
THOMAS A. RUBIN, CPA, CMA, CMC, CIA, CGFM, CFM 
2007 Bywood Drive 

Oakland, California 94602-1937 
Home Office Telephone/FAX: (510) 531-0624   Mobile:  (213) 447-6601 

e-mail:  tarubin@earthlink.net 
Tri-Valley-San Joaquin Valley Regional Rail Authority January 21, 2021 
Attn:  Valley Link Draft EIR 
1362 Rutan Court #100 
Livermore, California  94551 

via e-mail to drafteircomments@valleylinkrail.com 
Dear Everyone: 
This letter submits my comments in regard to the Valley Link Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (hereinafter “DEIR”), SCH# 2018092027, December 2020, promulgated by the Tri-
Valley-San Joaquin Valley Regional Rail Authority (hereinafter “The Authority”). 
I am submitting these comments as a resident of Alameda County; as a taxpayer whose taxes 
have been utilized to plan and prepare the DEIR and have been authorized for and may be 
expended for further design, construction, operational subsidy, and capital renewal and 
replacement for the Valley Link Proposed rail alternative if it is approved; and as an expert in the 
field of transportation, particularly government passenger transportation.  My resume is attached. 
Full disclosure:  I am a member of the Alameda County Transportation Commission (hereinafter 
“ACTC”) Independent Watchdog Committee (hereinafter “IWC”), representing the Alameda 
County Taxpayers Association (hereinafter “ACTA”), which I currently serve as Vice President.  
ACTC has taken a support position on the Valley Link project, most notably by transferring $400 
million of Measure BB 2014 Transportation Expenditure Plan funds from its original purpose, a 
San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (hereinafter, “BART”) extension to Livermore, 
that had been approved by the Alameda County electorate, to Valley Link1.  During my tenure on 
the IWC, Valley Link has not come before it and I am unaware of any IWC action in regard to it.  
ACTA has taken a position that Valley Link should not proceed to detail planning or beyond 
until there is a comprehensive independent review of the alternatives to improve passenger 
transportation in this corridor, including but not limited to Long-Haul Commuter Express Bus 
Service (hereinafter “LHCEBS2”) on dedicated or semi-dedicated lanes, and other shared-ride 
rubber-tire alternatives – which is the primary purpose of this comment letter. 
The DEIR Preference for Rail Is Based on a False Premise 
The prime statutory foundation for the DEIR is AB758 (2017, Eggman), “Tri-Valley-San 
Joaquin Valley Regional Rail Authority.3” 

The preamble of this Bill states: 

 
1 ACTC, “MEASURE BB – AMENDMENT TO THE 2014 TRANSPORTATION EXPENDITURE PLAN – 
MEASURE BB,” September 24, 2020, accessed January 7, 2021, Measure BB - Alameda CTC 
2 To be clear, the use of this term is intended to convey that this is the primary purpose of this type of service, not 
the exclusive or only purpose that riders will use it for. 
3 California Legislative Information, AB-758, Date Published: 10/13/2017, accessed January 10, 2021, Bill Text - 
AB-758 Transportation: Tri-Valley-San Joaquin Valley Regional Rail Authority. (ca.gov) 
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“This bill would establish the Tri-Valley-San Joaquin Valley Regional Rail 
Authority for purposes of planning, developing, and delivering cost-effective and 
responsive transit connectivity (emphasis added) between the Bay Area Rapid 
Transit’s rail transit system and the Altamont Corridor Express commuter rail 
services in the Tri-Valley …” 

Sec. 2 states: 
“It is the intent of the Legislature to establish the Tri-Valley-San Joaquin Valley 
Regional Rail Authority to plan and help deliver a cost-effective connection from 
the San Joaquin Valley to the Bay Area Rapid Transit District’s rapid transit 
system and the Altamont Corridor Express in the Tri-Valley (emphasis added), 
to address regional economic and transportation Challenges.” 

While no detailed research or analysis is required for a person previously unknowledgeable on 
this topic to gain the impression that there may be some anticipation that the result of these 
specified actions would be construction and operation of passenger rail in this corridor – indeed, 
the name of the Bill is “Tri-Valley-San Joaquin Valley Regional Rail (emphasis added) 
Authority” to establish the organization of the same name – note that, in the preamble, the term 
used is transit, not rail and, in Sec. 2, the specific legislative mandate also does not mention rail.  
Instead, in proper planning practice, it establishes a goal of a connection (which could be, but is 
not required to be, rail, or even transit), and also specifically mandates that the connection shall 
be “cost-effective.” 
Turning now to the  Tri-Valley-San Joaquin Valley Regional Rail Authority web site, under the 
“Valley Link Project” tab, there are the “Project Goals;” the Second Goal is: 

“Rail (emphasis added) connectivity between the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid 
Transit District’s rapid transit system and the Altamont Corridor Express 
commuter service in the Tri-Valley.”   

While most of this Goal is taken almost word-for-word from the AB758 preamble and Sec. 2, 
note that, in its rendering of the requirements of that Act, The Authority has inserted “Rail” to 
replace “transit” (preamble) and “connection” (Sec. 2). 
This same rewording, and alteration of the Legislative mandate, carries through to the DEIR, 
reference §ES.2.2 of the Executive Summary, page ES-4, “Establish rail (emphasis added) 
connectivity between the Bar Area Rapid Transit District’s rapid transit system and the Altamont 
Corridor Express commuter service in the Tri-Valley.” 
While I will not argue that The Authority has no statutory authority to consider passenger rail in 
this corridor, I do not accept that The Authority can change the Legislative mandate to study 
only rail, or that recommendation must be for a rail transit connection.  The alternatives – 
certainly, including rail, but not exclusively rail – should be studied properly, independently, and 
without making the action decisions prior to the environmental clearance being properly 
completed and the Final Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter, “FEIR”), and the action plan, 
being adopted.  While The Authority has reasonable latitude in determining how to interpret, and 
how to implement statutory requirements enacted by the California Legislature, I submit that it 
does not have the legal authority to change what the Legislature has enacted. 
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AB758, the Enabling Legislation for this Study, Imposes a Specific Requirement to 
Evaluate and Report on the Cost-Effectiveness of the Alternatives 

I again refer to Sec. 2 of AB758, as quoted above: 
“It is the intent of the Legislature to establish the Tri-Valley-San Joaquin Valley 
Regional Rail Authority to plan and help deliver a cost-effective connection from 
the San Joaquin Valley to the Bay Area Rapid Transit District’s rapid transit 
system and the Altamont Corridor Express in the Tri-Valley (emphasis added), 
to address regional economic and transportation Challenges.” 

“(C)ost-effective” is specifically detailed as a requirement for the “connection.” 
Using the California Legislative Information web site “word search4” function, I searched for 
“cost-effective” for the California Public Resources Code, Division 13, “Environmental 
Quality,” (Public Resources Code §§21000 et seq.) and found no occurrence of this term. 
I performed a similar search for the entire 474 pages of the Association of Environmental 
Professionals’ 2019 CEQA – California Environmental Quality Act Statutes and Guidelines5, 
self-described as, “This book is an unofficial copy of CEQA (Public Resources Code 21000–
21189) and the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 
3, Sections 15000–15387) available from http://leginfo.ca.gov/ and http://ccr.oal.ca.gov/, 
respectively, as of January 1, 2019.”  It also includes “Summary of Key 2018 CEQA Court 
Cases.”  There was only one use of the term, in Appendix F, “Energy Conservation,” as follows; 
the entire sentence is quoted in order to provide context: 

“In order to assure that energy implications are considered in project decisions, 
the California Environmental Quality Act requires that EIRs include a discussion 
of the potential energy impacts of proposed projects, with particular emphasis on 
avoiding or reducing inefficient, wasteful and unnecessary consumption of energy 
(see Public Resources Code section 21100(b)(3)). Energy conservation implies 
that a project’s cost effectiveness (emphasis added) be reviewed not only in 
dollars, but also in terms of energy requirements. For many projects, cost 
effectiveness (emphasis added) may be determined more by energy efficiency 
than by initial dollar costs. A lead agency may consider the extent to which an 
energy source serving the project has already undergone environmental review 
that adequately analyzed and mitigated the effects of energy production.” 

Given only this one unique use of the term, cost-effectiveness” in the entire body of statutory and 
regulatory requirements for CEQA – which specifically allows cost-effectiveness to be evaluated 
in terms other than monetary – it appears reasonable to note that there does not appear to be any 
requirement for the determination or consideration of cost-effectiveness in the CEQA process 
and for the preparation of Environment Impact Reports and, therefore, there does not appear to 
be a CEQA requirement to perform cost-effectiveness analysis; with the sole extremely limited 
and unique exception noted above. 

 
4 Accessed January 16, 2021, Code Search (ca.gov) 
5 Accessed January 16, 2021, CEQA_Handbook_2019.pdf (califaep.org) 
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I believe it is proper to presume that the members of the California State Legislature, supported 
by the extensive staff resources that prepare and analyze bills, are collectively familiar, indeed, 
expert, in the contents and requirements of the statutes that they and their predecessors have 
enacted, the implementing regulations for these statutes, and the relevant case law, and are, in 
this case, adding to the and modifying the body of statutory law based on that knowledge when 
they act.  Therefore, the specific inclusion of the term, “cost-effective” in the AB758, was clearly 
intended to impose and require a special, additional requirement, in addition to all the usual 
CEQA requirements, and for the evaluation of cost-effectiveness to be performed, documented, 
and reported to allow readers to understand the calculation and the comparative results in order 
to make their own evaluations and draw their own conclusions. 
Since it is spelled out so specifically – and uniquely – in this new statute for this specific project, 
it is difficult to draw any conclusion other than cost-effectiveness is intended to be a major factor 
in the selection of the proposed alternative – that is, assuming that any major capital alternative 
in this corridor is to be found to be sufficiently cost-effective to be recommended. 
However, based on my extensive review of the DEIR, and other Valley Transit documents, there 
is nothing that fulfils – actually, nothing that even addresses – this important and unique 
requirement in the DEIR.  Indeed, a search of the DEIR “Contents6” found only two uses of the 
term: 

• “ES.2.3 Pursue project implementation that is fast, cost-effective, and responsive to the 
goals and objectives of the communities it will serve............................................. ES-4” 

• “2.2.3 Pursue project implementation that is fast, cost-effective, and responsive to the 
goals and objectives of the communities it will serve...............................................2-3” 

Both of these are nothing more than a mention of the statutory requirement – and, for that, in the 
section title only, and there is absolutely nothing about cost-effectiveness of the alternatives in 
the texts of these sections, not even the use of the term. 

The full text of §ES.2.3 is: 
“The Authority’s adopted transit-oriented development policy supports the 
regional goals of both San Joaquin County and the Bay Area by encouraging the 
development of station area plans tailored to the goals and objectives of each 
community. At a minimum, these plans will define the land use plan for the area, 
zoning, design standards, parking policies, and station access plans. An initial step 
toward these station area plans included outreach to the local stakeholders and 
communities along the corridor to identify the high priority goals and objectives 
for the station(s) in their community. 
“The transit-oriented development policy, along with the Authority’s adopted 
sustainability policy and feasibility public outreach efforts presents strategies to 
create vibrant and livable station area communities within the proposed station 
environs.” 

 
6 The Authority, DEIR, Draft EIR, “Cover Page/Title Page/Table of Contents,” accessed January 16, 2021, 
https://c033ec62-dec6-47d9-be61-dc7021cf3724.filesusr.com/ugd/95df9a_be363e565b8e47a9bf2dee51a83f24a7.pdf 
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The full text of §2.2.3 – which, again, does not even use the term, “cost-effective” in any 
place other than the section title, is: 

“The Authority’s adopted transit-oriented development (TOD) policy supports the 
regional goals of both San Joaquin County and the Bay Area by encouraging the 
development of station area plans tailored to the goals and objectives of each 
community. At a minimum, these plans would define the land use plan for the 
area, zoning, design standards, parking policies, and station access plans. An 
initial step toward these station area plans included outreach to the local 
stakeholders and communities along the corridor to identify the high-priority 
goals and objectives for the station(s) in their community. 
“The TOD policy, along with the Authority’s adopted Sustainability Policy and 
the Project Feasibility Report, presents strategies to create vibrant and livable 
station area communities within the proposed station environs.” 

Searches of other sections were equally unsuccessful in finding any type of cost-effectiveness 
analysis that responds to the requirements of AB758 and very few instances of the use of the 
term, generally only to quote the statutory requirement without any analysis; for example, in 
§1.3, “Project Goals and Objectives7,” there is: 

• “Pursue Project implementation that is fast, cost-effective (emphasis added), and 
responsive to the goals and objectives of the communities it will serve” 

Again, the term is presented – and that is the end of any discussion of the topic. 
There are few other uses of the term, “cost-effective,” but these are mentions of cost-
effectiveness requirements in other legislation that do not appear to be at all on point to address 
the requirements of AB758: 

• §3.4.2.1, “Biological Resources,” which refers to Federal Executive Order 13112, 
Invasive Species Prevention,” which “… directs all federal agencies to prevent and 
control the introduction and spread of invasive nonnative species in a cost-effective 
(emphasis added) and environmentally sound manner and minimize their effects on 
economic, ecological, and human health.” 

• §3.6.3.2 “Petroleum, Electricity, and Natural Gas,” “California’s electricity use is 
assessed annually by the California Independent System Operator (CAISO) and the 
CPUC CAISO is a not-for-profit corporation in charge of operating the long-distance, 
high-voltage power lines that deliver electricity, and CPUC publishes the Long-Term 
Procurement Plan, which aims to implement a safe, reliable, and cost-effective (emphasis 
added) electricity supply in California. CAISO works with state agencies, generation and 
transmission owners, load serving entities, and other balancing authorities to identify any 
issues regarding upcoming operating conditions. Significant amounts of new renewable 
generation have reached commercial operation, and this trend is expected to continue as 
new renewable generation comes online to meet the State’s RPS.”  

• §3.8 “Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” two similar mentions, pages 3.8-3 and 3.8-16, neither 
at all on point, the first, “In 2006, the California legislature passed AB 32 (California 

 
7 Accessed January 21, 2021, 95df9a_89d2849f79424cd2b3ede20614f9b03b.pdf (filesusr.com) 
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Health and Safety Code Division 25.5, § 38500 et seq.), also known as the California 
Global Warming Solutions Act. AB 32 requires CARB to implement emission limits, 
regulations, and other feasible and cost-effective (cost-effective) measures such that 
statewide GHG emissions are reduced to 1990 levels by 2020.” 

• §3.12, “Noise,” with a discussion of the cost-effectiveness of noise barriers (page 3.12-
42). 

• §3.18, “Utilities and Services Systems,” states that “Stormwater facilities must be 
sufficient to convey runoff in a safe, cost-effective (emphasis added) manner, and prevent 
flooding on adjacent properties.” 

In summary, AB758 imposes a new requirement for this project, that of cost-effectiveness of the 
connection, which The Authority acknowledges exists, multiple times, in the DEIR and it its web 
site – and then does absolutely nothing to complete the required cost-effectiveness analysis of the 
connection alternatives, which must include a comparative analysis with alternatives other than 
what will be referred to herein as the “Proposed (Rail) Alternative.” 
I have been unable to find any other document on the Valley Link web site that appears to make 
any attempt to perform the required AB758 cost-effectiveness analysis or any plan to conduct 
such an analysis.  Using the search engine on the Valley Link web produced two occurrences – 
in the “goal” cited above and, on the same page, under “Project Description:”  “The Tri-Valley – 
San Joaquin Valley Regional Rail Authority was established on January 1, 2018 through the 
enactment of Assembly Bill 758 with the mandate to plan and deliver cost-effective and 
responsive transit connectivity between the BART system in the Tri-Valley and the Altamont 
Commuter Express that meets the goals and objectives of the communities it will serve.” 
At least, in this one, unlike in the goal under it, The Authority did not self-rewrite “rail” into the 
requirement. 
Therefore, I submit that, because there is not even a meaningful discussion of what would be 
involved in a cost-effectiveness analysis, let alone any evidence that one was actually performed 
and documented, The Authority has failed to meet the specific requirement of AB758 “to plan 
and help deliver a cost-effective connection from the San Joaquin Valley to the Bay Area 
Rapid Transit District’s rapid transit system and the Altamont Corridor Express in the Tri-
Valley (emphasis added), to address regional economic and transportation challenges” – the 
DEIR is deficient in that it does not address this specific, specific, mandatory, statutory 
requirement. 
The Geographic Scope of the DEIR Exceeds the Mandate of AB758 

I again refer to Sec. 2 of AB758, specifically the geographic scope of the project: 
“… cost-effective connection from the San Joaquin Valley to the Bay Area Rapid 
Transit District’s rapid transit system and the Altamont Corridor Express in the 
Tri-Valley (emphasis added) …” 

I submit that any plain reading of the above very clearly indicates that the intended geographic 
scope does not exceed the limits of the Tri-Valley and that the “connection” shall be from one of 
the BART Tri-Valley stations (most likely Dublin/Pleasanton, as, after the BART Board acted to 
stop further consideration of the proposed BART extension to Livermore), it is closer to the 
Altamont Corridor Express (hereinafter “ACE”) right-of-way to an ACE station within the Tri-
Valley. 
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Sec. 3 of the bill adds Public Utilities Code §132651.(e): 
“’Tri-Valley’ means the Cities of Danville. Dublin, Livermore, Pleasanton, and 
San Ramon.” 

The preface of the bill, as quoted above, is also consistent with this interpretation of this 
geographic limitation – in plain terms, AB758 is clearly intended to a geographic scope that 
extends no closer to the Central Valley than the Eastern border of the City of Livermore. 
The contexts of transportation and rail transit in the Tri-Valley are important to the proper 
understanding of the intentions, and the resulting plain language, of this bill.  From the 
Legislative Bill Analysis of the Senate Committee on Appropriations, September 158: 

“Background: Existing law establishes BART to provide rapid transit service in 
the San Francisco Bay Area, and authorizes BART to acquire, construct, own, 
operate, control, or use rights-of-way, rail lines, bus lines, stations, platforms, 
switches, yards, terminals, parking lots, and any and all other facilities necessary 
and convenient for rapid transit service. In the Altamont Pass commuter corridor 
that connects the San Joaquin Valley to the Bay Area, the BART rapid transit 
system runs in the median of the I-580 freeway and currently terminates at the 
Dublin/Pleasanton station. 
“An extension of BART service to Livermore is currently in the planning stages. 
BART has developed conceptual engineering for the project and prepared a 
project-level draft environmental impact report (EIR) for the proposed 5.5 mile 
extension to a new station in the vicinity of the I-580/Isabel Avenue interchange, 
and including additional storage and maintenance facilities north of I-580. Several 
options for service extension are under consideration, including an extension of 
“conventional” BART rapid transit service at a projected capital cost of 
approximately $1.6 billion, a light rail extension at a similar cost, a bus rapid 
transit system at a cost of about $400 million, and an option not to build any 
project. The draft EIR is currently in the public comment period, and the BART 
governing board is expected to release a final EIR and adopt a preferred 
alternative for the Livermore extension in the Spring of 2018. The anticipated 
date for opening the completed extension and new BART station is 2026. 
“The San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission (SJRRC) was formed through a 
joint powers agreement in 1995 to implement a regional plan for passenger rail 
service. The SJRRC, through a cooperative services agreement with the Alameda 
County Congestion Management Agency and the Santa Clara Valley 
Transportation Authority, AB 758 (Eggman) Page 2 of 4 owns and operates the 
ACE commuter rail service, which operates four daily weekday round-trips 
between Stockton and San Jose. In the Tri-Valley region, the ACE system passes 
through Livermore and Pleasanton south of I-580, but there is currently no direct 
train-to-train connectivity with the BART system. 
“The SJRRC has developed the ACEforward plan, which is a phased plan for 
improvements to the ACE system to increase service reliability and frequency, 

 
8 California Legislature, Bill Analysis, September 15, 2017, accessed January 10, 2020, Bill Analysis (ca.gov) 
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enhance passenger facilities, reduce travel times in the existing service corridor, 
and extend service to Merced. Among the longer-term improvements envisioned 
in the plan is enhanced transit connectivity and an evaluation of establishing a 
train-to-train ACE/BART connection in the Tri-Valley and/or Union City. The 
SJRRC has prepared a draft EIR for ACEforward that includes a programmatic 
analysis of 11 options for transit connectivity between ACE and BART in the Tri-
Valley Area. The options include a bus shuttle connection from ACE Livermore 
to the proposed BART Isabel Avenue at a cost of $1.1 billion, several options for 
a light rail connection between the systems at costs ranging from $1.2 - $1.9 
billion, and various options for extending ACE to the BART system and vice 
versa at costs ranging from $1.1 - $3.5 billion. The highest cost alternatives are 
train-to-train connections that extend BART from the existing terminus at 
Dublin/Pleasanton to existing ACE Livermore and Vasco Road stations, but the 
draft EIR notes that these options also provide the greatest benefits to regional 
traffic, air quality, and greenhouse gas emissions, have among the highest 
ACE/BART ridership benefits, and avoid many of the environmental impacts 
associated with other options.” 

