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Action Requested: APPROVE

TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE DISCUSSION AND ACTIONS
Meeting of March 5, 2004
The meeting of the Transportation Committee was called to order by Chair Joe Kellejian
(North County Coastal) at 9:11 a.m. See the attached sheet for Transportation Committee member
attendance (Attachment 1).
1.

APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES
Action: Upon a motion by Supervisor Ron Roberts (County of San Diego) and a second by
Councilmember Judy Ritter (North County Transit District [NCTD]), the Transportation
Committee approved the minutes from the February 6 and February 20, 2004, meetings.

2.

PUBLIC COMMENTS/COMMUNICATIONS/MEMBER COMMENTS
Chair Kellejian indicated that a memo was distributed in request from Mayor Pro Tem
Monroe (South County) that staff review an article on traffic congestion. He noted that the
Board members could read it at their convenience.
Chuck Lungerhausen, a member of the public, reminded Committee members of the
Multiple Sclerosis (MS) Walk/Swim event to be held at the Mission Beach Plunge tomorrow.
He invited the public to attend. Mr. Lungerhausen solicited donations on behalf of MS, and
noted that to date he has raised a total of $5,010. He thanked those who have donated to
this cause. On the transportation front, he said he hoped that Supervisor Dianne Jacob was
informed that SANDAG is responsible for allocating the TransNet tax funds to improve
transportation in the region, not just rural roads. He noted that the Board of Supervisors
recently claimed that they have a $25 million budget surplus. He wondered how this was
achieved in light of the unplanned expenses of a recall election.
Supervisor Roberts responded that there was a higher level of surplus, but some of that
money was used for the recall election and to fight the recent wildfires.

CONSENT ITEMS (3 and 5)
Chair Kellejian noted that Item No. 4 has been continued.
Councilmember Bob Emery (Metropolitan Transit System [MTS]) said that part of the reason
we don’t have alternative routes is that there is a limited amount of land available. He
would like this issue addressed when it comes back before the Committee.
The Executive Director commented that part of the TransNet Extension is for improving the
local arterial streets. As the region looks to adopt a Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP) and
start an updated Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), it is staff’s recommendation to
combine those two documents and then look at the land use changes projected for the
region. This would be the time to look at how to pursue another north-south corridor.
4.

NORTH-SOUTH TRANSPORTATION FACILITY STUDY DEFERRAL (APPROVE)
This item was continued to a future meeting date.

3.

INTERSTATE 15 (I-15) EXPRESS LANES WEEKEND OPERATIONS (INFORMATION)
Since late August 2003, the I-15 Express Lanes between State Routes (SR) 56 and 163 have
been open for weekend operations. Based on an analysis of Express Lanes traffic over the
past six months, weekend usage of the lanes in the northbound direction is nearly double
the usage in the southbound direction. Caltrans proposes to operate the I-15 Express Lanes
in the northbound direction beginning in mid-March 2004.
Supervisor Roberts said that this is good news, and it demonstrates that we can use existing
facilities in creative ways. Caltrans acted on a recommendation that will benefit all of the
commuters in the Interstate 15 (I-15) corridor. He thought that this action might even save money
since we won’t need the crews on Friday evening to close down the high-occupancy-vehicle (HOV)
lanes. He expressed his appreciation to Caltrans for the study and the efforts to make this a
permanent solution. He also thanked Supervisor Pam Slater for her assistance in bringing this
suggestion to fruition.

5.

TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) CLAIM AMENDMENTS (APPROVE)
The Transportation Committee is asked to adopt Resolution #2004-16 approving two claim
amendments: (1) FY 2003 Fiscal Audit Claim Adjustment for NCTD, and (2) allocation to the
City of Chula Vista for prior-year unallocated TDA funds. These funds will be used as the
local match to purchase mid-size, low-floor buses.
Action: Upon a motion by Councilmember Emery and a second by Councilmember
Jim Madaffer (City of San Diego), the Transportation Committee approved Consent Items 3
and 5, including Resolution No. 2004-16.
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REPORTS
6.

