High Speed rail - a post-mortem on Prop 1,
details of the county-by-county results, and an assessment
of what will happen next, featuring both legislative and
administration views.
Were Marin and Sonoma SMart? –Fresh from a victory
or reeling from another defeat, we will hear from SMART

supporters what will happen next on the long battle for
101 Corridor trains.
A generous hot lunch buffet will be provided onsite at
the Capitol Plaza Ballroom. Vegetarian options available.
SuNday, November 9: We have made plans for a very
pair ospecial outings starting Sunday morning at
10:30am. Sign up early for the conference and guarantee
your access to reservations for either the train tour or the
history tour. We will contact you with ticket details.
Saturday Conference rates (includes lunch):
Day-of-event rates for members will be $100, but you
can save significantly by being an earlybird! Mail us your
check before September 30th and pay only $80. During
the month of October, the rate will be $90. (Non-members pay a $25 surcharge and get a TRAC membership at
a promotional rate). Make your checks out to California
rail Foundation.
Saturday Light rail Night Pub Crawl $10 on day of
event includes light rail pass and souvenir Sacramento
pub crawl map (but not libations). We will start at the Fox
& Goose, site of much of the early citizen planning of the
light rail system and proceed to four other rail accessible
beer palaces. Talk to Conference staff on Saturday Nov. 8
to sign up.
Train to the Conference Check with us on available
discounts and planned group travel heading to trainoriented Sacramento. We want to encourage 10-rides.
More details available in the next edition of CRN.
Lodging: We have worked out a special $80 room rate at
the Vagabond Inn (not including taxes) across the street
from the Amtrak Station at 3rd & I. These rates are good
for Friday to Sunday night. The motel is also next to the
State Rail Museum and only five blocks from the conference site. To reserve, call (800) 522-1555 and mention the
$80 TRAC conference rate.

Sign up TODAY Checks to: CRF, 1025 Ninth St, #223, Sacramento, CA 95814

COnFEREnCE RATES
CR 2020

Before Sep. 30
$80

Before Oct 31.
$90

Day of Event
$100

REJOIN TRAC TODAY!

$25 NON-MEMBER SURCHARGE,
OR FOR SAME RATE, JOIN TRAC!

Sign mE up nOw!
x number of persons

Name

= Total Enclosed
Street

I have the following special dietary needs:
City
Telephone

8

State

Zip
E-mail

NOTE: For TRAC membership payments, please
use separate check and separate page 2 form!
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