The public sector debate and actions that were the root cause of this bill were the anticipation of 
BART not extending its Tri-Valley service from the then-existing Dublin/Pleasanton terminus to 
Livermore (the BART Board did kill the extension) and the lack of a fast and easy connection to 
BART from the ACE stations in the Tri-Valley.  From the plain language of the bill and the 
more detailed commentary in the above, it is very clear that there was no discussion of any rail 
(or non-rail) projects outside of the boundaries of the Tri-Valley; there is no mention of proposed 
Valley Link rail line to the Central Valley in the language of the bill or the legislative analysis 
being presented to the California Legislature while AB758 was being considered.  All the 
BART-to-ACE connections discussed were within the Tri-Valley (with the sole exception of the 
note of a possible BART-to-ACE connection in Union City). 
This raises the question, does the extension of the geographic scope of this DEIR outside of the 
Tri-Valley exceed the authority granted to The Authority? 
I am not an attorney and I do not offer any legal opinion on this issue; I will leave the resolution 
of that question to those with the proper qualifications. 
However, as a transportation expert, and as a taxpayer who is being called on to help fund this 
project, it troubles me that The Authority took a statutory instruction to find a far more cost-
effective connection between two rail lines in the Tri-Valley,  For example, MapQuest shows 
that the BART Dublin/Pleasanton Station to the ACE Pleasanton Station is a dog-leg, 3.8-mile, 
ten-minute drive on surface streets, or a 6.4-mine, nine-minute drive using freeways, in moderate 
mid-day weekday traffic9. 
Undoubtedly, these distances and times could be reduced, for example, through the construction 
of a guideway transit project; as a comparison, the 3.2-mile BART Airport Link had an initial 
capital cost of $484 million and takes eight minutes to connect Oakland Airport to the BART 

 
9 Accessed January 19, 2021; Official MapQuest - Maps, Driving Directions, Live Traffic 
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Coliseum Station.  I will leave how cost-effective this type of connection might be in the Tri-
Valley for a discussion another day. 
To help me understand the current demand for the BART-ACE connector, what are the current 
daily and annual ridership; days, hours, and frequency of service, on the Livermore-Amador 
Valley Transit Authority (dba “Wheels”) operates between the BART Dublin/Pleasanton Station 
and the ACE Pleasanton Station?  How satisfied are those making transfers between these two 
rail stations with this service, as evidenced by comments, complaints, and/or commendations that 
ACE, BART, and Wheels have received on the adequacy and quality of this service? 
Getting back to what the DEIR comprehended, the statutorily-mandated study of how to connect 
two rails lines that are a few miles apart in the Tri-Valley wound up with the DEIR proposed 
project of a 41.8-mile rail line (DEIR, Appendix G, “Preliminary Cost Estimates.” “Valley Link 
Capital Cost Memorandum – Revised,” page 1), the vast majority of which is outside of the 
stipulated Tri-Valley – with the construction cost estimate at the low end of the range of 
$2,334.92 million. 
Where in the DEIR can the consideration and analysis of a connection between the 
Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station and the ACE Pleasanton Station (or other ACE Tri-Valley 
station, existing or to be added) to satisfy the AB758 requirement be found? 
Turning to another topic, I will, for the sake of discussion to follow, stipulate that it is not legally 
impermissible to extend the geographic scope of this environmental clearance study outside of 
the Tri-Valley.  Following on to such a finding, if the scope of the DEIR can be expanded to 
include a new passenger rail line that goes far beyond the limits of the Tri-Valley, cannot an 
argument be constructed that it must also be proper to extend the geographic limits of such a 
study beyond what The Authority has chosen to include in the DEIR for transit modes other than 
such a passenger rail line? 
I hold that there are many other areas of Northern California that could benefit from improved 
transportation options through the I-580 corridor in the Tri-Valley.  For example, the following 
map is excerpted from a document, “ACE – join us onboard!” from the County of 
Alameda/ACEforward web page10:  

 
10 Document undated, map dated June 2, 2017, accessed January 10, 2021, 
http://www.acgov.org/board/bos_calendar/documents/DocsAgendaReg_7_19_17/GENERAL%20ADMINISTRATI
ON/Regular%20Calendar/170622_ACEforward_Factsheet.pdf 
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Note that the only two ACE (or any other commuter rail from the Central Valley to the nine-
county San Francisco Bay Area) extensions are the potential ACE extensions to Merced and the 
Dumbarton Crossing. 
Why did The Authority not study other transit service areas (more on these later) that could have 
produced a superior overall outcome for the travelers, residents, and taxpayers of this region? 

Valley Link Rail Alternative Alignment 
First, DEIR §ES.3.1.1, “Project Alignment, Stations, Maintenance Facilities, and Vehicles,” 
“Tri-Valley Segment,” page ES-5, states, “In the Tri-Valley segment, the Proposed Project 
(emphasis added) would operate in the median of I-580 from the existing Dublin/Pleasanton 
BART Station to Greenville Road. Near Greenville Road, the alignment would transition from 
the median of I-580 into the Alameda County Transportation Corridor right-of-way via an 
elevated viaduct.” Therefore, even though the Southfront Road station was studied as a 
replacement for the Greenville station and was presented as environmentally superior in some 
regards (“The Southfront Road Station Alternative would also result in higher ridership than the 
Proposed Project, which would result in greater improvements in air quality, lower energy use, 
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and greater reductions in GHG emissions than the Proposed Project;” pp. ES-29), and there are 
several presentations in the DEIR with data for the Southfront Road station option, the Proposed 
(Rail) Project is the Greenville Road Station one. 
Therefore, further analyses in this letter will be performed only for the Greenville Road data and 
other details presented in the DEIR and I will devote no effort to the Southfront Road Station 
Alternative. 

If my understanding is incorrect, please so note. 
Valley Link Proposed Alternative Operating and Maintenance Costs 
I believe that there was an error in transcribing the proposed rail alternative operating and 
maintenance (hereinafter “O&M”) Costs from Appendix G, “Preliminary Cost Estimates,: to 
Chapter 2, “Project Description.” 
The following is a “cut-and-paste” from the EIS, Appendix G, page 4 (hereinafter “Table 5”): 

 
The following is a “cut-and-paste” taken from the DEIR, page 2-39 (hereinafter “Table 2-9”): 
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(I recommend that interested parties go to the source documents to be able to review the fine 
details of the graphic presentation of data in the The Authority’s original presentation.) 
Also, §ES.6, “Costs and Revenues” “Operations and Maintenance Costs and Revenues, it states: 
“Anticipated annual operations and maintenance costs associated with project operations would 
range from approximately $10.283 to $34.504 million in 2028, and from approximately $55.344 
to $85.581 million in 2040, depending on the operational scenario.” 
At first glance, the data contents of these two Tables appear identical.  However, reviewing the 
contents of the left-most column, “Scenario” in Table 5, and “Operating Frequency (Minutes 
Peak Hour)” in Table 2-9, while the data in the columns (which are the scheduled peak headways 
for the operating scenarios) are identical, “12/24” at the top and “12/12” below, what has 
changed is their vertical placement in the column.  If the two Tables are read carefully, there are 
fine lines in both Tables that indicate which of the eight rows each of these two scenarios are 
related to – and the vertical placement in the column also provides this indication. 
The general practice in performing these types of studies and promulgating this type of report is 
for, first, various detail studies to be done and, when these are completed, the key data and the 
conclusions from the detail studies are summarized in the main report.  In the DEIR, Appendix G 
appears to be that detail study – and, therefore, I believe that Table 5 from Appendix G should be 
regarded as the source document and the differences from Table 5 to Chapter 2 Table 2-9 are the 
result of an error that now appears in Table 2-9 and §ES.6 – which appears to be confirmed by 
the logical analysis below. 
Looking at Table 5, both the fine lines defining the boxes and the vertical placement of “12/24” 
appears to apply to the top six lines of data in the right two columns; the “12/12” appears to 
apply to only the final two lines of data in those columns. 
But, on Table 2-9, it appears that the “12/24” applies to only the top four columns and “12/12” 
applies to the bottom four columns.  I believe that my interpretation for Table 5 is the intended 
and correct one that Table 2-9, as is presented in the DEIR, is erroneous. 
If the Table 2-9 attribution is taken as correct, that would mean, for the 2040 “Full Build – 
Greenville” Proposed Project O&M costs – both “12/12” – would have two different costs, 
$55,344,000 and $85,581,000, with no explanation why. 
However, on Table V, there is no logical conflict.  The lower value $56,344,000 O&M cost 
would be for 12/24 operations and the higher $85,581,000 would be for 12/12 operations, both 
for 2040.  Unlike the Table 2.9 analysis above, this not logically inconsistent on its face and, 
therefore, appears to be the correct interpretation. 
Please confirm or deny the validity of this comment or otherwise explain. 
Also, as stated above, §ES.6, “Costs and Revenues” “Operations and Maintenance Costs and 
Revenues, it states: “Anticipated annual operations and maintenance costs associated with 
project operations would range from approximately $10.283 to $34.504 million in 2028, and 
from approximately $55.344 to $85.581 million in 2040, depending on the operational scenario.” 
This appears to be derived from the data in Table 2-9, which I believe is wrong because the error 
in the transfer from Table 7, as detailed above – and because, as per Table 2-5, “Valley Link 
2040 Conceptual Service Plan,” page 2-35, there is only one 2040 “operational scenario,” the 
“12/12” one (twelve minute peak headways to/from Dublin/Pleasanton from both 



Thomas A. Rubin Comments on Valley Link Draft Environmental Impact Report   Page 13 

Dublin/Pleasanton and Mountain House Stations), while there is a “12/24” (twelve-minute peak 
headways between Dublin/Pleasanton and Mountain House and 24-minute headways from 
Dublin/Pleasanton to North Lathrop) operating scenario for 2025, as shown in Table 2-4, “Valley 
Link 2025 Conceptual Operating Plan, page 2-34 – the data in these Tables is consistent with 
those in Tables ES-1 and ES-2, with the same titles as the Chapter 2 Tables, page ES-13. 
Please either explain why these Tables and statements in the Executive Summary and Chapter 2  
are not erroneous as they stand or correct them. 
Also, in the paragraph above Table 2-9, it states, “These costs are based on contracted services 
and fuel costs based on hybrid multiple unit operation with an annual escalation of 3.2 percent.” 
3.2% inflation, compounded annually for the twelve years from 2028 to 2040, produces a 12-
year rate of increase of 45.93% – this, when applied to the 2028 value of $55,344,000, produces 
a 2040 value of $80,766,000, not the $85,344,000 shown in both tables. 
To produce the actual increase over the 12-year period for the values shown, 54.463%, would 
require a compound average rate of increase of just under 3.7%. 
A projection of 3.2% annual inflation (let alone 3.7%) for the period to 2040 appears high 
compared to other projections, such as the 2.1-2.2% annual U.S. Inflation Long-Term Forecast 
from the U.S. Department of Agriculture from 2020 to 2031, and the U.S. Inflation Forecast 
from the Organization for Economic Co-operation of 2.3% for 2021, 2.2% for 2022, 2.1% for 
2023-2025, and 2.0% for 2025-206011.  Please comment on why a 3.2% (or 3.7%) rate of 
inflation was selected. 
For the remaining portion of this Comment Letter, I will utilize the $85,344,000 O&M cost for 
the 12/12 operation in 2040 for the DEIR proposed project. 

The DEIR Bus Alternatives Are “Straw Men” – Designed to Fail 
Before I get into the discussion of the superior bus alternative that should have been considered 
in the DEIR, it is important to strongly differentiate what I will be proposing from the 3a. Bus 
Option and 3b. Bus-on-Shoulder Option in the Project Feasibility Report12 (hereinafter, 
“Feasibility Report”) and the DEIR, §5.4.2, “Bus/BRT13 Alternative with Managed Lanes..” pp. 
5-11 et seq. 

 
11 Cited in Federal Reserve Board, Federal Open Market Committee, “US Inflation Forecast: 2020, 2021 and Long 
Term to 2060,” December 11, 2020, accessed January 17, 2021, US Inflation Forecast: 2020, 2021 and Long Term 
to 2060 | Data and Charts - knoema.com 
12 The Authority, “Valley Link Final Project Feasibility Report,” October 2019, pp. 3-4 and 3-5, accessed November 
20, 2019,  https://www.valleylinkrail.com/final-feasibility-report 
13 “BRT” is Bus Rapid Transit – and The Authority is misusing that term for the type of service it is proposing. 
    As defined by the U.S. Department of Transportation, National Transit Database Glossary: 
“Bus Rapid Transit (RB)  Fixed-route bus systems that operate at least 50 percent of the service on fixed 
guideway. These systems also have defined passenger stations, traffic signal priority or preemption, short headway 
bidirectional services for a substantial part of weekdays and weekend days; low-floor vehicles or level-platform 
boarding, and separate branding of the service. Agencies typically use off-board fare collection as well. This is often 
a lower-cost alternative to light rail.” 
   While the proposed bus alternative has some of the characteristics of BRT; it fails, or may fail, on several others, 
particularly “… at least 50 percent of the service on fixed guideway” and “short headway bidirectional services for a 
substantial part of weekdays and weekend days.”  There is another transit mode that fits more closely: 
(continued) 
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Different modes of transportation, and different transit modes, have widely divergent 
characteristics that, properly understood and utilized by unbiased experts, should lead to the 
proper selection of the best modes for best response to different transportation needs. 
One of the main differences between passenger rail and bus and other rubber-tire transit options 
is that: 

1. Rail can only operate on a dedicated rail right-of-way (ROW), specifically constructed, at 
great cost, for rail and only for rail and requires substantial on-going maintenance and 
capital renewal and replacement costs that (generally) must be paid out of the budget for 
the transit service..  The only transportation modes that can use such rail ROWs are 
passenger rail and freight rail.  It is generally difficult (to approaching impossibility in 
some cases) for both passenger and freight rail to operate on the same tracks, sometimes 
even in the same corridor, at the same time and it can be challenging to operate two 
different passenger rail modes on the same tracks without temporal separation. 

2. Conversely, bus can operate almost anywhere there are existing streets and roads beyond 
minimal standards; indeed, if former or new travelers who would have otherwise driven 
single-occupant vehicles instead use bus (and other multi-passenger rubber tire transit 
modes), there can be significant net benefit for all travelers in the corridor and taxpayers.  
In many cases, there are no direct charges to the transit operating budget for most of the 
road costs, although there will generally be charges for wholly-bus transit dedicated lanes 
and could be some charges for semi-dedicated lanes, such as use of HOV lanes.  While 
bus transit does have its own dedicated initial and on-going capital infrastructure and 
maintenance costs, these are generally a small fraction of those for rail. 

As a result, a well-designed bus system could take advantage of the flexibility of bus to cover a 
greater area of service, and serve it better, than a passenger rail system through a multitude of 
different bus routes to directly serve multiple residential, commercial, industrial, medical, 
governmental, retail, social, and other trip generators at both ends of such trips. 

Instead, in §5.4.2.1, “(Bus) Alternative Description,” DEIR page 5-12, there is: 
“As shown in the summary below, the Bus/BRT Alternative’s proposed stops 
would generally mirror the stops of the Proposed (rail) Project alter Manteca” 

Not only does this route design totally fail to take advantage of bus’ flexibility to operate many 
individual routes to serve far more trip origins and destinations, the two single-route bus 
alternatives force buses to attempt to duplicate the proposed rail route and stations, which 

 
    “Commuter Bus (CB)  Local fixed-route bus transportation primarily connecting outlying areas with a central 
city. Characterized by a motorcoach (aka over-the-road bus), multiple trip tickets, multiple stops in outlying areas, 
limited stops in the central city, and at least five miles of closed-door service.” 
    Although this definition is not perfect for this type of bus service, it is much closer than that the BRT definition. 
As the definition for Bus Rapid Transit states, BRT and light rail are often jointly considered as alternatives for 
various types of service within a city, while commuter bus and commuter rail are often (or, at least, should be) 
considered as alternatives for transit services from suburban and exurban areas to a central city. 
    Glossary undated, accessed January 10, 2021, https://www.transit.dot.gov/ntd/national-transit-database-ntd-
glossary#B 
    While this use of the wrong term may be considered of little import, it can be taken as lack of familiarity with 
how to get best value out of bus mode utilization and bus route design. 
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requires longer travel distances and detours.  The following is the “Bus Alternative” map and 
“Travel Time Comparison” from page 3-5 of the Feasibility Report, the map appears to be 
substantially identical to Figure 5-1, “Bus/BRT Alternative Route,” DEIR, page 5-13: 

 
I take specific note that: 

1. While the proposed rail line has its Eastern terminus at North Lathrup, the Bus/BRT 
Alternative route goes further, to the Manteca Family Entertainment Zone, which appears 
to be a driving distance of approximately three miles, requiring approximately six 
minutes of (automobile) driving time (MapQuest).  Where is this travel time factored in?  
In Table 5-3, “Bus/BRT Alternative – Estimated Travel Time,” page 5-15, the travel 
times are shown between North Lathrop and Dublin/Pleasanton BART, with no mention 
here – or anywhere I could find – of the extra travel time between North Lathrop and 
Manteca Family Entertainment Center.  Do the capital and operating costs for the 
Bus/BRT Alternative, including the number of buses required, include the extra route 
distance to Manteca? 

2. The Bus/BRT Alternative route shown has seven or eight in-between stations (without 
and with the Vasco Road ACE station stop), compared to five for the proposed rail route; 
each added in-between station adds dwell time at the station, even if the stations do not 
require the buses to depart and reenter a dedicated/semi-dedicated guideway or surface 
street – and it appears that, unlike rail stations, each Bus-on-Shoulder station will be off-
line.  From various treatments of this route in other segments of the DEIR, it appears that 
the Vasco Road ACE connection is not mentioned elsewhere, so further analysis of this 
route in this comment letter will exclude it.) 
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3. At least two or three of the Bus/BRT Alternative stations (Mountain House, Tracy Transit 
Center, and Vasco Road ACE – if that would be on the route) are definitely off the main 
track and would require doubling back.  The added time for the Vasco Road stop, which 
appears to be the longest and is the only one so travel time-quantified, is 21 minutes. 

4. Unless the intention is for in-guideway stations for the other five in-between stations 
(from East to West, North Lathrop, River Islands, West Tracy, Greenville Road, and 
Isabel Avenue), which does not appear intended given only the $52.7 million for “Bus 
Stops” shown in Table 5-4, “Bus/BRT Alternative Capital cost Estimate,” DEIR page 5-
17, then it appears that these buses will have to exit I-580, and other roads, to access the 
stations, then return to the route; this can be a very time-consuming evolution.  When the 
bus is operating on an Express Lane in the middle of a freeway, the time and trouble to 
crossover as many as four or five general purpose and access lanes to reach off-ramps, 
and reverse that for re-entry, can be so difficult and time-consuming that it would negate 
a major portion of the times savings from the use of the Express Lane.  The lack of any 
data in the DEIR on boardings by station makes it difficult to even begin to evaluate how 
any change as to how many stations and where they should be. 

Designing a single bus route that must essentially follow what was originally a freight rail line 
makes no more sense than designing a new passenger rail network that must follow multiple bus 
routes; both are just the wrong ways to approach proper transit alternative planning and analysis 
– the right way is making transit modal decisions on the basis of which modes best serve the 
needs and then designing the service for each mode to take advantage of benefits of that mode. 
As will be discussed in detail below, there are many well-known tools of the trade that bus 
professionals utilize to provide the best bus service to passengers; almost none of these appears 
to have been considered in putting together the Bus/BRT (sic) Alternatives. 

Overview of How Bus Can Be Best Utilized in this Corridor 
As discussed in detail below, LHCEBS, properly designed and operated, can be one of the most 
cost-effective and productive modes of public transit: 

1. It can offer far more carrying capacity than is ever likely to be required in this corridor; 
the approach to the Port Authority Bus Terminal (hereinafter, “PABT”) in Manhattan, on 
the Exclusive Bus Lane (hereinafter, “XBL”) on New Jersey route 495 into and through 
the Lincoln Tunnel to the PABT, has, for decades, provided a higher peak hour, peak 
direction passenger capacity than that of the BART Transbay Tube into San Francisco. 

2. When properly combined with dedicated/semi-dedicated lanes, such as those Express 
Lanes that already are in operation along I-580 in the Tri-Valley and parts of I-680 and 
planned for expansion elsewhere in the proposed Valley Link corridor and nearby areas, 
the guideway operating speed of LHCEBS is very competitive and can exceed that of 
commuter rail (such as ACE and the Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board [dba 
Caltrain]) and hybrid rail (such as Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit [hereinafter 
“SMART”]). 

3. More important, a properly designed LHCEBS can be far faster than commuter or hybrid 
rail for end-to-end travel time because it can minimize off-route travel, station dwell 
time, and transfers for similar types of trips – a slow or otherwise undesirable “last mile” 
kills off many potential transit users: 
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A. A common long-haul commuter rail linked trip will consist of several unlinked trips14 
and in-between transfers, walks, and waits: 
1. The home-to-rail station leg, which could be pedestrian or bicycle, or shared-ride 

rubber-tire vehicle, such as a full-sized or shuttle bus or car/vanpool, but is most 
commonly a private automobile – and then the walk from the drop-off or parking 
slot to the station platform.  With only seven proposed Valley Link rail stations, 
from North Lathrop to Dublin/Pleasanton BART, there are a maximum of six 
stations for the initial boarding station (one station must be the destination rail 
station), which means that the vast majority of potential passengers will not be 
near a station, compared to what can be done with multiple bus routes with 
dozens to hundreds of stations or stops. 

2. The wait for the train to arrive; almost all transit passengers tend to arrive at least 
a few minutes prior to the scheduled departure time to reduce the chances of 
missing the desired trains and having to wait for the next.  Valley Link is 
proposed for twelve-minute peak headways in 2040, longer off-peak, evenings, 
and weekend/ holidays15. 

3. The train trip will generally include numerous station stops, depending on the 
length of the specific trip.  For a passenger boarding at the proposed Valley Link 
Eastern terminus station at North Lathrop and traveling to the Dublin/Pleasanton 
BART station, there would be five intermediate station stops.  Between the dwell 
time at each station and the acceleration/deceleration time, each station stop will 
likely add between a minimum of a minute-and-one-half to more than two 
minutes16, totaling over ten minutes, over express (no stop) transit service. 

4. The Western terminus of the proposed Valley Link rail line is the 
Dublin/Pleasanton BART station, shown on the DEIR cover as “Proposed BART 
Connection,” and there are two Valley Link stations (Greenville and North 
Lathrop) that are shown on the DEIR cover as “Proposed ACE Connection.”  
Obviously, there are expectations that many Valley Link riders will be making 
rail-to-rail connections at one or both ends of their Valley Link trips, to say 
nothing of other connectors.  These could include transit and shuttle bus services 
to employers, such as Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory and other trips 
generators.  These transfers add more time, both to walk between transit vehicles 
and the wait to board the next transit vehicle, plus additional time when, as is 
frequently the case, the transfer trip requires longer distance of travel than a 
transit trip requiring fewer vehicles and transfers. 

 
14 To define by example, if a transit passenger drives from their home to a commuter rail station and then takes a bus 
to their place of employment, that is one linked transportation trip (residence to work place) and three unlinked trips 
(private automobile, commuter rail, bus).  
15 DEIR, ES.5, “Operation and Maintenance – Conceptual Operating Plan,” page ES-12. 
16 While the end-to-end travel time between terminal stations will vary due to a number of factors, the number of in-
between station stops is generally one of the most important,  For example, from the Caltrain October 7, 2019 
Schedule – Northbound, Weekday Service to San Francisco, Train 103, a “local” train that makes 20 in-between 
station stops between San Jose Diridon and San Francisco stations takes 1:35 to make the trip; train 305, a “Baby 
Bullet” that makes four in-between station stops, takes 1:02 for the same trip.  (33 additional minutes in travel 
time)/(16 additional in-between stations) è just over two minutes additional end-to-end travel time per additional 
station stop. 
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5. Then, there is the travel time on the second – and perhaps third and even more – 
transit and/or paratransit vehicles. 

6. Finally, there is the pedestrian walk time (or perhaps cycling time, other non-
motorized transportation, or other means) from the terminal transit station/stop to 
the final destination.  If this is from a Valley Link station, this terminal pedestrian 
travel time is likely to be longer because there are fewer rail stations and they tend 
to be located longer distances from ultimate destinations than from rubber-tire 
transit drop-off points. 

B. Conversely, LHCEBS trips can have far fewer transfers and stops: 
1. There will still be the first leg from the trip origin, generally residential in the 

morning, to the boarding point for the first transit trip.  However, with LHCEBS, I  
propose to use the same transit vehicle that first picks up the transit users near 
their residence to directly access the high-speed travel corridor for the middle 
portion of the trip and then transition to local surface streets to deliver the 
passengers to the passengers’ ultimate destinations, providing numerous benefits: 
a. For most transit users, the travel distance and time from the point of origin to 

the dozens to hundreds of points of boarding the first transit vehicle will be 
shorter than to access the small number of Proposed (Rail) Alternative station 
(seven total; omitting the station closest to the destination leaves six). 

b. It is very likely that far more transit users will be able to walk, or cycle, or use 
other non-motorized modes, to the boarding point for the initial transit 
unlinked trip, rather than having to drive to access the first transit vehicle. 

c. For those who will have to drive to reach the first transit vehicle, the drive will 
likely be far shorter, to numerous park-and-ride lots that can be arranged to be 
closer to morning points of origin.  In such situations, it is sometimes possible 
to make arrangements to make park-and-ride lots out of existing under-
utilized parking lots and structures, such as those built by religious institutions 
with parking facilities that get little use during the Monday-Friday work week.  

2. For many LHCEBS riders, their trips will have far fewer stops, see 4. following. 
3. The walk (or cycle) trip from the last transit vehicle to the end destination will 

always be there but, again, with a variety of transit routes serving multiple trip-
ends at both ends of the trip, chances are good that this will be a shorter distance 
to travel. 

4. Obviously, it will not be possible to have direct routes from several to dozens of local 
origin points to a similar number of destination-end routes and points.  However, with a 
system design that includes one or two master transfer stations in-line with the I-580 
Express Lanes in the Tri-Valley (discussed below), those passengers that are not 
fortunate enough to have a one-bus trip will be able to take their local pick-up bus, which 
then becomes an Express Lane bus, to a master transfer station where they can quickly 
transfer to the bus that will complete the Express Lane portion of their trip and exit to 
local surface streets to deliver the passenger to their destination.  As ridership builds and 
there are more and more buses operating, more destinations will be added and/or wait 
times will decline. 

5. While it will never be practical to eliminate all transfers with today’s commonly used 
transit modes, the type of networked bus system I am proposing will significantly reduce 
the number of transfers – and transit passengers dislike transfers.  There is the extra 
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distance added because few transfer trips are straight line from origin to ultimate 
destination, there is almost always some off track, or even double-back, distance and 
time.  Transfers involving leaving one vehicle mid-trip to walk to another, which can be a 
distance and can be in unfavorable weather.  A transferring passenger with a seat on the 
first transit vehicle may have to stand on the second – or even wait for another vehicle to 
transfer to if the first is overcrowded.  The subsequent trips can be missed, or delayed, if 
there is a problem with the transfer-to vehicle.  There is the extra time to wait for the 
transfer vehicle to arrive, then wait to board, then wait to start moving.  These are 
generally not the biggest problems in the world, but transfers are one reason why transit 
utilization is not higher than it is with transfers trips.   

6. The Authority has evidently decided to expand the geographic scope of the DEIR beyond 
the Tri-Valley limits in the AB758 Valley Link enabling legislation, so, if it is making 
this expansion to the statutory geographic mandate of the Tri-Valley, why isn’t it looking 
at more geographic expansions?  Although, as can be seen from the ACEforward map 
above, there is early-stage interest in ACE extension Souths to Merced and over the 
Dumbarton Crossing to Menlo Park and Silicon Valley, adding most other routes and 
destinations would be difficult to do with passenger rail due to geographic considerations, 
the non-availability of other existing rail lines that would require new construction to 
serve with passenger rail, interruptions of the current built environment such as noise and 
grade crossing delays, and the high cost of building new rail lines or attempting to 
convert existing freight rail for passenger travel.  Conversely, the added capital cost of a 
new bus line is primarily that of the vehicles if the Express Lanes are being built anyway, 
so the fixed infrastructure cost is minimal compared to rail (primarily 
operating/maintenance base – if there are no existing ones with available capacity – and 
bus stops and stations). 
 
Similarly, there is no reason why this DEIR should not be studying transportation and 
transit options in other areas – as well as other modes.  Geographically, besides going 
down the I-5 corridor in the general direction of Merced, there are many other areas East 
of the Altamont Pass in the Central Valley, as home-to-work and other trip purposes from 
these areas to the Tri-Valley and beyond along the I-580 constitute a very significant 
component of the overloaded transportation network.  Other rubber-tire transportation 
niche modes that could, together, add up to a lot new options carrying a lot of new riders, 
include various types of owner-driven multi-passenger options, club buses, 
employer/health care/landlord/entertainment/retail/faith-based institution shuttles. 
 
At the other end of the Tri-Valley, obvious additions should include North (to Walnut 
Creek and beyond, including along CA24 in the direction of Oakland) and South along 
the I-680 corridor, potentially all the way to San Jose and Silicon Valley – which could 
help relieve capacity limitations with ACE.  This type of service can work particularly 
well with LHCEBS on the existing Bay Area Express Bus system, which is in the 
condition of continuous expansion (as is discussed below). 
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7. While the two deficient DEIR bus alternatives do utilize the existing I-580 Express Lane 
in the Tri-Valley, they do not consider any other Express Lanes that will be exceedingly 
useful for high-quality LHCEBS.  Consider the following Express Lane map excerpt17: 

  
Besides the currently-in-service Express Lanes (shown in green), future plans include the 
remaining portion of I-580 in Alameda County to the San Joaquin County Line.  The narrative 
for the map describes this extension as, “I-580 Between Tracy and Livermore,” new lane 
construction, 16.8 lane miles east- and westbound, operated by Alameda CTC (Alameda County 
Transportation Commission), Open 2030” – which is a difference of approximately two years 
from “The Authority proposes to implement Valley Link service from Dublin Pleasanton to 
North Lathrop possibly as soon 2028 (sic)18”  (DEIR, §ES.5.1.2, “Construction Schedule and 
Durations,” page ES-17). 

 
17 Metropolitan Transportation Commission (hereinafter “MTC”), “Bay Area Express Lanes,” undated, accessed 
January 10, 2021, https://bael.mtcanalytics.org/ 
18 There is conflict in the DEIR as to what year(s) service will begin; the above has 2028, the Table 2.8.2, “Annual 
Operating and Maintenance Costs by Service Scenario,” page 2-39, shows the operating costs for 2028 and 2040 – 
(continued) 
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From the date of submission to this letter to end of calendar year 2030 is just under ten years.  
While it is certainly possible to complete the planning, design, approval to proceed, and 
construction of this segment of new I-580 Express Lanes well within that time period, there are 
many projects currently under consideration in the Bay Area, and in Alameda County, and my 
understanding is that this one is on the list, but not currently a first-order priority of the 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (hereinafter, “MTC”) or ACTC (“For Plan Bay Area 
2050, which is still in development, the draft transportation network MTC is evaluating includes 
express lanes to the San Joaquin County line in 2034, …19) – but, it could become a higher 
priority if the proper analysis of transportation options showed that this was the superior 
transportation option – and, if the $400 million of Measure BB funds that ACTC has shifted to 
Valley Link were to be used for Valley Link Long-Haul Commuter Express Bus Service on 
Express Lanes, even a 2028 fully operational system, Express Lanes and bus service, are well 
within the realm of possibility.  
Below is a more recent (2021) Bay Area Express Lane future plans map20.  Note that not only is 
I-580 shown with Express Lanes to the San Joaquin County line to the East, but also all the way 
East over the hills to past the Bay Bridge approach to the I-80/I-580 junction in Albany, and I-
680 all the way from the Sacramento River to San Jose – and well beyond to multiple Silicon 
Valley destinations. 
Note also the “Express Lane Capital Cost:  $3.7 billion,” which is certainly not miniscule, but 
this additional capital cost for the entire remaining nine-county Bay Area Express Lane build 
out would only be 28-58% more than the $2.335 to $2.919 billion (DEIR, §ES.6, “Costs and 
Revenues – Capital Costs,” page ES-18) projected for the construction of the proposed 42.3-
mile21 Valley Link rail project (DEIR, §ES.1, “Project Background,” page ES-2). 
The actual difference in taxpayer subsidies, and thus the early potential for construction, is far 
less.  First, besides the initial capital costs, there are on-going capital renewal and replacement 
costs for both roads and rail lines, but these costs are far, far higher for rail than for roads.  
Second, the proposed rail line will have major operating costs and subsidies – from $34,504,000 
for the “Full Build – Greenville in 2028 to $85,581,000 for the Full Build to Greenville in 2040, 
with an estimated 50 percent of the operating costs (but none of the capital costs) covered by fare 
revenues by year three of operations with additional non-taxpayer operating revenues from 
parking revenues (DEIR, §2.8.2, “Operating and Maintenance Costs and Revenues,” page 2-39). 

 
in this type of analysis, the most common process is to show such data for the first (full) year of operation and the 
selected “out” year. 
    But, Table 2-4, page 2-34, has a title that speaks for itself: “Valley Link 2025 Conceptual Operating Plan.” – with 
service to North Lathrop shown. 
    To resolve these inconsistencies, what is the expected first year of Proposed (Rail) Alternative revenue operation 
and, if different, to North Lathrop?  I assume 2025 in this comment letter. 

 
19 e-mail, Cathleen Sullivan, Director of Planning, ACTC to Tom Rubin, January 4, 2021.   
20 Lisa Klein, Director, Field Operations & Asset Management, MTC, “The Bay Area Express Lanes Network in 
Transition:  Planning for a Greener, More Equitable Future,” presented to the Transportation Research Board 
Multimodal Pricing Implementation Subcommittee AEP60(3) January 7, 2021, excerpt from Slide 4, “Express 
Lanes Network for Plan Bay Area 2050.” 
21 Attachment G, “Valley Link Capital Cost Memorandum – Revised,” July 30, 2020, page 1, has 41.8 miles. 
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Not only do Express Lanes, almost without exception, fully cover their operating, maintenance, 
and administration costs and their capital renewal and replacement costs, out of toll collections, 
but most make major contributions to their original capital costs.  The California State Route 91 
Express Lanes in Orange County, later extended into Riverside County, have been fully paid for 
by user fees, and this is hardly unique.  Many projects for what we call Express Lanes in the Bay 
Area have been largely, or totally, financed through Public-Private Partnerships (P3) all over the 
world, where the private sector willingly takes on the project with far less – or even no – call on 
taxpayer dollars. 
Instead of doing a false and meaningless comparison of the Proposed (Rail) Alternative to two 
very poorly conceived and designed bus lines, the DEIR should have studied the rail proposal 
against a well-conceived network of bus and other rubber-tire transportation modes operating 
principally on an expanded Express Lane network, both in the nine-county Bay Area and the 
Central Valley. 
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The Process for the Ridership Projection for the Bus/BRT Alternatives is Improper in 
Many Ways 
Before getting into the ridership projection methodology for the bus alternatives, the ridership 
projection methodology utilized for the rail alternative appears to be much less evolved than 
those usually utilized for major transit capital projects in the Bay Area and the United States.  
Appendix F, the “Valley Link Ridership Technical Memorandum – Revised,” which describes 
the rail ridership model, is a total of ten pages – of the total of well over 5,000 pages for the 
entire DEIR and its appendices.  Only slightly over two pages this, from “ACE Model” at the 
bottom of page 1 to the end of page 3, actually discusses what was done to cojoin the models of 
ACE and ACTC.  The combined process appears to be one of patching together two different 
models, each covering different geographic areas, using different modeling methodologies and 
techniques.  Given that the entire purpose of the proposed project is to carry passengers, and the 
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number of passengers projected to be carried is of key importance, this very brief description, 
which raises as many questions as it answers, begs for more explanation. 
Then there are the California Environmental Quality Act (hereinafter, “CEQA”) Guidelines.  As 
they currently stand, vehicle miles traveled (hereinafter, “VMT”) and emissions are major factors 
in all EIRs, particularly for transportation projects.  Generally, the same transportation model and 
model runs are utilized to project ridership, VMT, and vehicle emissions – which makes perfect 
sense, because it is the number of transit users that will determine the shift from driving, which 
will reduce VMT, and, therefore, will reduce emissions – therefore, for the greenhouse gas 
emissions (hereinafter, “GHG”) projections to be creditable, the ridership projections must be 
credible, along with various other factors and other projected data. 
The latest (2019) revision of the CEQA guidelines added §15064.4, “Determining the 
Significance of Impacts from Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” including sub-section (c): 

“(c) A lead agency may use a model or methodology to estimate greenhouse gas 
emissions resulting from a project. The lead agency has discretion to select the 
model or methodology it considers most appropriate to enable decision makers to 
intelligently take into account the project’s incremental contribution to climate 
change. The lead agency must support its selection of a model or methodology 
with substantial evidence (emphasis added). The lead agency should explain the 
limitations of the particular model or methodology selected for use22.” 

I am neither an attorney or an expert in CEQA matters, but I question if what is presented in 
Attachment F satisfies the requirements emphasized above for the rail projections of GHG and 
GHG changes.  For the GHG and other projections for the Bus/BRT, I was unable to find any 
discussion of how these were obtained, let alone what appears to be “substantial evidence … 
support(ing) its election of a model or methodology.” 
The normal process for utilizing a model (or models) such as this for projecting ridership for 
proposed transportation capital improvement alternatives is to first calibrate the model by 
modeling a base year where there is known actual data; that is, to model the past.  The model 
results are then analyzed to determine how well the model projections match what are the known 
actuals, including comparing the model‘s projected ridership to the total travel by transportation 
mode – which, for purposes of this project, include drive-alone, car/van-pool, the various transit 
modes, remote work, and non-motorized transportation.  Most commonly, it is necessary to 
perform multiple model runs and make adjustments to the various model processes and factors to 
fine-tune the model to get the projected results to approximate the actual known transportation 
statistics before the model is then utilized to attempt to project the future outcomes. 
I do not find a discussion of this initial calibration step in the Memorandum, so I ask the specific 
question:  Were there model runs of the Joint ACTC-ACE Model for a base year and, if so, what 
was that base year, what were the variances (numerical and percentage) from the actual known 
results for that year for the various transportation modes, and what were the variances after the 
calibration process was completed? 

 
22 (California) Government Code, Title 14. Natural Resources Division, 6. California Natural Resources Agency, 
Chapter 3. Guidelines for the Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act, 2019, accessed January 
15, 2021, Title 14. Natural Resources (ca.gov) 
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Turning now to the ridership projection for the bus alternative(s), I can find no discussion of 
modeling bus alternative ridership in Appendix F.  Was the modeling process used for the 
proposed rail project, and the Joint ACTC-ACE Model, used to model the bus alternatives’ 
ridership and VMT and GHG impacts? 
In searching the DEIR for the process utilized to project the ridership for the Bus alternatives, the 
only thing I was able to find that appears to be on point is from page 5-16 of the DEIR: 

“The Bus/BRT Alternative would utilize an initial 2025 fleet of 24 buses, with 6 
additional buses needed by 2040.  The proposed vehicle would be a New Flyer 
Xcelsior CHARGE 60-foot fully battery-electric bus or a comparable vehicle.  
The New Flyer vehicle has a maximum capacity of 123 riders (64 standing and 59 
seated23).  Based on the anticipated vehicle fleet (and the capacity of individual 
vehicles) and the service plan, the Bus/BRT Alternative is projected to attract an 
annual weekday ridership of 1 million passengers in 2025, which is 
approximately 30 percent of the estimated 3.2 million weekday passengers for 
the Proposed Project in 2025” (emphasis added). 

This is perhaps the auditor in me, but any time I see a value supplied of an even million, for a 
value that is normally expressed in a large number that does not have anything close to six zeros 
at the end, while the value for the alternative is calculated down to the last, units digit, I become 
intrigued – and concerned. 
It is possible to read this, apply past experience, read between the lines, and conclude that this 
“… annual weekday ridership of 1 million passengers in 2025 …” for the Bus/BRT Alternative 
was obtained by the process I describe below. 
As this type of process is commonly done in studies such as this, and which, based on the 
discussions in the DEIR, I believe a normal process was performed, or a variation thereof, for the 
rail alternative.  However, once the planning/modeling for rail alternative is complete – through 
step 6. – I admit I’m speculating, and I ask The Authority to explain how the actual process was 
done if I am not perfect in my suppositions and speculations): 

1. The analysis begins with the route alignment and station locations, their limitations and 
possibilities for improvements, and connections to other transit (chiefly bus and rail), 
motorized non-transit (drive alone, car/vanpool, kiss-and-ride, etc.), and non-motorized 
and alternative modes (pedestrian, bicycle, and motorized mini-transportation alternatives 
such a bicycles and scooters, both owned and community-shared); for longer-term 

 
23 A side note:  I hope that the Valley Link leadership and consultants are not proposing to routinely operate either 
rail or bus service with large “standing loads.”  For all types of long-haul commuter services, be it rail, bus, ferry, or 
whatever, it is very undesirable – and can be unsafe – to routinely have passengers standing for trips that can extend 
up to and over one hour. 
    I will certainly not argue that this never happens in the transit industry or in inter-city rail operations.  In all 
transportation modes, excrement occurs and adjustments, such as they are, must be made, as well as is possible 
under the circumstance, to quickly and effectively respond to emergencies and keep the service operating.  However, 
planning on carrying major standing loads on long trips, as opposed to having standing loads allowable as an 
emergency response, or to begin to address unanticipated overloads, is very poor public policy. 
   A 208% standing load (123 total riders/59 seats), which appears to approach or be what is known in the transit 
industry as a “crush” load, could translate to approximately eight standees per square meter – this is hardly the type 
of quality service that would attractive to many potential passengers.   
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projections, real estate development, including transportation-oriented development 
(hereinafter, “TOD”), is factored in.  (Other important factors, such as population 
location and demographics and the existing transportation network, along with a variety 
of other data and factors, should already be part of the base model.) 

2. The operating plan, including types of vehicles, train consists, days, hours, and frequency 
of service is developed. 

3. The costs for initial capital expenditures and later potential upgrades, operations, and 
capital renewal and replacement and calculated (the last is not always considered; from 
what I have reviewed in the DEIR, it appears it was not done for the Valley Link project). 

4. Available and potential sources of non-operating revenue, chiefly taxes, but also 
potentially TOD-related revenues, are calculated. 

5. Operating revenues are researched and projected, chiefly fares; other possibilities, in 
roughly declining order of importance, can be parking fees, advertising, station 
concessions, and fines for violations, such as for fares and parking (which, for the last, 
often will not cover the costs of enforcement, processing, adjudication, and collection)  

6. The ridership modeling process is done, which is generally performed through a number 
of model runs, with changes to one or more the key factors from above for each 
succeeding run, producing not only the ridership projections, but also the inputs on what 
would be necessary to achieve the assumptions, including their costs and impacts on 
revenues.  For example, ridership is commonly accepted to be impacted by a large 
number of factors, with accessibility of the transit stops; days, times, and frequency of 
service; and fare levels being among the most important at this level of planning.  The 
modeling process is also used to project vehicle miles travelled, greenhouse gas 
emissions, and other factors, such as the ridership originating at each station being used 
to project the number of parking spaces needed at each station and how much access will 
be provided by other means, which drives considerations such as connection bus service 
and bicycle parking requirements. 
 
This process frequently involves considerable back-and-forth between different 
combinations of capital and operating scenarios.  For example, if an initial model run 
produces ridership that is more than can be carried on the operating scenario, something 
will have to be adjusted.  Assuming that the desired outcome is to find a practical, cost-
effective way to carry the higher ridership, one of the first options looked at might be to 
operate more frequent service – but, in the Valley Link rail situation, the response may 
be, this would not be possible without extensive changes to the right-of-way, up to and 
including full double-tracking, which would require considerable capital funding.  How 
about running higher-capacity trains, such as higher-profile vehicles, which would 
increase the capacity per car and per foot of the train consist – which could run into 
problems getting under freeway overpasses or through tunnels that, again, could require 
massive additional capital expenditures.  How about longer train consists?  This would 
mean longer stations, which could run into issues with fitting stations into the existing 
built environment in some locations, and the cost of building longer station platforms, but 
this might be at an workable and acceptable capital cost trade-off.  Any of all of these 
would involve re-computation of both capital and operating costs – which must fit within 
projected financial resources, as well as, in many cases, changes to the operating plan that 
would require additional model runs to recompute ridership. 
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I believe that the above process, or something reasonably close to it, was used for the Proposed 
(Rail) Project, but that a very different process was utilized for the Bus/BRT Alternative 
ridership projection: 

1. After the rail alternative alignment was carefully reviewed, and  fine-tuned, the rail 
alternative ridership final model run was refined to produce the projection of rail 
alternative ridership for 2025 and for 2040. 

2. Part of this process for rail was the development of the operating plan, which was largely 
dictated by the limitations of the proposed line; “Valley Link service would be operated 
on a bi-directional, single track line, with passing tracks at strategic locations” (DEIR, 
§2.3., “Alignment Segments,” page 2-12).  The operating plan appears to have been 
developed around a twelve-minute minimum headway for rail service (and headways at 
multiples of twelve-minutes for off-peak service), which appears to be near as short as is 
practical along this track without major and expensive changes to the physical 
characteristics of the alignment.  

3. Because the former freight rail line proposed for this passenger rail line had to be taken 
pretty much as it was, the stations were selected along the alignment at the most 
advantageous available locations along the route, with minimizing the costs for 
construction and access frequently being a more important consideration than the optimal 
placement for the greatest benefit to riders in terms of ease of access and shortest time to 
access. 

4. The Bus/BRT Alternative was then developed by structuring a single route (in two 
versions, including the faster Bus-on-Shoulder one) to match up as close as possible to 
the rail alignment. 

5. The bus alternatives stations and stops, while not identical to the proposed rail stations, 
are fairly close.  (Attempting to make the bus stops exactly the same as the rail stops 
would have been impractical and expensive in certain particulars.) 

6. Because the rail operating plan is based on headways that are multiples of twelve 
minutes, the bus operating plan was also based on multiples of twelve minutes. 

7. No consideration was given to developing a bus alternative based on the differences 
between bus and rail characteristics, which, as discussed above, should have included a 
network of bus routes, each developed to begin as close as possible to potential riders at 
the morning end of the commuter, minimize mid-route stops, minimize transfers to serve 
the ultimate trip destination, and to take maximum advantage of fast travel on the existing 
Express Lanes in the corridor and those already well along in the planning, design, and 
environmental clearance process with a high likelihood of being available for operation 
well before the 2040 year that is the key for this evaluation. 

8. Similarly, no consideration was given to broadening and extending the area of analysis 
for this study, including those parts of the Central Valley not along the proposed Valley 
Link rail alignment, other major trip generator destinations in the Tri-Valley such as 
Lawrence Livermore Laboratory, destinations up and down the I-680 corridor (which 
also has significant Express Lanes now in operation and more being planned – among 
others. 

9. Instead, the route, stations, and operating plan were a simple decision to make the 
Bus/BRT Alternative as close as possible to those of the rail alternative – and nothing 
more was ever considered.    
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Was this, or something close to it, the methodology that was utilized to develop the Bus/BRT 
Alternative? 
I hope not because, if this was the methodology, it – or anything close – simply fails to produce 
what could have been a very good transportation alternative. 

This leads to the following detailed questions: 
1. Was a transportation model, either the Joint ACTC-ACE Model, or another model, 

utilized to produce the “annual weekday ridership of 1 million passengers in 2025?” 
2. If so, what was that model and how was it utilized, and where is the description of that 

model and the process in the DEIR? 
3. If different models (and/or non-standard transportation modeling processes) were used 

for the rail and bus ridership projections, explain why this was the preferred process and 
why it should be expected that the results from the two different modeling (or non-
modeling) schemes would be comparable for purposes of making a valid comparison of 
two competing alternatives? 

4. If a method other than the Joint ACTC-ACE Model was used for the bus ridership 
projections, what was the projection from this other method when it was used to project 
rail ridership (to allow evaluation of the accuracy of the bus projection methodology)? 

5. Based on the original bus fleet of 24 for 2025, with the addition of six more buses for 
2040 operations, it would appear that the expected 2040 bus ridership would be 
approximately 25% higher than the 2025 bus ridership ((24 + 6)/24 = 1.25).  Is my 
assumption, that the bus ridership for 2040 will be 125% of the 2025 bus ridership – 
growth of 25% from 2025 to 2040, consistent with that of the DEIR?  If not, what was the 
2040 Bus/BRT Alternative ridership projection? 

6. While the DEIR does have a description of the Bus/BRT Alternative operating plan for 
2025 (“For 2025 … [w]eekday peak period service … would be every 12 minutes 
between Greenville and the Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station and every 24 minutes 
between North Lathrop and Dublin/Pleasanton BART”  [DEIR, page 5-15]), I was unable 
to find any description of the 2040 Bus/BRT Alternative bus operating plan.  Would it be 
correct to assume that the six additional buses would be used to increase the peak 
headway between North Lathrop and Dublin/Pleasanton BART to 12 minutes, similar to 
the change between 2025 and 2040 for the rail operating plan?  If not, please describe the 
2040 bus operating plan and how these additional six buses would be utilized. 

7. Assuming that my calculation and assumption above is correct, how was this 25% growth 
in bus ridership from 2025 to 2040 calculated?  Was it the product of a model?  If so, 
what model, and what are the details and the model runs?  Or was there no attempt to 
project the 2040 Bus/BRT Alternative ridership? 

8. Or, is it possible that no projection of the 2040 ridership for the Bus/BRT Alternative was 
ever performed, given that there is no such data presented in the DEIR? 

9. Below, I show my calculation that the average rate of ridership increases for the three 
proposed Valley Link Proposed Project rail ridership modeling methodologies, 2025 to 
2040, was 149.6% – which is almost exactly six times the 25% increase (my calculation) 
over the same time period for the Bus/BRT Alternative.  I am unaware of any discussion 
of this very large variance in modal growth factors in the DEIR.  Please explain why rail 
ridership is projected to add almost one-and-one-half times the 2025 ridership by 2040, 
while the bus alternative is only projected to increase one-quarter of its 2025 ridership. 
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10. If the bus alternative riderships for 2025 and/or 2040 (if there was any projection for 
2040), and the ridership growth over this period were not obtained by modeling, how 
were these projections performed?  Peer comparisons?  If so, what were the peers?  
Professional judgement – if so, whose, and what are the qualifications and the 
experiences of these professionals to make this judgement?  What are the qualities of the 
rail proposal, or other factors, that differentiate it so greatly from bus, that will lead to 
almost six times the projected rate of growth of the bus alternative? 

DEIR, Tables 2-7, “Valley Link Average Weekday Ridership—2025 Full Project 
Implementation24” and 2-8, “Valley Link Average Weekday Ridership—2040 Full Project 
Implementation,” page 2-38, collectively, show the 2025 and 2040 projected riderships for two 
different proposed rail project alignments (“Proposed Project” and “Southfront Road Station 
Alternative”) and three different ridership projection methodologies (“Boardings,” “Production,” 
and “Attractions”).  Because the Proposed (Rail) Project includes the Greenville, vice Southfront 
Road, station, only the Greenville data was analyzed – and I utilized the simple average of these 
three projected percentage increases. 

Valley Link Rail Project Alternatives – 2025 and 2040 Ridership 
ALTERNATIVE 
  Methodology 

Projected 2025 
Ridership 

Projected 2040 
Ridership 

Percentage Increase, 
2025-2040 

PROPOSED PROJECT 
  Boardings 12.704 31,710 149.6% 
  Productions 12,701 31,711 149.7% 
  Attractions 12,707 31,708 149.5% 
Simple Average 31,710 149.6% 

Another important matter is the end-to-end travel time for buses from North Lathrop to 
Dublin/Pleasanton, which is assumed to be 1:32 (hours:minutes, or 92 minutes) without the 
Valco Station stop and 1:53 (113 minutes) with the Valco Station Stop (EIR, Table 5-3, 

 
24 So there is no doubt of the rail line operations that is being discussed for 2025 and 2040, as the title of this Table 
clearly indicates, both the 2025 and 2040 rail ridership projections are for the “Full Project Implementation,” 
Dublin/Pleasanton to North Lathrop, and not a shorter, Initial Operating Segment” (hereinafter, “IOS”) version of 
the full line – that would likely have been projected to have significantly less ridership than the full line to North 
Lathrup. 
    There is definitely discussion of “Initial Operating Segments” in the DEIR, from Dublin/Pleasanton to Greenville 
Station or Mountain House (DEIR, pp. ES-8/9), to being partial operation earlier if the full funding for the entire line 
to North Lathrop is not available immediately.  The IOS concept is very common in construction of passenger rail 
lines in the U.S. and around the world. 
    However, it is clear from the data and the very name of this Table that what is being evaluated for 2025 
operations is the full line, Dublin/Pleasanton to North Lathrop. 
   See also, DEIR §ES.5, “Operation and Maintenance – Conceptual Operating Plan,” “In 2025, Valley Link would 
also operate at 12-minute headways during peak periods between the Dublin/Pleasanton and Mountain House 
Stations, thereby meeting every BART train at Dublin/Pleasanton Station in the peak direction of travel. Valley Link 
would operate at 24-minute headways during peak periods between the North Lathrop Station and the 
Dublin/Pleasanton Station in 2025.”  
    This are just a few samples of the Proposed (Rail) Alternative option in the DEIR being the full 
Dublin/Pleasanton to North Lathrop line operating in 2025; the IOS discussion in the DEIR is simply to have a back-
up plan presented in the accepted plan for Valley Link to be part of the approved plan in case it is necessary to 
respond to the possibility that the full desired funding might not be available when desired. 
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“Bus/BRT Alternative – Estimated Travel Times,” page 5-16).  (For the remaining portion of this 
analysis, I will only consider the “without Valco Station Stop” option for the Bus/BRT 
Alternatives.)  This end-to-end travel time projection appears to based, in significant part, on, 
“Dublin/Pleasanton bound buses would travel along portions of I-5, I-205, and I-580, operating 
on the right-side shoulders during heavy traffic conditions (when travel speeds fall below 35 
mph) at a maximum speed of 35 mph” (DEIR, §5.4.2.1, “Bus/BRT Alternative with Managed 
Lanes – Alternative Description – Alternative Concept,” page 5-12). 
The explanatory note to the MTC Express Lanes map above shows that the (unidirectional) 
length of Express Lanes to be added on I-580 over the Altamont Pass would be 16.8 miles, or 8.4 
miles each way, and that there are preliminary schedules for this addition to the Bay Area 
Express Lane network to be in operation between 2030 and 2034 – both well before 2040, the 
period of analysis for this DEIR, and these dates could be accelerated if the appropriate 
government bodies so decided that it would be in the best interests of the public. 
Also, East of the Alameda-San Joaquin County line, there is the “I-205 Tracy HOV 8 Lane 
Widening,” one high occupancy vehicle (hereinafter, “HOV”) lane in each direction running 
from the Alameda-San Joaquin County Line to I-5, at milepost 12.5.25  The 2020 State 
Transportation Improvement Program (hereinafter “STIP”) has funded this project for 
$12,359,000 in 2020-2021 for Environmental Studies and Permits and $7,915,000 in 2022-2023 
for Plans, Specifications and Estimates26.  Given this investment in planning and design, it 
appears that this project has good prospects to be approved for construction after the above 
preparatory work is completed. 
8.4 miles on I-580 plus 12.5 miles on I-205 equals 20.9 miles of Express Lanes usable by 
properly designed LHCEBS routes between North Lathrop and Dublin/Pleasanton BART (and 
the Bus/BRT Alternative, but these would have to deviate from the Express Lanes for on-line 
station stops). 

• At 35 miles per hour (hereinafter, “mph”), it takes 35.8 minutes to travel 20.9 miles. 
• At 55 mph, it takes 22.8 minutes, a savings of 13.0 minutes, which would reduce the 

projected 92 minutes bus travel time down to 79 minutes. 
• At 65 mph, it takes 19.3 minutes, a savings of 16.5 minutes, which would reduce the 

projected bus travel time down to 75.5 minutes. 
Both the 55 mph and the 65 mph end-to-end travel times, 79 and 73.5 minutes, respectively, are 
much closer to the projected rail travel time of 65 minutes (DEIR, §2.5, “Conceptual Operating 
Plan,” page 2-35, than the 92 minutes for the Bus/BRT Alternative in the DEIR.  Rather than a 
difference of 27 minutes, or 44%, for the 35-mph bus-on-shoulder alternative, it is 14 minutes, or 
22%, for the 55-mph speed, and 10.5 minutes, or 17%, for the 65-mph operating speed.  (There 
is a simplifying assumption here, that the Bus/BRT Alternative travel will gain the full advantage 
of the time savings, even with having to divert to serve, from East to West, the Tracy Transit 
Center, the West Tracy, and the Mountain House Bus/BRT Stations in this section of its route, as 
shown in DEIR Figure 5-1, “Bus/BRT Alternative Route,” page 5-12.  The reality is that they 
will likely be able to gain most, but not all, of that advantage because of the extra time to leave 

 
25 Caltrans, Project Facts, undated, accessed January 14, 2021, I-205 Tracy HOV 8 Lane Widening | Caltrans 
26 California Transportation Commission, “2020 STIP,” Adopted March 25, 2020, accessed January 14, 2021, 
“County Share – San Joaquin County,” page 45 of 70, 2020 STIP Resolution - March 25, 2020 (ca.gov) 
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the Express Lanes to access the off-ramps while traveling at lower speeds, the loss of higher-
speed travel between the entrances to the off-ramps and the ends of the on-ramps, and the then 
the time to re-access the Express Lanes.  I have not attempted to calculate this impact.) 
Why did not the travel time calculations for the DEIR take into consideration these high-speed 
lanes that are very usable for LHCEBS, considering that both are well into planning and design 
for operations and appear to have a significant likelihood to be in service before the key 2040 
time frame? 
That either or both of these Express Lanes will be in service prior to 2040 is not a certainty, even 
though there are definite indications that both are well along in planning, environmental 
clearance, and design – but, given that the full DEIR is well over 5,000 pages and obviously is 
the product of a very large number of hours of work, would it have been too much to ask that the 
Bus/BRT Alternative analysis be performed on both a with and a without basis? 
All else equal, faster travel times will attract more riders – and travel times that are close for 
different modes should be expected to attract similar riderships. 
This faster end-to-end travel time should have been utilized for variety of other improvements 
that would further reduce operating time, decrease costs, and lead to higher bus ridership and 
other benefits: 

1. As the faster service operating on the expanded Express Lane network increases 
ridership, the extra demand will allow more routes to be added. 

2. The added service will reduce headways, again leading to more ridership – unlike the rail 
option, where the single-track line and limited passing tracks forces a headway no shorter 
than 12 minutes without substantial additional investment and construction, bus 
headways can be taken down to seconds; from New Jersey to the PABT in Manhattan, 
the XBL carries over 1,850 buses and over 74,000 passengers between 6:00 and 10:00 
a.m. each morning – on average, 460+ buses and 18,500+ per hour27; during the peak 
hour, it carries 32,600 passengers on 735 buses (over a bus every five seconds), an 
average of 44 passengers per bus)28.  BART’s peak ridership has been reported as various 
values, but the highest I have seen for the current system is 27,000 passengers/hour, peak 
hour, peak direction through the Transbay Tube to San Francisco – and that appears to be 
more of a description of maximum capacity than actual ridership29. 

3. The added speed of travel, leading to more ridership, will mean that, instead of each bus 
hitting multiple stops along the high-speed portion of the route (excluding the Vasco 
Road ACE station, the Bus/BRT Alternative has six between North Lathrop and 

 
27 Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, “Exclusive Bus Lane,” undated, accessed January 16, 2021, Port 
Authority of New York and New Jersey Lincoln Tunnel Exclusive Bus Lanes (panynj.gov) 
28 Transportation Research Board, Transportation Cooperative Research Program Report 100, 2003, Transit 
Capacity and Quality of Services Manual—2nd Edition, Part 2, “Transit in North America,” Exhibit 2-14, “Observed 
Peak Direction Peak Hour Passenger Volumes on U.S. and Canadian Bus Transit Routes (1995-970,” page 2-13, 
Accessed January 16, 2021, TCQSM Part 2 (trb.org) 
29 BART, Air Conformity Task Force, Transbay Capacity Core Study, August 24, 2017, slide 4, “BART’s Peak 
Hour Transbay Market Share,” and slide 5, “BART Transbay Corridor Peak Loads,” accessed January 16, 2021, 
Transbay Corridor Core Capacity Program 
    (The values in this presentation appear to be near BART’s all-time maximum; BART ridership has generally 
trended downward since, even pre-COVID-19.) 
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Dublin/Pleasanton), it will be able to reduce the number of stops along the main route.  
Coupled with the same bus that operated on the main higher-speed portion of the route 
also running through the residential neighborhoods will mean fewer mid-route stops, and 
transfers, from end-to-end for most riders. 

4. All of these bus advantage factors will build on each other, leading to more ridership, 
which means more buses, routes with fewer stops, which leads to more ridership, more 
trips, and even shorter end-to-end travel times. 

5. This, in turn, will lead to considerable savings in operations and capital costs.  To see 
how this can work, we will need to do some run-cutting to see how many buses will be 
needed to operate the schedule (before we start adding the buses to handle the additional 
riders).  This calculation is a function of the one-way end-to-end trip time, the 
layover/recovery time at the end of each trip, and the headway.  Right now, the end-to-
end run time, North Lathrop to Dublin/Pleasanton BART, is projected to be 92 minutes 
(without the Vasco Road ACE Station stop).  The headway will be assumed to be 12 
minutes.  I am unable to determine the layover/recovery time because these buses will 
have to recharge at the end of each (or, at least, most), one-way trips.  I cannot be 
definitive in how long it will take for this route from the data from the DEIR and the 
assumed supplier’s (New Flyer) web site.  Therefore, I have to make some assumptions.  
The in-motion travel time for the route trip will be 92 minutes, times two, or 184 minutes 
for round-trip in-motion time.  To operate on the 12-minute headway, the total round trip 
cycle time will have to be a multiple of 12 minutes.  The next evenly devisable value up 
from 184 minutes is 192, but this would leave only four minutes at the end of each one-
way trip for recharging, to say nothing of the time required for the operator to go through 
the bus for passengers who have not left the bus, check for leave-behinds to be turned 
over to lost-and-found, to do the bus inspections, and to take care of essential personal 
business.  I will arbitrarily assume 28 minutes at the end of each one-way trip for all of 
these, for a total round-trip cycle time of 240 minutes.  Dividing 240 minutes by the 12-
minute headway means that 20 buses will be needed to run the service; with the widely 
utilized 20% bus spare ratio, the purchase of 24 buses will be required30.  But, if we can 
save the 14 minutes per one way trip calculated above for 65-mph operation on the 
Express Lanes over the hills through the Altamont Pass and along I-205, that’s 78 
minutes one-way, double to 156 minutes of travel time, then go for 30 minutes (two more 
than the previous calculation) for layover/recovery/recharge time, and we have 216 
minutes total round trip cycle time, which will require 18 buses to operate and, with the 
20% spare ratio (rounding up), require the purchase of 22 vehicles.  So, even not 
factoring-in any of the other potential savings factors discussed above, this will mean a 

 
30 That this calculation produced a requirement for 24 buses and the Bus/BRT Alternative initial bus purchase for 
2028 operation was also 24 should not be given any importance; they are for different services to be operated. 
    I’m hoping that the 24-bus purchase would be more than will be necessary.  My assumptions work to a 28-minute 
recharge for a 92-minute on-road period, for a ratio of ~3.3:1.  Starting with a full charge, and with a three-hour 
peaks, my analysis of the New Flyer vehicle spec’s, while not sufficient for a conclusion, lead me to believe that this 
will likely be far more than is required for safe, consistent operation. 
    Another advantage of operation on Express Lanes is that the speed tends to be more consistent, avoiding starts-
and-stops, and reducing slowing and speeding up.  Even though these buses will have regenerative braking to 
recapture some of the energy that would other be lost in slowing, keeping as constant a speed as possible is almost 
always the most energy-efficient, regardless of the vehicle power plant. 
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savings of approximately 10% ([{20-2}/20] = 10%) in operating costs such as operator 
employment costs, and in the original bus fleet capital purchase a bit under that ([{24-
2}/24] = 8.3%). 

6. Because the bus operating costs are lower to begin with (see following section), and 
because faster service will mean that higher fares will be accepted for better – namely, 
more connections with fewer transfers – service, the farebox recovery ratio will be higher 
and the total operating subsidy requirements and the taxpayer subsidy per passenger and 
per passenger-mile will also decrease – meaning that LHCEBS will appear to 
significantly outperform the proposed Valley Link Rail Alternative in the cost-
effectiveness metric specified in AB759 enabling legislation for this study and this 
service.  

One final question for this section – what is the headway between Dublin/Pleasanton BART and 
North Lathrop for the Bus/BRT Alternative in 2040?  DEIR, page 5-15, there is, “For 2025, … 
Weekday peak service … would be every 12 minutes between Greenville and the Dublin/ 
Pleasanton BART Station and every 24 minutes between North Lathrop and Dublin/Pleasanton 
BART.” On page 5-16, there is, “The Bus/BRT Alternative would utilize an initial 24 buses, 
with 6 additional Buses needed by 2040.”  It could be that the six additional buses would be to 
operate a consistent 12-minute peak headway between North Lathrop and Dublin/Pleasanton 
BART for the Bus/BRT Alternative in 2040, similar to the reduction of headway for the rail 
alternative in 2040 (DEIR, Table 2-5., “Valley Link 2040 Conceptual Service Plan,” page 2-35). 

Is this correct? 
A proper analysis of alternatives – such as, in this particular, bus vs. rail transit alternatives in the 
same corridor – requires that the component analyses be done in a fair, unbiased, professional 
manner, using standard, accepted methodologies that are applied to all alternatives in a 
consistent manner.  Unless I missed the explanation in the DEIR of how the same models, and 
modeling techniques, used for the rail alternative 2025 and 2040 ridership projections were also 
the source of the 2025 and 2040 Bus/BRT Alternative ridership projections, I call these 
projections, and in particularly the very low bus ridership projections compared to those for rail, 
into serious question. 
I call upon The Authority to provide a professional and convincing explanation, with full 
documentation, to explain why the 2025 bus alternative ridership is only 30% of that of rail, and 
why the 25% ridership growth for bus from 2025 to 2040 is only slightly over one-sixth that for 
rail over the same period, producing a bus 2040 ridership that is only 15% of the rail ridership 
projection. 
To put it another way, provide justification for the public not to believe that the bus ridership 
projections were produced by the time-honored atmospheric extraction process so to make the 
Proposed (Rail) Alternative appear superior. 
Methodology for Computation of Changes in Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) appears 
questionable. 
The following is a “cut-and-paste” of Table 5-2 from page 5-11 of the DEIR (hereinafter Table 
5-2): 
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(Red ovals added to call out the data that will be analyzed below.) 
The following is a “cut-and-paste” of Table 10 from page 10 of the Appendix F “Technical 
Memorandum” (hereinafter “Table 10”): 

 
Some of the key data in Table 5-2 does appear to be taken directly from Table 10; in particular, 
the 556,500 Average Weekday VMT Reduction for the 2040 Full Build – Greenville Scenario. 
(NOTE:  Mathematical error – 198,537,000 – 197,981,000 = 556,000, not 556,500.  This same 
type of error is found for every row of data in this table and those carried forward to Table 5-2.  
All of the data in the “No Build” and “Build” columns is expressed in even thousands, ending 
with three zeroes, but every value in the right-most column, “Average Weekday VMT 
Reduction,” is expressed in even hundreds, ending with two zeros.  This could be something as 
simple as a mismatch as to the rounding for the two left-most vs. the right-most columns, and the 
mathematical variation does not appear to be remotely approaching any relevance – except, 
perhaps, as a comment on the technical review, fact-checking, and editing processes for the 
DEIR.) 
However, there appear to be numerous inconsistencies between what is presented in Table 5-2 
and what is presented in Table 10 and what is elsewhere in (or not in) Appendix F. 
Table 5-2 shows “Weekday Daily VMT Reductions by Alternative vs. No Project Alternative” 
for the Bus/BRT Alternative; yet, there is nothing in Table 10 in regard to the Bus/BRT 
Alternative – in fact, there is nothing-at-all about the Bus/BRT Alternative in Appendix F and, 
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indeed, the word, “bus” cannot be found in Appendix F.  There is nothing in Appendix F, or 
anywhere else in the DEIR I have been able to find, that indicates any kind of standard 
information technology-based modeling has been done for the Bus/BRT Alternative, its 
ridership, VMT impact, or GHG impact. 
Now let us compare four data items in the first and third lines of data in Table 5-2, the VMT 
reductions for the 2025 and the 2040 Full Build for the Proposed Project and the BRT 
Alternative.  All the data following are savings and, as is done in the Table, are expressed below 
in parenthesis as a negative number. 
For 2025, the value for the Bus/BRT Alternative saving is (35,200), which is 17.4% of the 
Proposed Project’s savings of (202,300).  What is puzzling about this is that differences in VMT 
Reductions between transit options are primarily driven by differences in ridership; the more 
riders that are diverted from drive-alone to transit, all else equal (which never happens in real 
life, but the other factors often tend to be less significant and often have impacts that net against 
each other – and these output data should be the products of model runs where most of the other 
factors are controlled).  According to the DEIR, page 5-16, “… the Bus/BRT Alternative is 
projected to attract an annual weekday ridership of 1 million passengers in 2025, which is 
approximately 30 percent of the estimated 3.2 million weekday passengers for the Proposed 
Project in 2025.” 
If the Bus/BRT Alternative ridership is 30% of the Proposed Project ridership, then why is the 
VMT reduction only 17.4% of that of the Proposed Project, which is only 58% of 30%? 
For the Proposed Project, the 2040 Full Build savings is (556,500), which is 275% of the 2025 
Full Build savings of (202,300).  This is relatively close to the change in boardings For the Full 
Build for this same period, from EIR Tables 2-7 and 2-8, page 2-38,  of approximately 250%, 
from 12,704 to 31,710.  (The difference between 250% and 275% may be due to differences in 
the rate of growth of ridership by stations of origins and destinations, because if shorter trips 
were growing faster than longer trips, the VMT savings could be expected to be lower – and 
there may be other causes that cannot be known without more information than is contained in 
the DEIR). 
For the Bus/BRT Alternative, the 2040 Full Build savings is (157,600), which is 448% of the 
2025 Full Build savings of (35,200), growth of 348%.  As the Bus/BRT Alternative does not 
have a 2040 ridership projection, the only data in the DEIR that I have to work with is from page 
5-16, “The Bus/BRT Alternative would utilize an initial 2025 fleet of 24 buses, with 6 additional 
buses needed by 2040.”  While the change in ridership from this fleet size increase of 25% could 
be somewhat more (or less) than 25%, the variance from 25% would almost certainly be 
relatively minor.  It is exceeding difficult, bordering on impossible, to come up with any way 
that a 338% reduction in VMT can be explained by a 25% increase in fleet size, producing a 
near-25% increase in ridership, with all other factors held constant. 
Comparing the 2040 VMT outcomes for these two Alternatives, the Bus/BRT Alternative’s is 
(157,600) vs. the Proposed Project’s (556,500).  From 2025 to 2040, the Bus/BRT Alternative’s 
savings grew 62% from 17.4% to 28.3% of the Proposed Project’s.  Again, it is very difficult to 
even conceive of an explanation of how this could possibly occur, given the way that these two 
alternatives were conceived and the results of their operations presented in the DEIR.  How can 
the BUS VMT impact increase significantly as a percentage of that of the Proposed (Rail) 
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Project’s, when the ridership of the Proposed (Rail) Project increase so much more than that for 
bus? 
The changes in VMT, and the means of producing the quantification of these changes in the 
DEIR, are of extreme importance because of the major change in how the State of California 
reviews transportation impacts:  “… in developing the criteria, OPR has proposed, and the 
California Natural Resources Agency (Agency) has certified and adopted, changes to the CEQA 
Guidelines that identify vehicle miles traveled (VMT) as the most appropriate metric to evaluate 
a project’s transportation impacts.31” 
Also, Executive Summary §ES.2.4, “Be a model of sustainability in the design, construction, and 
operation of the system,” page ES-4, states: 

“The Proposed Project will operate 74 daily round trips, providing an estimated 
33,000 daily rides in 2040. This will result in the reduction of an estimated 99.4 
million vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per year in 2040 and the reduction of an 
estimated 32,220 to 42,650 metric tons of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, 
depending on the final project configuration.”  

Dividing the 99.4 million annual VMT reduction in 2040 above by the 556,500 Weekday Daily 
VMT reduction from Table 5-2 produces a ratio of annual-to-weekday VMT reduction of 
178.6:1.  In a 365-day year, depending upon the day of the week that the year begins on, there 
are either 260 or 261 weekdays.  Using the standard transportation practice of subtracting out the 
six national legal holidays that are celebrated on weekdays (New Year’s Day, Memorial Day, 
Fourth of July, Labor Day, Thanksgiving Day, and Christmas Day) leaves 254 or 255 working 
weekdays per 365-day year.  As the Proposed Project does include service on Saturdays, 
Sundays, and Holidays (Table 2-5, “Valley Link 2040 Conceptual Service Plan,” page 2-35), 
after considering the riders on these weekend days and non-working weekdays, the ratio of 
working weekday-to-annual must exceed 254/255:1 (below, I calculate a ratio of 276.33 for 
Caltrain’s commuter rail operations based on its 2019 data, which I believe is a reasonable 
estimate of what Valley Link may achieve for roughly similar types of service – commuter rail – 
and service schedules). 
Please explain the derivation of the 99.4 million annual VMT reduction in §ES2.4 above, 
compared to the data in Table 5-2. 
As explained above, VMT is now of primary importance in the CEQA evaluation of 
transportation projects.  The evidence taken directly from the DEIR and my analysis of it call 
into serious question the propriety of The Authority’s evaluation of VMT and related data in the 
DEIR; in fact, I even unsure if there was any standard information technology-based modeling of 
the Bus/BRT Alternative VMT (and boarding and GHG) outcomes.  This is a matter of extreme 
importance and I call upon The Authority to explain the methodology or methodologies used to 
produce the data in Table V-2 and §ES2.4 and the related ridership, GHG, and other associated 
data, and to explain why these apparent major internal logical inconsistencies are being reported. 

 
31 State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, Technical Advisory on Evaluating 
Transportation Impacts in CEQA, December 2018, page 1, “Introduction,” accessed January 18, 2021, Revised 
Proposal on Updates to the CEQA Guidelines on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (ca.gov)  



Thomas A. Rubin Comments on Valley Link Draft Environmental Impact Report   Page 37 

Because of the previously-mentioned relationship – more passengers carried è fewer VMT 
from travel è greater GHG reduction – and the very unexpected relationship between changes 
in ridership and changes in VMT, as described above, I was very interested in reviewing the 
GHG outcomes for the 2025 and 2040 Proposed (Rail) and Bus/BRT Alternatives as I did above 
with the VMT data in Table V-2. 
However, I was unable to find the same type of simple, straight-to-the-heart-of-the-question data 
for GHG.  Actually, I was unable to find sufficient data to perform any type of meaningful 
quantitative analysis – in fact, in DEIR Chapter 3.8, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” the words 
“Bus” and “BRT” do not appear. 
There is very limited data on GHG in DEIR Chapter 5, “Other Alternatives Considered.”  Table 
5-7, “Net Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Project/Alternative Operations, 2040,” and the 
explanatory narrative, show that the Bus/BRT GHG reductions for 2040 – (11,529) – were 
approximately 36% of those for the Proposed Project (DMU Variant) – (32,220), as opposed to 
Bus/BRT’s 28% of Rail’s VMT reduction.  Because the propulsion power for rail is calculated 
for diesel multiple units, relatively large GHG emitters, Bus/BRT should be expected to do what 
it is reported as doing, performing better on this measure, because it is operated with battery-
powered buses charged off what should be a rather green set of California electric power emitters 
by 2040.  However, there is simply not sufficient data to even begin to try to go from qualitative 
and directional to quantitative. 
… which brings us back to, how exactly was the Bus/BRT Alternative ridership modeled, or 
projected, or calculated, for 2040, and, assuming that the ridership result was the key driver of 
VMT change, which in turn was a major driver of GHG change, how were these alternatives all 
modeled or otherwise produced for 2025 and 2028 and how do all of these fit together? 
The inconsistent and internally illogical VMT values for 2025 and 2040, discussed above, 
provide the basis for major concerns. 
LHCEBS Would Be Considerably More Cost-Effective that the Valley Link Rail Proposal 
– Even the Extremely Poorly Conceived Bus/BRT Alternative Presented in the DEIR 
Shows Well Relative to the Proposed (Rail) Alternative 
I have utilized various data from the DEIR to prepare various measures of cost effectiveness and 
my detailed calculations, with the data sources and assumptions, are presented below. 

My findings are (for rail, there are two projections for capital costs): 
1. Total rail capital costs, for the low and high ranges, are 489% and 611% of those of the 

Bus/BRT Alternative. 
2. Annualized rail capital costs are 566% and 708% of those of the Bus/BRT Alternative. 
3. Rail operating costs are 815% of those of the Bus/BRT Alternative. 
4. Rail ridership is 647% of the of the Bus/BRT Alternative. 
5. While rail ridership is projected to be higher than that of bus, the costs, both capital and 

operating, are slightly higher still. 
6. Total Annualized rail costs per rider are 101% to 115% of that of the bus Alternative. 
7. FEIR, §2.82.2, “Operating and Maintenance Costs and Revenues, page 2-39, states, 

“While not yet determined, potential sources of revenue include farebox recover 
(estimated at 50 percent by year three of operations) …”  To achieve a 50% farebox 
recovery ratio in 2040, the average fare per boarding would be $4.88 for rail.  
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Transit ridership is impacted by fare level; generally speaking, the lower the fare, the 
higher the ridership.  As the norm in transportation modeling for transit ridership is to use 
the fare level as an input, what fare level was utilized in the projections of the Valley 
Link Rail ridership?  Assuming that such modeling was utilized for the Bus/BRT 
Alternative ridership, what fare level was utilized? 

8. To achieve a 50% farebox recovery ratio, the average Bus/BRT Alternative fare per 
boarding would be $3.88 –  a hair under 80% of the average rail fare. 

9. If the bus fare was the $4.88 rail fare, the Bus/BRT Alternative would operate at a 63% 
farebox recovery ratio – the fare revenues would significantly exceed the operating costs. 

On these metrics, bus is competitive with rail – even with the very poorly designed minimal 
Bus/BRT Alternative. 
The obvious question is, if a small and poorly-designed bus alternative performs this well 
compared to rail, how well would a well-designed bus system, one that utilized all of the 
improvements discussed in this comment letter, perform? 
Notes on my cost and cost-effectiveness analysis: 

1. While I find many issues with the capital costs, and other factors, presented in the DEIR 
for both the rail and bus alternatives, for the purposes of this section of my comment 
letter, I am using the data from the DEIR without modifications, to the extent possible. 

2. Because AB758 establishes “… cost-effective connection …” as a prime criterion, and 
because the projected riderships of the bus and rail alternatives vary, I will do the 
calculations on the basis of cost, and other metrics, per rider. 

3. In my calculations, I utilized the Federal Transit Administration’s (hereinafter “FTA”) 
“new starts” methodology (projects applying for major capital investment grant funds for 
major capacity increases), most specifically its methodology for determining cost-
effectiveness, cost per rider, as the de facto national standard. 

The FTA new starts cost-effectiveness methodology is shown on the following slide32: 

 
32 FTA, “Capital Investment Grant Program New and Small Starts Evaluation and Rating Process,” August 2013, 
accessed January 12, 2021, 
https://www.transit.dot.gov/sites/fta.dot.gov/files/docs/Final_Policy_Guidance_outreach_slides_-
_August_2013_FINAL.pdf 
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Simplifying, the numerator is the sum of the annualized capital cost plus the annual operating 
cost (the “enrichments” to be deducted from the annualized capital cost calculation include costs 
for artwork, landscaping, bike and pedestrian paths, etc., which are not identified for this project, 
are likely minor, and therefore ignored). 
The annualized capital cost is calculated by subdividing the costs into specified Standard Cost 
Categories (hereinafter, “SCC”) and applying a discount factor (currently 2%) based on the 
stipulated useful life) of the specific category (for example, heavy-duty buses have a 12-year life, 
rail vehicles have a 25-year life, and at-grade stations have a 70-year life.  The calculation is 
identical to that used to calculate an annual mortgage payment for a mortgage of specific years at 
a specific interest rate. 
For the discount factors, I utilized those in the FTA “New Starts SCC Workbook” Excel™ 
spreadsheet33, “Build Annualized – Current” tab. 
So I am clear, except for some simplifications and some assumptions I had to make due to lack 
of data in the DEIR, the calculations I am presenting are the exact same calculations that all 
applicants for FTA 49 USC 5309 Capital Improvement Grants must submit for their applications 
to even be considered – and which the proposed Valley Link rail project would have to submit if 
it attempts to go after Federal “new starts” funding. 

There are several assumptions, sources, and clarifications: 

 
33 FTA, June 28, 2019, accessed January 12, 2021, New Starts SCC Workbook | FTA (dot.gov) 
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1. For some of the capital costs, I was unable to determine the precise SCC code, and 
therefore the useful lives and discount factors, from the descriptions in the DEIR, so I had 
to use my best judgements – while this may have resulted in some errors, these errors, if 
any, would not have much impact on the results. 

2. A key part of the calculation is the conversion of total capital costs to annualized capital 
costs.  For the proposed Valley Link rail line, the costs were resented in two schedules for 
low- and high-cost ranges, the details of both are in DEIR, Appendix G, “Preliminary 
Cost Estimates,” Attachment 1, “Estimate Summary Reports,” with the low range details 
on pp. 1-4 and the high range details on pp. 5-8.  Unfortunately, pp. 6-7, labeled, 
“Summary By Segments:  Base Case – High Range,” which should have had the detail 
needed to complete the schedule following, actually had the exact same data as pp. 2-3, 
“Summary By Segments:  Base Case – Low Range,”  The detail on pp. 2-3 sums to the 
total cost for the low range as shown on page 1 ($2,334.92 million), so I were able to do 
the detail calculations for the low range, but I was unable to complete the calculations for 
the high range in the same manner. 
 
To complete the high range cost, I multiplied the sum of the detail annualized costs by 
category, $104.89 million, by the ratio of the high range total capital costs ($2,918.65 
million) to the low range total capital costs ($2,334.92 million) – which, by remarkable 
coincidence (or not), is exactly 1.25:1.00. 

3. As discussed above, there appears to be one, and possibly two, errors in the presentation 
of the Rail 2040 O&M costs which appeared to produce two different costs for the 
proposed alternative in FEIR, Table 2-9, “Annual Operating and Maintenance Cost 
Projections by Service Scenario,” page 2-39.  I utilized the $85,581,000 2040 O&M cost 
presented in this Table, which is what I believe is the intended value for 2040. 

4. The Bus capital costs were obtained from DEIR, Table 5-4, “Bus/BRT Alternative 
Capital Cost Estimate,” page 5-17.  Bus operating costs are also taken from page 5-17. 

5. Rail ridership for 2040 is presented in FEIR, Table 2-8, Valley Link Average Weekday 
Ridership – 2040 Full Project Implementation,” page 2-38, using three different 
methodologies that produced all but identical values.  I used the average of these three. 

6. The DEIR does not present 2040 ridership projections for the Bus/BRT Alternative 
(which I believe to be a remarkable deficiency which I discuss elsewhere in this comment 
letter in detail).  The closest to a ridership projection is found on page 5-16, “Based on 
the anticipated vehicle fleet (and the capacity of individual vehicles) and the service plan, 
the Bus/BRT Alternative is projected to attract an annual weekday ridership of 1 million 
passengers in 2025, which is approximately 30 percent of the estimated 3.2 million 
weekday passengers for the Proposed Project in 2025.” I was unable to find any mention 
in the DEIR of any bus ridership projection for 2040, but since the page 5-17 cost 
projection has lines for “Additional Buses for Expanded Service (6),” on top of an 
original fleet of 24 (same page), I assumed that the 25% increase in buses would produce 
a similar increase in bus riders, to 1,250,000 total weekday riders in 2040. 
 
As is also discussed in detail in this comment letter, I consider this a very low projection 
based on a very poor design for the bus alternative. 

7. The standard, FTA-mandated, cost-effective metric is cost per passenger.  Since costs, 
both capital and operating, are expressed in annual costs, ridership must also be 
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expressed as the annual total.  However, the DEIR only presents weekday ridership – 
and, as noted above, the DEIR does not provide even weekday ridership for the Bus/BRT 
Alternative in 2040 – it was necessary for me to calculate this value. 
As discussed above, in the transit industry, weekday ridership actually means “working 
weekday” ridership.  Eliminating the six legal holidays that are celebrated on weekdays 
(New Year’s Day, Memorial Day, July 4th, Labor Day, Thanksgiving, and Christmas 
Day), there are either 254 or 255 working week days in a 365-day year and 254, 255, or 
256 working weekdays in a leap year – overall, it works out close to 255 weekdays per 
year.  The 365-day year is filled out with 52 Saturdays and 58 “Sundays” – the latter 
including the six legal holidays celebrated on weekdays. 
Unlike ACE, which only operates on weekdays, Valley Link proposes to operate on 
Saturdays, Sundays, and Holidays.  In order to convert the working weekday ridership in 
the DEIR to annual ridership, I utilized the data from the Caltrain from the FTA National 
Transit Database (hereinafter, “”NTD”) “Profile” for the 2019 reporting year34: 

Annual:Weekday Conversion Factor for Caltrain35 (FY2019) 
Day Type Average Boardings Percent of Weekday  

Weekday 64,492   
Saturday 15,664 24.29%  
Sunday/Holiday 9,669 14.99%  
 Number  Extension 
Weekday 255 100.00% 255.00 
Saturday 52 24.29% 12.63 
Sunday/Holiday 58 14.99% 8.70 
    
Annual:Weekday Conversion Factor 276.3336 
 This factor was applied to both bus and rail weekday ridership to produce annual 
ridership. 

 
34 FTA, NTD, undated, accessed January 12, 2021, 90134 2019 Agency Profile (dot.gov) 
35 Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Agreement. 
36 Going back to the Valley Link Project Feasibility Report – Final, October 2019, there is contradictory – and most 
non-credible – data for this Factor. 
    On page 3-8, there is “Valley Link with be similar to Pittsburg-Antioch eBART,” which presents eBART Daily 
Ridership of 7,900 and Annual Ridership of 2,196,200; 2,196,200/7,900 è Annual:Weekday Conversion Factor 
(hereinafter “Factor”) of 278.00:1, .6% higher than my computation above. 
  But, on the same page, the Valley Link 2025 Daily Ridership is shown as 10,900 and 2025 Annual Ridership at 
3,281,000 è Factor of 301.01, which would be extraordinarily high for a commuter rail system – the largest 
commuter rail operator in the nation, the Long Island Railroad, reported a Factor of 284.7:1 for the 2019 NTD 
reporting year – and there are many more weekends attractions in Manhattan than in Dublin/Pleasanton. 
  Page 1-8 shows 26,000-28,000 daily riders by 2040 (headways not specified) and page 3-7 shows 2040 annual 
riderships of 7.9 million (for “Every 12 minutes to/from Greenville, every 24 minutes to/from North Lathrop”) and 
8.5 million (for “Every 12 minutes to/from Greenville and to/from North Lathrop”).  Relating the daily ridership to 
the 7.9 million è Factor of 282.14-303.85; for the 8.5 million, the Annual:Weekday Conversion factor would be 
303.57-326.92.  Given that MTA-New York City Transit reported 310.8:1 in the city with 40% of the total U.S. 
transit use for 2019, this Feasibility Report data has no credibility. 
    (SMART reports a Factor of 296.2:1, but this is primarily due to its weekday ridership being so disappointing that 
the “Disneyland” ride factor on weekends is very significant.)   
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Here are detailed calculations and the results: 
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VALLEY LINK -- ANNUALIZED COST PER TRIP 

Rail and Bus/BRT Alternatives 

   Rail (Millions of Dollars) Bus (Millions of Dollars) 

   Construction Costs Annualized Costs   
 Useful Discount Low High Los High Construction Annualized 

Standard Cost Category & SCC Code 
Number Life Factor Range Range Range Range Costs Costs 

Trackway Civilwork 10.11 35 0.0400  $402.20   $16.09     
Trackway - Ballast/Ties/Rail/T.O. 10.11 35 0.0400  213.48   8.54     
Stations 20.01 70 0.0267  218.20   5.83     
Highway I-580 Widening 40.07 20 0.0612  645.14   39.48     
Train Controls & Communications 30.01 30 0.0446  157.72   7.03     
Other Project Costs (unknown) 30 0.0446  1.91   0.09     
Right-of-Way 60.01 125 0.0218  160.64   3.50     
Tunnel Rehabilitation 10.07 125 0.0218  32.81   0.72     
Grade Separation - Altamont Pass Rd.  
10.04 80 0.0252  10.38   0.26     
Grade Crossings 10.03 20 0.0612  20.52   1.26     
Yard Trackwork 30.05 80 0.0252  26.18   0.66     
Facilities/Shop 30.03 50 0.0318  38.57   1.23     
Civilwork 30.03 50 0.0318  32.82   1.04     
Rolling Stock 70.03 25 0.0512  374.40   19.17     
Shoulder Improvements/Restriping 40.07 20 0.0612      $54.3  $3.3  

Roadway Structures Modifications 40.05 80 0.0252      42.3  1.1  

Bus Stops 20.04 70 0.0267      52.7  1.4  

Parking Lots 40.07 20 0.0612      28.3  1.7  

Dublin/Pleasanton BART Bus Facility 20.01 70 0.0267      194.9  5.2  
Operations and Maintenance Facility 
30.03 50 0.0318      65.9  2.1  
Vehicles (including for expanded service) 
70.04 12 0.0946          39.0  3.7  

Projected Total Capital Costs/Annual Capital Costs  $2,334.96  $2,918.65  104.89  131.11  $477.40  18.5  

Projected 2040 Operating Costs     85.58  85.58   10.5  

Projected 2040 Total Annualized Costs (millions of dollars)   190.47  216.69   29.0  
Projected 2040 Working Weekday 
Ridership     31,710  31,710    
Annualized Working Weekday Ridership        1,250,000  

Times: Annual:Working Weekday Conversion Factor    276.33  276.33   276.33  

Divided By:  Working Weekdays/Year        255  

Divided by:  Annual Ridership     8,762,284  8,762,284   1,354,537  

Cost per Rider, 2040     $21.74  $24.73   $21.42  

From the “bottom line” – cost per rider – bus is 1.5% lower than the low-range value for the 
Proposed (Rail) Alternative and 13.4% lower than the high-range value, or 7.8% lower than the 
average of the high and low.  So, bus “wins” this computation – but the margin is so small, and 
the degree of uncertainty on so many of the numbers so high, why don’t we just call this a draw? 
My major problem is that I believe that the Bus/BRT Alternative was very poorly conceived and 
that there was no attempt to utilize the many advantages of bus to see what could be done.  To 
recall just the two most obvious: 
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1. The bus operations for 2040 were based on driving 35 mph on the shoulders of I-205 and 
I-580 over the Altamont Pass, even though the plans to implement managed lanes on over 
20 miles of this well before 2040 are well underway.  The faster speed of travel on these 
lanes would attract a significant number of additional riders and lower both operating and 
capital costs. 

2. To achieve the 50% farebox recovery ratio assumed for the Proposed (Rail) Alternative 
would require an average fare higher than that required to produce a 50% farebox 
recovery ratio for the Bus/BRT Alternative.  This large a difference in fares would have a 
major impact on ridership.  It is impossible to know how large a difference without a 
detailed study of the specific of this situation, but, since the late 1940’s, the transit 
industry’s initial rule of thumb has been the Simpson & Curtin formula37 – a 3% increase 
in fares produces a 1% decrease in ridership.  From $3.88 (the average 2040 fare for the 
Bus/BRT Alternative) to $4.88 (for the Proposed [Rail] Alternative) is a 26% increase in 
fare, divided by three is 9% – the bus ridership would be 9% that of the rail ridership – 
and the additional riders would reduce the Bus/BRT Alternative cost/passenger. 

In summary, an honest effort to do a really good LHCEBS would produce a very viable 
competitor to the Proposed (Rail) Alternative – in every way. 
LHCEBS Can Have Far Lower Subsidies per Passenger and per Passenger-Mile than 
Commuter Rail 
Long-Haul Commuter Express Transit is generally presents among the highest, if not the 
absolute highest, farebox recovery and operating ratios of all transit modes38.  The New Jersey 
Transit Corporation (NJTransit), the main transit operator for the State, and its predecessors have 
operated long-haul commuter transit into Manhattan for decades – and this provides a near-
unique ability to directly compare commuter rail and Long-Haul Commuter Express Bus 
Services from the same, or comparable, origins to destinations under the direct or contracted 
operations by the same entity.     

New Jersey Long-Distance Transit Services Modal Operating Statistics 201839 
  NJTransit 

 
37 John F. Curtin, “Effect of Fares on Transit Riding,” Highway Research Record, 213 (1968), 8-19.  
38 All calculations in this section will be made using NTD definitions and data from the annual “Profiles” from each 
reporter. 
    Farebox recovery ratio is “Fare Revenues” divided by “Operating Expenses.”  Operating ratio is “Fares and 
Directly Generated” revenues divided by “Operating Expenses.” 
    “Directly Generated” revenues are monies that are directly generated by transit operations and, unlike taxes and 
other subsidies, would not exist if the transit service was not operated.  In roughly declining order of magnitude 
(which will vary by transit mode and specific transit operator), these include advertising on vehicles and at stations, 
parking revenues, station concession fees (paid by contractors and suppliers for the ability to sell food, beverages, 
print media, sundries, etc.), and vehicle concession fees.  
39 All data from National Transit Database, “Profile” for each reporter, for the 2018 reporting year, Federal Transit 
Administration, Website, https://cms7.fta.dot.gov/ntd/transit-agency-profiles accessed July 2, 2020.  
    Commuter Bus data is for eight transit operators, Academy Lines, Inc.; Community Transit Inc.; DeCamp Bus 
Lines, Hudson Transit Lines, Inc., Lakeland Bus Lines, Inc.; Olympia Trails Bus Company, Inc.; Rockland Coaches, 
Inc.; and Suburban Transit Corporation.  Community Transit and Olympia Trails, which together carry 6.4% of 
unlinked passenger trips, do not report passenger miles to the National Transit Database; they are omitted from the 
cost/fare/subsidy per passenger-mile and average trip length statistics. 
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COMMUTER BUS COMMUTER RAIL 
Reported Statistics 

Operating Expenses $192,295,040 $1,016,958,264 
Fare Revenue $169,048,871 $561,748,246 
Unlinked Passenger Trips 16,581,341 87,059,367 
Passenger Miles 575,131,248 2,148,539,449 
Revenue Vehicle Hours 1,089,088 1,889,904 
Revenue Vehicle Miles 30,619,190 62,182,061 
Fares & Directly Generated Revenue40 $192,490,047 $656,020,870 

Calculated Performance Indicators 
Average Trip Length (miles) 34.7 24.7 
Average Operating Speed (miles per hour) 28.1 32.9 
Average Passenger Load 18.8 34.6 
Farebox Recovery Ratio 87.9% 55.2% 
Operating Ratio (Op Ex/Fare & Dir Gen 
Rev) 

100.1% 64.5% 

Cost per Passenger $11.60 $11.68 
Fares per Passenger $10.20 $6.45 
Subsidy per Passenger $1.40 $5.23 
Cost per Passenger Mile $.334 $.473 
Fare per Passenger Mile $.294 $.261 
Subsidy per Passenger Mile $.040 $.212 

From the above, it can be fairly concluded that the service provided and consumed for Commuter 
Bus (CB) and NJTransit Commuter Rail (CR) passengers is similar: long-haul, primarily peak 
period, suburb-to-central city commutes.  The average CB ride is 40% longer, but this is due, in 
large part, to the many CR passengers that transfer in Newark to the Port Authority Trans-
Hudson (PATH) heavy rail lines to the six Manhattan and seven New Jersey41 stations that get 
them closer to their ultimate destinations than Penn Station, the sole Manhattan CR stop, and the 
CR New Jersey stations.42  Another reason for the longer CB trips is that many CB routes 
provide local collector service before transitioning to long-haul express service and others are 
express for less than half of the route43 – which also partially explains why the CR average 
operating speed is 17% higher. 
The average fares per passenger mile are also similar, with CB 13% higher.  But CB costs are 
29% lower per passenger mile, which leads to CB subsidies being 73% lower per passenger and 

 
40 Ibid. 
    Directly Generated is reported only in total for NJTransit.  For purposes of this analysis, the total NJTransit 
Directly Generated revenue was allocated to Commuter Rail.  NJTransit Commuter Rail accounted for 46.9% of 
total operating expenses and 57.6% of total fares in 2018; so, this 100% allocation is obviously an overstatement.    
41 Port Authority Trans Hudson “Service Maps,” Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, Website, undated, 
accessed July 2, 2020, https://www.panynj.gov/path/en/schedules-maps.html 
42 (Commuter Rail) “System Map,” New Jersey Transit Corporation, Website, undated, 
https://d2g63oyneaimm8.cloudfront.net/sites/default/files/2020-03/Rail_System_Map.pdf 2 July 2020. 
43 ”Commuter Map,” Academy Lines, Inc., Website, undated,  http://www.academybus.com/Commuters/Map.aspx 2 
July 2020. 
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81% lower per passenger mile.  Indeed, if non-fare operating revenues like advertising and 
parking are included, these eight CB operators, in total, actually broke-even in 2018, with a 
100.1% operating ratio, compared to a very generously-calculated 64.5% for CR. 
NJTransit’s CR service is well regarded; indeed, its 55.2% farebox recovery ratio for 2018 
exceeded the industry average of 48.5%44.  The 87.9% weighted average farebox recovery ratio 
for the CB service is among the highest in the nation, as both CB and CR benefit from the same 
high-density land use at both ends of the trip, coupled with very well-established trip patterns. 
It is very common, nationally, for commuter bus service to have higher farebox recovery ratios 
than non-commuter bus, as illustrated in the following. 

Urban Areas with Commuter and Non-Commuter Bus Service 2018 
 
 

Area 

 
 

State 

 
 

Name 

Farebox Recovery 
%45 

CB Non-CB 
Ann Arbor MI Ann Arbor Area Transportation Authority 78.3% 15.8% 
Lancaster CA Antelope Valley Transit Authority 53.6% 17.0% 
Austin TX Capital Metro Transportation Authority 12.8% 11.4% 
Cobb Co. GA CobbLine 18.1% 22.3% 
Lawrenceville GA Gwinnett County Transit 27.1% 16.6% 
Houston TX Metropolitan Transit Authority of Harris Co. 35.2% 9.0% 
Los Angeles CA City of LA Department of Transportation 26.9% 11.2% 
Northern 
Virginia 

 
VA 

Potomac and Rappahannock Transportation 
Commission 

 
57.8% 

 
11.3% 

Oakland CA AC Transit 22.7% 15.9% 
Roseville CA Roseville Transit 55.8% 6.2% 
Santa Clarita CA Santa Clarita Transit 30.2% 12.9% 
 
Seattle 

 
WA 

Sound Transit 27.5%  
King County Metro  25.4% 

Everett WA Community Transit 78.2% 10.8% 
Vallejo CA Solano County Transit 42.1% 12.6% 
Pinole CA Western Contra Costa Transit Authority 61.1% 14.4% 
Simple Averages 41.8% 14.2% 

In this list, there are several commuter bus operators with farebox recovery ratios over 50%, 
including those in Ann Arbor, Lancaster, Northern Virginia, Roseville, Everett, and Pinole – in 
general, these are the operators with longer average trip lengths, similar to the type of service 
that LHCEBS in this corridor would look like. 
With good planning, and proper start-up and operation, it is very possible that this type of 
premium bus service can be operated in the DEIR corridor – and even beyond – with high 

 
44 “2020 Public Transportation Fact Book,” American Public Transportation Association, Website, 2020, 
https://www.apta.com/wp-content/uploads/APTA-2020-Fact-Book.pdf “National Totals for Selected Modes, Report 
Year 2018,” page 4. 2 July 2020. 
45 National Transit Database, 2018 Profiles Unfortunately, not all transit agencies that operate commuter bus service 
report it, or do not properly report it; therefore, the systems included are somewhat arbitrary; the selection of those 
reported is largely based on those with what appears to be reasonable data. 
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farebox recovery ratios and low taxpayer subsidies, which could be superior to that for commuter 
rail service. 
Why did the Authority not attempt to produce a first-class bus system as a “real” alternative to 
the Proposed (Rail) Alternative? 
Because LHCEBS is Very Scalable, and Valley Link Commuter Rail is Not, LHCEBS is 
Far Less Risky 
One of the great advantages of LHCEBS over commuter rail (and almost all types of bus service 
over almost all types of rail service), particularly in this corridor, is that the proposed Valley 
Link rail line requires a very large initial capital expenditure, paid with taxpayer dollars, before 
there is any feedback at all if the project will be successful – and, if it is not successful, the vast 
majority of the objects of these expenditures will have little or no other use or value (the most 
usable to other transit operators would be the vehicles, which, at $374.40 million, are 13-16% of 
the total initial capital cost, but the number of other transit agencies that would be interested in 
these specialized vehicles, used, would be a major consideration in any possible resale and would 
significantly impact the price).  The $2.335 to $2.919 billion (DEIR, §ES.6, “Costs and 
Revenues – Capital Costs,” page ES-18) must be fully expended, up-front, before operations 
begin (the DEIR does discuss various partial, initial operating segments, but the proposed project 
in the DEIR is the entire North Lathrop to Dublin/Pleasanton BART station alignment, so I will 
go with that).  Once the alignment is constructed and the vehicles are procured, even the 
operating costs tend to become relatively fixed for at least a few years, even if initial ridership is 
far below expectations. 
Conversely, bus, even LHCEBS, is very scalable.  The entire capital cost for the Bus/BRT 
Alternative is $477.5 million (including the costs of the additional buses for 2040 operation) 
(DEIR, Table 5-4, “Bus/BRT Alternative Capital Cost Estimate, page 5-17), only 16-20% of the 
$2,334.96 to $2,918.65 million rail proposed alternative, so there is far less at risk to begin with. 
Even some of these expenditures can be phased in.  Rather than the all-in rail approach to 
initiating service recommended in the DEIR, bus service can begin with a small number of routes 
serving a limited number of specific areas – to be expanded as results are obtained and valuable 
lessons learned and applied.  In such a scenario, purchase of buses and construction of parking 
facilities, bus stops, and stations can be done one route or service area at a time, with further 
expenditures dependent upon results achieved vs. expectations. 
Evan the most expensive component of the Bus/BRT Alternative capital costs – the Dublin/ 
Pleasanton BART Bus Facility, which, at $194.9 million, is 41% of the total capital cost of the 
entire Bus/BRT Alternative – could be delayed until the results of the operations of the first 
routes rolled out can be assessed to see if it is worth constructing.  (Below, I recommend 
consideration of one other freeway centerline station of this type, which would likely have 
roughly similar costs – and this could also be delayed for until after proof of concept.) 
With bus, it is even possible to totally avoid a major share of the initial capital costs, including 
the purchase of vehicles and the operating and maintenance yard, by contracting out for the 
services to be provided to include these to be supplied by the contractor.  This transfers the risk 
of non-performance from the government, and the taxpayers, to the contractor.  Any contractor 
with a room-temperature IQ will, of course, factor these risks into its proposal, which will 
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increase the cost, but this gives the government body responsible the ability to actually consider 
how much risk, at what cost, it is willing to take on and make a fact-and-analysis-based decision. 
The bus scalable roll-out ability also provides the ability to shift resources around.  For the rail 
Proposed Project, if a station is found to have little ridership, the money to construct it is a sunk 
cost, unrecoverable.  But, if a bus route underperforms (or exceeds expectations), there are a 
number of options, including: 

• Increase or decrease the hours, days, and/or frequency of service 
• Change to larger or smaller vehicles 
• Change the route or add or decrease stops along the route 

In the (unlikely) event that the route turns out to be a total bust, the route can be cancelled – and 
the buses, operators, mechanics, and other personnel and resources assigned to different routes 
by action of the governing board – the assets and personnel cost will not be wasted. 
How has The Authority factored in the greater scalability and consequently lower risk of the 
Bus/BRT Alternative and other bus services options in its overall DEIR evaluation of 
alternatives? 
Equity 
MTC has made a strong commitment to equity; the following is an except from the MTC Equity 
home page46 (while Valley Link is not exclusive to the MTC nine-county region, and must also 
comply with the requirements of the San Joaquin Council of Governments, it must comply with 
requirements of MTC, so this comment will focus on the MTC requirements): 

“The structurally racist layout of the Bay Area took centuries to form, and 
dismantling systemic exclusion will not come overnight. Under the leadership of 
Therese McMillan, the Equity Platform looks inward as well as outward, to 
elevate groups and programs that help lift us all. When communities support those 
who need it most, when we create the circumstances that allow those who have 
been left behind to participate and contribute fully, everyone wins. We do this 
through the four pillars of our Equity Platform: Define & Measure; Listen & 
Learn; Focus & Deliver; and Train & Grow. 
• “Define & Measure: In order to effect change, MTC first needs to know our 

constituency and from what baseline to measure progress. The right data leads 
to the right information, which can then shape the appropriate policy. As we 
seek to level the playing field, and close inequity gaps, we must ask ourselves: 
Who are the historically underserved communities, and what defines them? Is 
it something inherent, like age, gender, ability, or race? Is it location (often 
affected by gentrification)? Is it functional, driven by income, education, or 
access to jobs? While there are sometimes limitations to available data, they 
cannot limit our commitment to advancing equity, and we must always keep 
at the forefront data from life experience that reflect the needs of our 
community members as part of our discussions.” 

 
46 MTC, “MTC-ABAG Equity Platform,” undated, accessed January 17, 2021, MTC-ABAG Equity Platform | 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
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The five Guiding Principles for Plan Bay Area 2050 are affordability, connected, diverse, 
healthy, and vibrant. 
Diverse is described, “The Bay Area is an inclusive region where people from all backgrounds, 
abilities, and ages can remain in place – with full access to the region’s assets and resources.” 
Obviously, for any major project to comply with the MTC equity requirements, it must 
demonstrate that equity has been defined, considered, and measured. 
Word searches for “equity,” “race,” ”gender,” and “age” in the Executive Summary, Project 
Description, and Appendix F, “Valley Link Ridership Technical Memorandum – Revised” 
produced no results.  I could not find anything in the DEIR that purports to be any type of 
demographic analysis that shows benefits and impact by protected group any of the standard 
equity factors. 
Has The Authority performed any kind of equity analysis to show that it is compliant MTC’s 
equity requirements and those of other entities?  Where can it be found?  Or does The Authority 
believe that no such analysis is required to proceed with the project? 
Other Rubber Tire Transit and Paratransit Transportation in the Study Corridor and 
Beyond 
Besides full-sized public-sector transit buses, there are several other rubber-tired modes of 
transportation that could make excellent use of the existing Express Lanes, those now in 
planning and design, and others that could be implemented, including (some of the below 
overlap): 

• Vanpools – Vanpools can provide very useful service in many transportation niches with 
low, or even no, taxpayer subsidies, such as to major job sites. 

• Club Buses – Some employers with large numbers of employees commuting from distant 
suburbs/exurbs have purchased over-the-road buses for large groups of employees to use 
for their commutes, including paying for multiple employees for each bus to obtain the 
necessary operator’s licenses  

• Employer-Sponsored – Many employers have sponsored various types of multiple 
occupant transportation modes, from carpooling through vanpools to club buses 

• Faith-Based and Other Community Organizations – Religious and other community 
organizations have often proven successful in sponsoring vanpools and other shared-ride 
transportation that can be particularly valuable in helping residents of lower-income level 
communities to access desirable, well-paying jobs at distant job sites. 

• Passenger-Operator – At some point, the one-way commute becomes so long, and takes 
so much time, that a vehicle can only make one in-bound trip a day; by the time that the 
bus (or train, or ferry) completes the first in-bound trip, if it were to returned to the 
distant point of origin, the morning commute would be over – with a similar situation for 
the afternoon return.  Given that many transit bargaining unit agreements would, 
essentially, require the bus operator to be paid for at least eight hours, this can easily 
make such service economically infeasible. 
If, however, someone who was making that commute to a job, or other destination, 
became the bus operator, and was paid for two to four hours a day for the round trip, to 
make a trip that they would otherwise be paying their own money to drive in their own 
vehicle – taking longer to make the drive on general-purpose lane rather than an Express 
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Lane – then the economics of such transit possibilities can change radically to a win-win 
situation.  

Another component of an overall plan to reach out for innovative and cost-effective niche 
solutions to transportation needs should be the encouragement of private entrepreneurs to operate 
about any service they would like, preferably without taxpayer subsidy and minimal 
governmental involvement beyond public safety, coordination, information, and joint fare media 
utilization.  The model here is the former Fairfield Area Rapid Transit (which was always 
identified by its acronym), which ran from Fairfield, on I-80 approximately mid-way between 
San Francisco and Sacramento, into San Francisco for many years.  Started by Bill Childs, who 
lived in Fairfield and commuted to his job with AT&T in San Francisco, for his neighbors and 
co-workers, its name and acronym – clearly a take-off on BART – showed what is possible in the 
absence of government.  His memorable very low-cost marketing included the tag line, 
introduced during one of the gasoline price/availability crises of the times: “Gas Pains?  FART to 
San Francisco47.” 

 
Innovative (and non-traditional) transportation solutions such as these can generate significant 
additional funding, both for themselves and for more transitional transit modes.  One of the 
interesting components of the Federal transit grant program is that, with the proper set up and 
administration, private sector buses, club buses, vanpool, etc. can all quality as transit operations, 

 
47 Tony Wade, “Back in the Day;  FART bus did not become DART bus, or vice-versa,: Daily Republic, May 4, 
2018, accessed January 18, 2021, https://www.dailyrepublic.com/all-dr-news/solano-news/local-features/local-
lifestyle-columns/back-in-the-day-fart-bus-did-not-become-dart-bus-or-vice-versa/ 
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which means that the services that they operate gets input into the FTA formula grant programs.  
For the 49 USC 5307 Bus Tier “formula” grant program, for the 2019-2020 fiscal year, each 
vehicle revenue mile (hereinafter, “RVMi”) operated returns, at this fiscal year’s value, 
$.4380264 to the Bay Area (or to other urbanized areas for routes that service than one) 
($.6360697 for an exclusive transitway, which Express Lanes are not).  These RVMis, are also 
worth an additional $.0609403 for the 49 USC 5339 Bus and Bus Facilities formula program48.   
At these combined rates, a van driven round-trip 80-miles 250 days a year (20,000 annual transit 
vehicle revenue miles[VRM]) would generate almost $50,000 over a five year-life from this 
element of the formula grant program alone (there are other formula grant program elements I 
have not included) – which approaches or exceeds the new cost and the useful life of such a 
vehicle.  Properly established, organized, operated, and reported to the NTD, such programs can 
actually “make money” for the local transit program – on top of what formula funds are 
generated by “traditional” transit operations. 
What has The Authority done to include consideration of such non-traditional public transit and 
paratransit programs into the overall evaluation of acceleration of the implementation of Express 
Lanes programs into the bus alternatives? 
The DEIR Does Not Reflect, or Consider, the Widely Accepted Significant Shift to Remote 
Work and Bay Area Population/Job Loss 
The Transportation industry has been very significantly impacted by the current COVID-19 
crisis – and there are huge questions about the future of transportation in general, Bay Area 
transit operations and major capital investments in general, and this specific proposed project. 
The following are excerpts from a recent paper on this topic from the U.S. Department of 
Transportation49: 
Page 9:  “Analysts are speculating whether the 5.7 percent share of individuals who reported in 
the 2019 American Community Survey as usually working at home the week prior to their 
survey in 2019 will be exceeded by a few percentage points or as much as 10 to 20 points higher 
after the health crisis passes.” 
Page 10: 

 
48 FTA, “Fiscal Year 2020 Apportionment Tables (Full Year),”Table 5, “Fiscal Year 2020 Full Year Formula 
Programs Apportionment Data Unit Values,” accessed January 21, 2021, 
 https://www.transit.dot.gov/funding/apportionments/table-5-fy-2020-formula-apportionments-data-unit-values-full-
year 
49 Steven Polzin and Tony Choi for the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Research and Technology, U.S. 
Department of Transportation, COVID-19’s Effects on The Future of Transportation, January 14, 2021, accessed 
January 18, 2021, Welcome to ROSA P | (bts.gov) 
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From page 25: 
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“Transit 
“As noted in Figure 2, the COVID public health emergency has had serious 
effects on public transportation. Prior to the public health emergency, transit 
ridership was approximately 32 million trips on a typical weekday. At its lowest 
point in April 2020, ridership decreased by approximately 80 percent to 6.1 
million trips per weekday. Since then, transit ridership is increasing but is still 
down by approximately 63 percent. This figure represents current service levels of 
nearly 12 million trips per weekday. Market share has shifted from mass transit to 
personal vehicles, walking and biking. 
“Mass transit has been viewed with greater trepidation than other ways of 
traveling. Social distancing and disinfecting/sanitizing in transit is difficult and 
costly as transit is designed to move masses of people in a space efficient 
manner.” 

Very obviously, the entire transit industry is going through a period of huge change and 
uncertainty.  Turning to the Bay Area, loses in transit ridership have been consistent with those 
in the rest of the U.S. 
Alan Pisarski has worked at high levels in transportation for many decades, including authoring 
the first three editions of the authoritative Commuting in America50 series – and is so well 
respected for his knowledge of transportation and its history that he was asked to serve as editor 
of the 50-year anniversary history of the U.S. Department of Transportation51.  He recently 
published Five Steps to Guide Transportation Spending and Planning During Coronavirus 
Pandemic52; Step 1 is:  

“1. Call a moratorium on all expansion-based transportation investments—
for the obvious reasons. 
“While being willing to accept some absolutely clear and verifiable capacity 
needs, we must place a hold on transportation expansion investments, at least until 
the dust settles. The possible exceptions foreseen could be expansions that have 
already begun and need to be finished, such as bridge expansions, truck access to 
ports, storm responses, or natural disasters. 
“Even before the pandemic and recession—back in the fall of 2019—it was clear 
to transportation analysts that we were in the most difficult period in our 
professional lifetimes in which to forecast demand. The central issues were linked 
to technological and demographic changes. 
“The focal technological questions were examining the speed of arrival and the 
ultimate characteristics of autonomous vehicles (AV). Forecasts for the arrival of 
full-scale AV were anywhere from five to 50 years, and expectations were for a 

 
50 U.S. Transportation Research Board, Community in America III, 2006, accessed January 18, 2021, Commuting in 
America III | Blurbs New | Blurbs | Main (trb.org) 
51 U.S. Department of Transportation, USDOT at 50:  The Early Years, April 1, 2017, accessed January 18, 2021, 
USDOT at 50: The Early Years – Moving History (wordpress.com) 
52 Reason Commentary, August 19, 2020, accessed January 18, 2021, Five Steps to Guide Transportation Spending 
and Planning During Coronavirus Pandemic | Reason Foundation 
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surge in travel volume or a decline. Who would own the vehicles: Hertz, Uber, 
General Motors, individuals, or governments? The new tech communication tools 
disrupted the taxi world, transit, and other traditional options. 
“There were also other questions. Demographically, the central challenge was 
where would the future skilled workforce come from? Would the retirement-age 
Baby Boomers work longer? Would the country import workers? Would we hope 
for the best? Shifting from child-centered travel households to an elder-care focus 
was on the horizon. Instead of you taking your kids to the dentist, they’d be taking 
you. 
“Travel growth that had been close to zero or negative during the 2007-2009 
recession experienced a brief recovery but dwindled by 2018. Highway miles of 
travel grew by a meager 0.8% in 2019. Growth rates for the upcoming decade 
(2020-2030) were forecast at 1% a year. The only real growth sector was expected 
to be aviation. 
“Then COVID-19 hit and all of those very limited forecasts became almost 
foolishly optimistic. Travel by all modes decreased dramatically through the first 
half of 2020 and prospects for recovery and growth were not much more than 
conjecture. Modes that required certain levels of demand to justify services—rail, 
air, charter buses, cruise ships—sharply curtailed capacity. 
“At present, it is impossible to answer “when will we be back to the travel levels 
of 2019?” Without falling into talk of a “new normal,” at a minimum we can see 
uncertainty for the next several years. At the same time, fuel taxes, sales taxes, 
and general revenues that fund federal state and local transportation needs have 
shown massive declines. 
“With the present dominated by uncertainty in all aspects of travel demand, any 
proposals for capacity increases have zero credibility. Any modal option 
predicated on responding to congestion must be suspect. Thus, a hiatus, or maybe 
a moratorium, on building new facilities is the appropriate policy response. Auto 
travel, requiring no more than one person to justify a trip, has shown greater 
recovery.” 

The era of continual, significant population growth has long since stopped in California and the 
Bay Area.  The most recent Annual report from the State of California reports that the State 
population grew by only .05% from July 1, 2019 to July 1, 2020 – and the Bay Area grew even 
less, only .02%, by 1,735 to 7,787,92853.  The highly respected journalist and observer of 
everything political in California, Dan Walters, goes even further, speculating, “California’s 
population may be declining54.”  Moreover, the exodus is being led by the middle class and 

 
53 State of California, Department of Finance, “State’s Population Slowly Increases By 21,200, While Growth Rates 
Continue To Decline,” December 16, 2020, accessed January 18, 2021, July 2020 Population Estimates (ca.gov) 
54 San Jose Mercury-News, January 4, 2021, accessed January 18, 2021, California’s population may be declining 
(mercurynews.com) 
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millennials55, being offset by – to date – a roughly comparable number of mainly low-income, 
low-skill immigrants.. 
What is perhaps most concerning is the loss of jobs and company headquarters – those that have 
announced their departures include Oracle, Tanium, Palantir, and Hewlett-Packard Enterprise 
(which predecessor’s home garage founding is traced by many as the genesis of Silicon Valley), 
while Tesla CEO Elon Musk has decided to keep its headquarters in Palo Alto, but he personally 
is moving to Texas – where he is building a new factory56.  “Twitter, Yelp, Airbnb and Dropbox 
have tried to sublease some of their San Francisco office space. Pinterest, which has one of the 
most iconic offices in town, paid $90 million to break a lease for a site where it planned to 
expand. And companies like Twitter and Facebook have announced ‘work from home 
forever” plans57.” 
Given all of these very significant events – long-time transit riders literally avoiding transit like a 
plague, a major shift to remote working, overall population stagnant overall with higher-income 
and higher-tech jobs and people leaving, and headquarters and jobs shifting elsewhere, all 
combining to call into question the future of commuting in the Bay Area, is this the best time to 
commit to a multi-billion-dollar transportation capital project that will not provide any 
transportation benefits for years? 
Or, as Alan Pisarski recommends, should The Authority “Call a moratorium on all expansion-
based transportation investments—for the obvious reasons?” 
How were these factors, which could lead to huge changes in Bay Area transportation and that in 
the study corridor, factored into the DEIR?  Acknowledging that no one is any position to 
anticipate these impacts, how will they change the data and the analyses in the DEIR and the 
recommendations? 
Rail Vehicle Procurement 
Please provide the calculation for the number of rail vehicles required to operate the proposed 
2040 schedule of service. 
Table 2-5, “Valley Link 2040 Conceptual Service Plan,” page 2-35, shows 12-minute headways 
during the AM (5:00 a.m. to 8:00 a.m.) and PM (4:00 to 7:00 p.m.).  In the following paragraph, 
it states, “The total travel time between the North Lathrop Station and the Dublin/Pleasanton 
Station is estimated at approximately 65 minutes.” 
Appendix G, “Preliminary Cost Estimates,” “Valley Link Capital Cost Memorandum – 
Revised,” the third (unnumbered) page, states, “It is anticipated that the Valley Link will require 
thirty-two (32) 3-car multiple unit consists with hybrid Diesel/Batteries (DMU) vehicles at a cost 

 
55 Date Cimini, “’Not the Golden State anymore’: Middle- and low-income people leaving California,” Cal Matters, 
January 10, 2020, accessed January 18, 2021, 'Not the Golden State anymore': Middle- and low-income people 
leaving California | CalMatters 
56 Katy Murphy, “California leaders fear remote culture could fuel business departures – Tech company departures 
to lower-cost states during the pandemic stoke worries about companies moving elsewhere,” Politico, December 24, 
2020, accessed January 20, 2021, https://www.politico.com/states/california/story/2020/12/24/california-leaders-
fear-remote-culture-could-fuel-business-departures-1350179 
57 Nellie Bowles, “They Can’t Leave the Bay Area Fast Enough,” New York Times, January 17, 2021, accessed 
January 18, 2021, San Francisco's Tech Workers Are Leaving the Bay Area - The New York Times (nytimes.com) 
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of $11.7 million each.”  (Attachment 1, “Estimate Summary Reports,” “Project Summary:  Base 
Case-Low Range,” page 1 of 31, shows  the total cost for “Rolling Stock (32 DMU trains),” at 
$374.40 million; therefore, the $31.7 million is the cost of a three-car consist.  
DEIR, §2.3.1.2, “Isabel Station,” Footnote 2 page 2-6, states, “With the exception of the 
Dublin/Pleasanton Station, all stations included in the Proposed Project would be designed to 
accommodate the future lengthening of the station platforms from 400 feet to 615 feet to 
accommodate longer trainsets in response to potential future increases in passenger demand. 
However, this EIR does not include an evaluation of the potential impacts related to the 
lengthening of the platforms, which is considered a separate project subject to a separate 
environmental review.”  From this, I conclude that the operational plan for 2040 operations is to 
operate trains configured as a single three-car consist. 
The run-cutting to determine the number of trains and vehicles required to operate a level of 
service is a simple calculation based on the train consists (the number of cars per train), the 
headway, the one-way trip travel time, the recovery/turnaround time at end of each trip, and the 
vehicle spare ratio.  These first four values are: 

• Train Consists: Three-car. 
• Headway:  Twelve minutes. 
• One-Way Trip Travel Time:  65 minutes. 
• Recovery/Turnaround Time: Not specified, but generally no less than the greater of six 

minutes or 10% of the one-way trip time, which would be 6.5 minutes, rounded up to no 
less than seven minutes. 

Because of the 12-minute headway schedule, the total round-trip turn-around time, including two 
one-way trip travel times and two recovery/turnaround times, must be a multiple of 12.  65+65 = 
130.  The next higher multiple of 12 is 132, but 132 minutes would only leave one minute for 
recovery/turnaround time at the end of each one-way trip, which is insufficient.  The next lowest 
multiple of 12 is 144, which would provide for seven-minute recovery/turnaround time at the end 
of each trip, but this is the bare minimum and could prove troublesome if there were any delays 
on route, producing insufficient time to absorb the delay before starting the next trip.  Therefore, 
I will assume the next higher multiple of 12, or 156 minutes, for the round-trip travel time, which 
will provide for 13 minutes of recovery/turnaround time at the end of each one-way trip. 
The next step is to divide the 156-minute total round trip time by the 12-minute headway to 
produce a requirement for 13 consists, or 39 total cars to operate the 12-minute peak headway as 
specified. 
The final step is the spares ratio, which is a matter of judgement.  A 20% spare ratio for this type 
of service is generally considered reasonable (the 20% ratio was originally developed for bus 
service by the FTA for purposes of specifying the maximum bus fleet it would fund; for other 
modes, it is more of a benchmark or suggestion than a requirement58), which would be 2.6 three-

 
58 FTA. Circular FTA C 9300.1B, “Capital Investment Program Guidance and Application Instructions,” November 
1, 2008, §III.7.b.(2), “Buses and Bus Facilities,” “Requirements Relating to Vehicles and Equipment,” “Bus Fleets,” 
Spare Ratios,” page III-7, and §IV.9.d.(4), “Fixed Guideway Modernization,” “”Requirements of Fixed Guideway 
Modernization Process,” “Requirements Related to Fixed Guideway Rolling Stock,” “Spare Ratio Policy,” page IV-
6, accessed January 16, 2021, FTA Circular 9300.1B - Capital Investment Program Guidance and Application 
Instructions (dot.gov) 
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car consists, rounded up to three three-car consists, for a total of 16 three-car consists.  Given 
that this would be a brand-new transit line, with everything about it brand new, and it would 
normally be decades until the original cars could be replaced, and orders for a small number of 
rail vehicles are normally very difficult and expensive on a per-vehicle basis, plus a strong desire 
to have one single vehicle type, with as few variations between individual vehicles and consists 
as possible, a total spare trainset number higher than the minimum three calculated above would 
likely be considered prudent. 
However, 34 three-car consists on a peak requirement of 13 produces a 162% spare ratio ((34 – 
13)/13) = 162%) – which appears very high.  The other rail operators in the Bay Area report the 
following spare ratios by mode for the 2019 NTD reporting year (all data is pre-COVID-19)59: 

• ACE (commuter rail) – 6.7% (this is an extraordinarily low value, more indicative of 
ACE running using every vehicle it has to operate longer trains to relieve overcrowding 
than anything else) 

• Caltrain (commuter rail) – 17.2% 
• BART: 

• Heavy Rail – 20.4% 
• Monorail/Automated (Oakland Airport Connector) – 25.0% 
• Hybrid Rail (eBART) – 12.5% 

• City and County of San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (hereinafter, 
“Muni”) 
• Cable Car – 32.5% (this is the only transit operation of its type in the U.S., operated 

with unique vehicles, some of which are over a century old and require periodically 
being taken out of service for complete rebuilds) 

• Light Rail – 30.1% (this is due, in part, to Muni replacing older vehicles when this 
calculation was performed, with a partial double fleet between when the new cars 
arrive to be tested and integrated into full revenue service and the old cars retired) 

• Street Car Rail – 53.2% (this is Muni’s historical Market Street and Embarcadero 
service, a major tourist attraction as well as important transportation, which consists 
of a large variety of very different vehicles from all over the world – which require a 
great deal of custom maintenance and rehabilitation) 

• Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (hereinafter, VTA) (light rail) – 41.8% (light 
rail ridership on newer lines has been less than what was projected, producing a 
temporary excess of vehicles) 

• SMART (commuter rail) – 21.8% 
Please either discuss the errors, or factors not considered, in my spare ratio calculation, or 
explain why the procurement of this many vehicles are being proposed. 

In-Freeway and Wayside Stops, as in the Bus/BRT Alternative, May be Useful in Some 
Cases, But a Well-Designed LHCEBS Would Have a Very Different Route and Stop Design 
– Including One (or Tow) Master Transfer Station(s) 

 
59 FTA, NTD, “Profiles” for each operator for the 2019 reporting year, accessed January 14, 2021, NTD Transit 
Agency Profiles | Federal Transit Administration (dot.gov) 
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For long-distance commuter express routes that follow a freeway, there are a number of 
approaches to stop and station placement along the way – all of which are useful for different 
types of such services, each to be applied where they can be most appropriate (each of the below 
is subject to considerable variation in features, design, number of buses/hour, and passenger 
volume): 

• Simple stops at existing on-/off-ramps:  this is the simplest and most common in the 
transit industry; all that is needed is an on- or off-ramp that can be designed or 
reconfigured to allow a bus to safely stop to load and discharge passengers without 
interfering in the traffic flow for the other vehicles at a site that provides for a useful 
number of passengers to access it, such as easy walking distance to a major trip generator 
or surface bus route (which, in practice, is far more difficult to do than this makes it 
sound).  Because of physical limitations, the only non-pedestrian/cyclist access is 
walkability to near-by bus routes or parking.  The main advantage (besides low cost) is 
limited loss of time away from the freeway, commonly the station dwell time and one 
traffic signal cycle, but if the bus route is utilizing a dedicated/semi-dedicated lane in the 
center of the freeway, the time to divert along multiple lanes of traffic to access the off-
ramp, wait for the off-ramp to clear to access the stop if there is a back-up at a traffic 
signal or stop clearing the exit to the surface street, and then for the bus to re-access the 
high-speed lane, can easily add-up, which greatly limits the number of such stops in any 
route without suffering significant slowing. 

• Park-and-ride lot/bus transfer station co-located with an on-/off-ramp:  the next step 
up in volume incorporates a park-and-ride lot and/or a means to transfer to local bus 
routes.  Ideally, both the on- and the off-ramps are bus-only and well-integrated into the 
design to allow for speed of transition, but this is not always possible. 

• Major stations away from the freeway requiring surface street travel:  these can 
include access to not only other bus routes, but also to rail modes and park-and-ride 
facilities, as well as being located at major trip generators.  These require more time to 
access and to return to the main route, particularly for bus/rail stations where the bus is 
scheduled to arrive sufficiently prior to the rail arrivals to allow for bus-to-rail transfers 
and to stay at the station to allow for rail-to-bus transfers. 

• Major stations at the shoulders of the freeway:  these can range from very simple 
affairs that only provide for pedestrian access, frequently from a different level, to far 
more complex ones, such as many of those in Ottawa/Carlton along the main OC Transpo 
Transitway, which were designed and built as part of major transportation-oriented 
developments.  Another example of a design that does not require loss of time to access 
the fast lanes is the Cal State University-Los Angeles stop on the El Monte Busway, 
where the express lane was built to cross over to the North side of the I-10 Riverside 
Freeway to provide better access to the campus.  

• Major stations in the center/alongside of the freeway:  These require very considerable 
cash investment and are major construction projects, and can be disruptive in a built 
environment – such as was the case with the BART extension to Dublin/Pleasanton and 
will be again, in one variation or another, for any direct connection between either rail or 
bus there.  For bus, the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
(hereinafter “LA Metro”) J Line (formerly the Silver Line) along the I-110 Freeway 
between downtown Los Angeles and the South end of the ten-mile Transitway in 
Gardena has several examples, some at grade and others elevated.  These stations were 
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built as part of the construction of the HOV/Transitway lanes in advance of the 1984 Los 
Angeles Olympics, were expensive to build and disruptive to the neighborhoods during 
construction, and, being in the middle of what is, in some locations, more than ten-lane 
very busy freeway requiring access over a lengthy elevated walkway, is not a favored 
location to wait for a bus. 

• Minimize stops and stations once the freeway portion of the route is reached:  This is 
the prime expectation for my recommended LHCEBS, with ridership high enough on 
these routes – ridership grown by a combination of high-speed of travel, high frequency 
of service, low fares, and great accessibility at both ends of the route – to justify only 
minimal, or no, stops in the middle.  As the volume of ridership for LHCEBS routes 
increases, the need for stops on stations along the freeway decreases because a greater 
and greater percentage of the boardings and deboardings will be accomplished off the 
freeway at the ends of the route. 

• A major transfer station where most or all of the long-haul commuter express 
routes converge:  I am proposing, for this transportation corridor, a treatment to be 
studied that would be very similar to what I have proposed for the East Bay-San 
Francisco corridor.  I recently completed a paper for Reason Foundation, now in final 
formatting and expected to be published within a month of today’s date, with a working 
title of Long-Haul Commuter-Express Bus Service – a Cost-Effective and Productive 
Transportation Alternative for the San Francisco Bay Area. 

The Reason paper comprehends the I-580 corridor and beyond the Tri-Valley, but focuses 
primarily on a proposal to convert a pair of existing general-purpose lanes on the San Francisco-
Bay Bridge to an Express Lanes, described as follows: 

• The first step is to use standard transportation methods to identify the most common 
origin-destination pairs and begin by joining origins and destinations on the basis of the 
greatest good for the greatest number.  Very likely, most origin-end route-pairs will have 
at least two San Francisco destinations, one being Salesforce Transit Center and the other 
a different location, most commonly along the city streets in the Central Business 
District, the Civic Center, and/or the growing South of Market area. 

• Next, using well-established transportation route planning and scheduling methods, and 
professional judgment, establish a comprehensive set of express routes, including all 
origins and destinations, joined in the best available combinations of origins and 
destinations.  This will not include every destination in San Francisco, just the ones like 
those above that can attract the most ridership.  Other examples are major medical centers 
and universities and special event sites. 

• Then, for all (or at least most) routes, in both directions, schedule stops at the Bay Bridge 
Transfer Center (hereinafter, “BBTC”).  This will be the opportunity for all travelers to 
all destinations to transfer from the bus that picked them up from near their home or other 
origin to the bus that will take them to their final destination.  Because the majority of all 
buses over the bridge will stop at the BBTC, the frequency of service will be high and the 
wait times for transfers low. 

• On average, this methodology will reduce the number of transfers per origin-to-
destination trip by approximately one.  Best case, under the transit center concept, a 
transit rider that would have had to first board a collector route bus near his/her home, 
then transfer to an express bus at a transit center, and then to another bus or other transit 
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mode at/near Salesforce, will be able to do a one-vehicle trip without any transfers.  But 
where this isn’t possible, for those that do change buses at BBTC, most will have one fast 
transfer rather than two that could likely require longer routes, changes in elevation 
between vehicle deboarding and boarding, long walks, and longer waits for the next 
vehicle. 

• In an ideal situation, the proper design and scheduling of service through the BBTC 
should require few standees on the second bus.  The number of buses coming in and 
going out will obviously be identical, so the total capacity coming in must be identical to 
the total capacity going out.  The number of vehicles going to each destination will be 
based on actual travel demand to each; therefore, the number of trips, and the carrying 
capacity, to each destination will be fine-tuned to match needs.  This can never be done to 
total perfection, of course, but the simplicity of the what-comes-in-must-match-what-
goes-out design means that it is far easier to match capacity in this system than in the 
transit center system, particularly when the latter requires transfers between modes, or 
between different transit agencies that may not be fully motivated – or able – to operate 
the “proper” level of service. 

• One of the other advantages of this approach is that it is very scalable; it can begin with 
relatively minor increases to existing bus service and then increase as demand increases 
and funds become available.  Because this service will have lower costs than the rail and 
transit center plans, it will be easier to make additions.  While it would be best to start 
with a minimum viable network, focusing on service from specific East Bay 
communities, it is very easy to add additional community networks  where and when 
appropriate, assuming funding is available.  As service is added and the number of buses 
through the BBTC increases, transfer wait times will decrease. 

• Compared to the cross-Bay rail and Salesforce Transit Center bus options, this would be 
very low- risk and quick to implement.  Rather than having to devote over $10 billion 
(MTC Core Capacity Study planning estimates – which many people, myself included, 
believe are likely significantly understated) and over a decade to get a new rail line ready 
for revenue service, the initial capital investment for bus services is primarily the cost of 
the vehicles, plus the costs of the added operating and maintenance facilities.  If the rail 
project goes over budget or over schedule, there is no real alternative to continually 
putting in more taxpayer dollars to complete it (or, if federal funding were used, to repay 
those funds – which is probably very unlikely to occur).  If there is borrowing against 
local taxes to finance construction, the debt service would still have to be paid. 

It is, far too early to make a recommendation – other than that I believe that this should be 
studied, including the various alternatives.  Should the Dublin/Pleasanton Station be the only 
such transfer center?  If – as I have recommended – LHCEBS should be considered to extend 
further, including North and South on I-680, then this could be a useful transfer location and 
would likely require only what I would hope would be relatively modifications to what is so 
proposed in the DEIR, mainly expansion in length and ensuring that the design is wide enough to 
allow buses to be stopped for discharge and boarding while other buses are freely and safely able 
to pass them by.  Also, layover/recharge space for buses will be a consideration, particularly 
since battery/electric is the desired powerplant. 
However, if there is only one such transfer station, at Dublin/Pleasanton BART, that would be 
far from idea for those coming from the Central Valley to destinations at the Eastern end of the 
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Tri-Valley – with only one transfer station, they would have to ride all the way to 
Dublin/Pleasanton, transfer to another bus, and then backtrack to even as far as Lawrence 
Livermore National Laboratory.  Therefore, there should be consideration of another transfer 
station, farther East along the I-580 corridor, somewhere between Livermore at the West end of 
the study zone and the I-580/I-205 interchange well inland from the East slope of the hills. 
Finding where to place such a facility will not be easy and it will not be inexpensive, likely 
costing at least as much as the Dublin/Pleasanton BART Bus Facility for the Bus/BART 
Alternative, shown with a total cost (including contingency and markups) of $194.9 million in 
Table 5-4, “Bus/BRT Alternative Capital Cost Estimate,” page 5-17.  However, compared to the 
costs of the Proposed (Rail) Alternative, the total costs, and the ridership, of a well-designed 
LHCEBS system could be very competitive. 
While I Have Shown that a LHCEBS Could Easily Be Superior to the Proposed Rail 
Project, I Can’t Prove it to Be Superior – But, It Is NOT My Job to Do So; It Is The 
Authority’s Responsibility to Prove that the Proposed Rail Project is Superior to a Properly 
Designed LHCEBS 
Although I have shown many issues and questions with the evaluation process that produced the 
Proposed (Rail) Alternative against a very poorly conceived Bus/BRT Alternative, and I have 
also shown the potential of a Long-Haul Commuter-Express Bus System – based, in large part, 
on the documented achievements of existing bus systems elsewhere, I cannot conclusively show 
that the LHCEBS would be superior to the Proposed (Rail) Alternative. 
The reason I cannot make this finding is that, to achieve that conclusion, it would have been 
necessary for a very significant amount of research to be performed.  I am unable to perform that 
research myself for various reasons, including lack of time and funding and the requirement for 
experts and specialists to do detailed analyses, and model runs – which I do not have access to on 
a pro bono basis. 
But, it is not my responsibility, not my job, to perform such an analysis – it is the responsibility 
of The Authority to do it, and to provide the data and analyses to allow decision-makers and 
the public to make their decisions as to what SHOULD be the proposed transportation 
alternative in this corridor and beyond. 
Without such an analysis being performed – and performed fairly, competently, and in an 
unbiased manner where the “winning” alternative has not been de facto determined before the 
analysis team is even put together, any decision as to the proposed alternative is flawed and must 
not be allowed to prevail. 
The Transportation Solution that Should Really Be Considered is to Convert the I-580 
Corridor from the County Line through the Tri-Valley to a Toll Road with Congestion 
Pricing – and a Managed Lane on the Toll Road for Those in a Rush and for Transit and 
Other Super High-Occupancy Vehicles   
One of the most significant problems that this project is to address is traffic congestion in the I-
580 corridor; Section 1.(e) of AB758 states, “(e) Because transportation is the major contributor 
to ozone precursors, increasing auto travel threatens improvement in air quality throughout the 
megaregion. Growing congestion (emphasis added) will add to potential problems because of 
increased emissions of vehicles operating in stop-and-go traffic.” 
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Almost the very first thing in the DEIR, §ES.2.1, Project Goals and Objectives – Improve 
connectivity within the Northern California Megaregion: connecting housing, people, and jobs,” 
pages ES-3, refers to congestion three times in the first paragraph: 

“The Proposed Project would provide a reliable alternative to congestion 
(emphasis added) for the more than 93,000 Bay Area workers now commuting 
daily from their homes in Northern San Joaquin County. Since 2015, San Joaquin 
County has had the second fastest population growth in the state. Some of the 
longest commutes in the megaregion originate in the communities of Tracy and 
Lathrop. San Joaquin County places in the “Top 10” nationally for its percentage 
of residents with a commute over 90 minutes long. These commuters spent an 
estimated collective total of over 5,000 hours stuck in traffic in each direction 
during an average day during 2017. These long commutes can be explained in 
part by the long distance traveled and by the growing amount of congestion 
(emphasis added) on I-580. Overall traffic is projected to increase by an estimated 
75 percent from 2016 to 2040 on I-580 and truck traffic is expected to increase by 
58 percent. Adding to this congestion (emphasis added) is the jobs-housing 
imbalance and cost of living in the Bay Area. Bay Area home prices are estimated 
to be three times higher than the median home price in Northern San Joaquin 
County. 

There is a strong and growing consensus among transportation professionals, economists, and 
even some politicians, that the only practical and viable approach to congestion mitigation, 
particularly if the objective is to actually reduce congestion, is congestion pricing, in one or more 
of its various forms60 – which has been successfully implemented, or is currently being 
implemented, in various forms, in urban areas including London, Los Angeles, Milan, New York 
City, Singapore, Stockholm61. 
The I-580 corridor offers an outstanding opportunity to see what can be done with the proper 
implementation of congestion pricing.  First, I-580 carries the dominant share of surface 
passenger and local freight traffic (as well as a major share of long-distance freight traffic) 
between the Tri-Valley and the Central Valley; there are a few other surface roads that do not 
require long detours, but their capacity is limited and ACE, while very useful, does not begin to 
carry the volume of passenger travel of I-580. 

 
60 Federal Highway Administration, Office of Operations, “Congestion Pricing” web site, accessed January 20, 
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(dot.gov) 
DJ Gribbin, “Congestion pricing is all around us.  Why is it taboo on our roads?,” Brookings, October 16, 2019, 
accessed January 20, 2021, Congestion pricing is all around us. Why is it taboo on our roads? (brookings.edu) 
Michel Manville and Brian Taylor, “Congestion Pricing:  Q&A,” University of California – Los Angeles Institute of 
Transportation Studies, accessed January 20, 2021, Congestion Pricing: Q&A - UCLA Institute of Transportation 
Studies 
Stuart Cohen and Alan Hoffman, Pricing Roads, Advancing Equity, TransForm, 2019,  
https://www.transformca.org/transform-report/pricing-roads-advancing-equity 
61 Thomas A. Rubin and James E. Moore, II, (Los Angeles) Metro’s 28 by 2028 Plan: A Critical Review, Chapter 
IX, “Metro’s Congestion Pricing Revenue Pricing Estimates Are Not Creditable,” April, 2019, accessed January 20, 
2021, https://reason.org/wp-content/uploads/metro-los-angeles-congestion-pricing-estimates-not-credible.pdf 



Thomas A. Rubin Comments on Valley Link Draft Environmental Impact Report   Page 63 

Second, there is a very wide-spread consensus – public, travelers, taxpayers, elected officials, top 
government management and staff, press/media, academics – that congestion and its related 
issues are a major crisis that requires serious attention, and quickly, which is a vital step in 
gaining agreement on how to approach solutions. 

Third, MTC and other governmental, university, not-for-profit, and private sector entities and 
individuals have been studied this corridor, and its transportation conditions and opportunities, 
for decades. 
What I am proposing for serious study is to convert I-580, from at least the I-580/I-680 
intersection at the West end of the Tri-Valley to at least the I-580/I-205 intersection on the other 
side of the hills, and preferably the I-5/I-205 Intersection in Lathrop, to a toll road, with prices 
that would adjust to limit traffic to provide for a minimum speed of travel (such as 35 or 45 mph) 
and an Express Lane that would require an additional toll to provide for a 65-mph speed of 
travel.  The Express Lane would have priorities, as follows: 

• Full sized transit and other public buses, such as school buses and other public-
accessible transportation, such as private unsubsidized transit and intercity buses, with 
no toll  

• Registered super-high-occupancy vehicles, with a minimum load to be determined, but 
most likely initially higher than three occupants, with no toll 

• HOV-3 vehicles, with a toll lower than those following 
• HOV-2 vehicles, with a toll between the above and the below 
• Single-occupant vehicles paying the market price toll to ensure high speed of travel 

Most likely, the Express Lane will generally have sufficient for at least the super-high-
occupancy-vehicles – and the required occupancy of those can be adjusted. 
Toll collection would be done as is now being implemented throughout the Bay Area, using a 
combination of FasTrak and camera collection. 
While certainly not simple or inexpensive to implement, this would be one of the fastest and 
least expensive transportation improvements that could be implemented – by a wide margin. 
I could go on in great detail, but that is not necessary – my point is, this is the only method that 
not only has a reasonable chance of success, but any chance of success, in successfully 
addressing congestion and its related problems in the I-580 extended transportation corridor. 

To be clear, this is most definitely not proposed as a replacement for improved transit in this 
corridor.  In fact, for this to be fair and equitable, as well as successful, transit and congestion 
pricing must be implemented together.  They fit together beautifully, not only because LHCEBS 
buses can gain the speed advantages of the Express Lane, but because the toll revenues can be 
utilized to help subsidize the transit improvements – a true win-win. 
Of course, once proven successful in the I-580 corridor and beyond, it can serve as a valuable 
guide on how to continue to roll this out, not only in the Bay Area and the Central Valley, but 
throughout California, the nation – and the world. 

Why is not The Authority giving serious consideration to the absolute only possible way of 
seriously address the transportation crisis in the I-580 corridor and beyond? 

*     *     *     *     *     *     *     * 
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Thank you in advance for your fair and responsive analysis and reply to my comments.  If there 
are any questions, I can be reached at the contact points in the letterhead on the first page.  I am 
looking with great interest in seeing, and reviewing, the Final Environmental Impact Report for 
this proposal. 

 

 Tom Rubin 
 Thomas A. Rubin 
Attachment (Thomas A. Rubin resume) 
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KEY SKILL AREAS 
• Bus and Rail Transit 
• Performance, Financial, and 

Compliance Audits 
• Innovative Finance 
• Public-Private Partnerships 
• Financial Feasibility  
• Long-Term Capital/ 

Operating/ Financial 
Planning and Modeling 

EDUCATION 
• M.B.A. Indiana University, 

Finance, Bloomington 
• B.S.B.A. Accounting and 

Finance, University of 
Nebraska, Lincoln 

PROFESSIONAL HISTORY 
• Thomas A. Rubin, 

Consultant, 1995 – present 
• Alameda-Contra Costa 

Transit District (Oakland), 
1994-1995, Assistant 
General Manager, Finance  

• Southern California Rapid 
Transit District (Los 
Angeles, now LACMTA), 
1989-1994, Chief Financial 
Officer 

• Deloitte Haskins & Sells 
(San Francisco, 
Washington), 1974-1989, 
Partner, National Transit 
Services Director  

• Indiana University, 
Bloomington, 1972 - 1973, 
Associate Instructor, 
Accounting 

• United States Navy, 1969-
1972, Supply Corps Officer  

THOMAS A. RUBIN, CPA, CMA, CMC, CIA, CGFM, CFM 

SUMMARY  
Mr. Rubin has almost five decades of experience in 
government surface transportation and public sector 
finance with an emphasis on public transportation 
operations, financial and performance auditing, financial 
management, performance monitoring, long-term 
planning and modeling, information technology, 
contracting, public-private partnerships, and capital 
program/project management. 

Transit Management 
§ Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District (AC Transit) 
– As Chief Financial Officer for the then fifteenth-largest 
transit operator by passengers in the nation, responsible 
for accounting, employee benefits, information 
technology, risk management, office of management and 
budget, procurement and stores, and treasury; managed 
$200 million in retirement and post-employment income 
plans; issued $25 million in tax-exempt debt. 
§ Southern California Rapid Transit District (now 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority) – As Chief Financial Officer for what was 
then the third-largest transit operator by passengers in the 
nation, responsible for accounting, human resources and 
training, information technology, risk management, 
office of management and budget, and treasury; managed 
$1 billion in retirement and post-employment income 
plans; issued $1 billion in tax-exempt debt, developed 
performance measures that showed SCRTD as one of the 
best-performing bus transit agencies in the U.S. 

Transit Audit and Consulting 
As a Partner and National Transit Services Director of 
Deloitte Haskins & Sells (now Deloitteo), founded and 
built its transit practice to the largest in the accounting 
industry, directly supervised over fifteen professionals 
and managed dozens more in hundreds of projects for 
almost two hundred transit and private sector 
transportation entities across North America. 
§ Performance Audit and Performance Management 
Systems – City and County of Honolulu (TheBus); 
Miami-Dade Transit (MDT); Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission (San Francisco Bay Area); 
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Illinois Auditor General, performance audits of Chicago Transit Authority, Metra, and Pace; 
Orange County Transportation Authority; Commonwealth of Pennsvania General Assembly 
Legislative Audit Advisory Committee, audit of Pennsylvania Department of Transportation; 
San Francisco Municipal Railway; San Joaquin County Council of Governments; Southern 
California Association of Governments; State of Washington Joint Legislative Audit 
Committee, audit of Washington State Department of Transportation. 

§ Capital Project Management and Audit –The Greater Cleveland Regional Transit Authority 
(GCRTA); Los Angeles County Transportation Commission (LACTC), construction 
management oversight of Long Beach-Los Angeles Blue Line; Sacramento Regional Transit 
District; San Diego Metropolitan Transit Development Board; TransLink, administation of 
construction of the SkyTrain Expo Line, Vancouver-Surrey, British Columbia; Tri-County 
Metropolitan Transportation District of Oregon (Portland). 

§ Financial and Compliance Audit – AC Transit, Central Ohio Transit Authority (Columbus), 
Bi-State Development Agency (Saint Louis), Dallas Area Rapid Transit, GCRTA, Metro-Dade 
Transit (Miami), Metropolitan Transit Commission (Minneapolis/Saint Paul), New Jersey 
Transit Corporation (NJTC), Orange County Transportation Authority, Port Authority Transit 
Corporation/Lindenwol Line (to Philadelphia), San Diego Transit Corportation, San Francisco 
Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART), Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority 
(SEPTA); compliance audits for debt service and grants for dozens of agencies. 

§ Financial Planning and Analysis – Governor of Hawaii, review of Honolulu Authority for 
Rail Transit financial and operating plan: LACTC, MDT, San Francisco Bay Area 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), Orange County Transportation Authority, 
BART, Santa Clara Valley Transportation Agency (VTA); revenue and debt service 
projections for Official Statements for billions of dollars of public sector debt. 

§ Information Technology – AC Transit; Bi-State; Golden Gate Bridge, Highway and 
Transportation District; Mass Transportation Authority of Maryland, NJTC, PACE. 

§ National Transit Database (NTD) – Consultant to American Public Transportation 
Assocation NTD Committee for APTA recommendations to Federal Transit Administration 
(FTA) for NTD improvements; Chair, American Institute of Certified Public Accountants FTA 
Task Force to make recommendations to FTA for audits of NTD reports. 

§ Merger and Reorganization – DART, Monterey-Salinas Transit (California), New Orleans 
Public Service, Inc., NJTC, Pierce County (Tacoma, Washington) Public Transportation 
Benefit Area Authority Corporation. 

§ Public-Private Partnerships/Contracting of Government Services – Amalgamated Transit 
Union/United Transportation Union, California Department of Transportation, Gwinnett 
County, MDT – Identification of potential functions to be considered for contracting to the 
private sector, review results of in-house vs. contracting for transit services Federal 
demonstation grant project, MTC, National Association of Regional Councils, State of New 
York Department of Transportation, New Orleans Public Service, Inc., Municipality of San 
Juan, PR, Regional Transportation District (Denver), South Carolina Electric and Gas 
Company, Southwest Ohio Regional Transit Authority (Cincinnati), Town of Tiburon 
(California) 

§ Paratransit/Vanpool – Review paratransit operator recruitment, training, and evalation; 
review transit operator contracting plans and administration for paratransit and paratransit-taxi 
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services; review processes for distributing and validation use of paratransit vouchers; assist 
transit agencies in identifying paratransit operators and helping establish contractual 
relationships and NTD reporting systems to qualify paratransit and vanpool operations for FTA 
formual transit grants. 

§ Safety – Besides serving as Executive Officer responsibility for risk management and safety 
for AC Transit and SCRTD, personally performed an evaluation of the Long Beach-Los 
Angeles Blue Line’s poor safety record, which led to a recommendation for four-quadrant 
gates; submitted expert reports on light rail and bus rapid transit safety in Federal litigations. 

General Government 
§ Los Angeles Unified School District, Consultant to School Construction Bond Citizens’ 

Oversight Committee, oversaw all aspects of $28 billion school construction and 
modernization program over 17 years from formation of ballot measures through community 
outreach, planning, site acquisition, design, environmental clearance, bond issuance, 
construction of 131 new schools and of billions of dollars of renovations of existing schools. 

REGISTRATIONS AND AFFILIATIONS 
§ Certified Public Accountant, California #23060 and District of Columbia #4116 (inactive); 

qualified for audits of governments 
§ Certified in Financial Management #323 (Institute of Certified Management Accountants) 
§ Certified Government Financial Manager #6064 (Association of Government Accountants) 
§ Certified Internal Auditor #15782 (Institute of Internal Auditors) 
§ Certified Management Accountant #643 (Institute of Certified Management Accountants) 
§ Certified Management Consultant (Institute of Management Consultants) 
§ American Institute of Certified Public Accountants, Chair, FTA Task Force 
§ American Public Transportation Association (APTA), Member, Associate Member Board of 

Governors; Director Nominee; Financial Management, Internal Audit, Management System, 
Procurement and Material Management,State Affairs, and NTD Committees 

§ Association of Government Accountants 
§ California Transit Association, Member, Executive Committee (governing board) 
§ Government Financial Officers Assocation, Member, Special Review Committee 
§ Institute of Certified Management Accountants, Member, Board of Governors 
§ Institute of Management Accountants, National Board of Directors, National Finance 

Committee, San Francisco Chapter President 
§ Institute of Transportation Engineers 

PRESENTATIONS AND PUBLICATIONS 
Hundreds of presentations to industry, professional, and civic organizations; publications of a 
type similar to this comment letter include: 
§ Washington State DOT’s Ultra High-Speed Ground Transportation Business Case Analysis 

(UHSGT) is a promotional brochure riddled with serious errors and misstatements, 
Washington Policy Center, Frost-WSDOT-UHSGT-1-.pdf (washingtonpolicy.org) 
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§ A Critical Review of Los Angeles Metro’s 28 by 2028 Plan (with James E. Moore, II), Reason 
Foundation, A Critical Review of Los Angeles Metro’s 28 by 2028 Plan | Reason Foundation 

§ “Guest Blog:  Fact-Checking DOT Secretary LaHood’s Latest Amtrak Promotion, Heritage 
Foundation,” Guest Blog: Fact-Checking DOT Secretary LaHood’s Latest Amtrak Promotion 
(dailysignal.com) 

§ Review of the Wake County Transit Plan (with David Hartgen), John Locke Foundation, 
Review of the Wake County Transit Plan - John Locke Foundation - John Locke Foundation 

 

 
 
    