DRAFT PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT (PEIR/EIS) FOR THE PROPOSED CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED TRAIN SYSTEM
(APPROVE)
Dan Leavitt, Deputy Director of the California High Speed Rail Authority, reported that they
are at a stage of the project where the draft environmental document is now out for public
review. The public review period will end on May 14, 2004. There will be five public
hearings, one of which will be held at SANDAG on April 20, 2004, in the SANDAG Board
Room.
Mr. Leavitt noted that this project will have to be implemented in phases. The next step will
develop project specific work. He said that California’s population and transportation
demands are the reason for the State’s interest in high-speed rail. He noted that the
projected population growth will mostly be due to the birth rate. He commented that
California has the most severely congested highways in the nation, and we are finding it
more difficult to expand highways and air transportation facilities in the state.
Mr. Leavitt stated that the study compared transportation alternatives for meeting the
expected travel growth: No Project (which means no additional planning), Modal
Development (which includes improvements and expansion), and High-Speed Train (to build
a statewide high-speed train system). He said that the proposed high-speed train system
would connect the major cities and regions, would travel at speeds of up to 220 miles per
hour (mph), and would be 700 miles long. The high-speed train has worked in Japan for
nearly 40 years and in Europe for 25 years, and is the safest and most reliable transportation
system. Mr. Leavitt reviewed the major findings for each of the three alternatives. He
indicated that the high-speed train alternative is preferred because it would be an economic
stimulant and a smart investment.
Mr. Leavitt said that following the public comment period, the Authority will select a
preferred alignment and station locations. He stated that the preferred alignment would
transverse the I-15 inland corridor in San Diego County. He reviewed several options in San
Diego County such as between Mira Mesa and the March Air Force Base, Mira Mesa to
Qualcomm Stadium in Mission Valley. He also described several options for connections
between San Diego, Orange County, and Los Angeles, including a conventional rail
connection along the coast.
SANDAG staff reported on the SANDAG High Speed Rail Task Force recommended
comments as follows:
•

SANDAG continues to support conventional improvements to the Coastal Corridor
and high-speed train service along the Inland Corridor.

•

SANDAG recommends a direct connection with downtown San Diego as part of the
Inland Corridor.

•

SANDAG supports a link from San Diego to Los Angeles and the Los Angeles
International Airport.
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•

SANDAG concurs with the Authority that Maglev technology and other technology
that cannot share tracks with existing rail services be dropped from further study.

•

TransNet should be flexible to accommodate for emerging services such as highspeed rail.

Staff noted that there were additional comments in Attachment 3 of the agenda item.
NOTE: Attached to these minutes (Attachment 2) are the more specific Board member
comments that were transmitted to the California High-Speed Rail Authority on this matter.
Action: Upon a motion by Supervisor Roberts and a second by Councilmember Madaffer,
the Transportation Committee approved the transmittal of the following six comments on
the PEIR/EIS for the proposed California High-Speed Train System to the California High
Speed Rail Authority:

7.

•

SANDAG continues to support conventional improvements to the Coastal Corridor
and high-speed train service along the Inland Corridor.

•

SANDAG recommends a direct connection with downtown San Diego as part of the
Inland Corridor.

•

SANDAG supports a link from San Diego to Los Angeles and the Los Angeles
International Airport.

•

SANDAG supports continuing Maglev as an option.

•

SANDAG supports a statewide approach that includes San Diego as a part of the first
phase of any system or that includes funding of the San Diego section with
certainty.

•

SANDAG supports the concept of a high-speed rail system being extended into the
South Bay region of San Diego.

SENIORS ACCESS TASK FORCE REPORT (APPROVE)
Staff reported that the Seniors Access Task Force found that there are many public, private,
and nonprofit transportation services for seniors that exist today; but there are drawbacks
to those services including restrictive trip purposes and service areas, they can be somewhat
inconvenient, and they require advance reservations. These services also require high
subsidies and/or high fares. To meet various needs of seniors, the Task Force established
guidelines for developing transportation solutions. Staff reviewed the senior transportation
needs of age eligibility at 60 years, service that is cross-jurisdictional and that provides
service for any trip purpose, and is highly personalized. The program requirements included
cost-effectiveness, coordination, and support from local jurisdictions.
Three
recommendations were also reviewed that included short-term, mid-term, and long term
actions. The short-term actions include an education program for existing services and pilot
transportation projects; the mid-term action would be to develop action plans for
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subregional projects; and the long-term action would establish a mini-grant program to
fund the subregional projects.
Staff indicated that the pilot projects would leverage existing services to provide innovative
services that meet senior needs and test service concepts for applicability and viability.
Several suggested pilot projects include enhancement of the City of Vista's "Out and About"
shuttle program, an enhanced mileage reimbursement program for Poway and
Rancho Bernardo, and a neighborhood shared ride program in central San Diego.
Chair Kellejian thanked Councilmember Jack Feller (NCTD) for bringing this to issue to the
Committee’s attention and for serving as Chairman of this Task Force. He also thanked
Councilmember Emery and Mayor Pro Tem Phil Monroe (South County) for their efforts on
the Task Force, and staff, especially Nan Valerio.
Councilmember Feller also thanked Councilmember Emery and Mayor Pro Tem Monroe for
their effort and staff’s efforts. He noted that staff from MTS and NCTD was involved as
well. He announced that the City of Oceanside will take the lead in implementing a pilot
program. They will discuss this program with the cities of Vista and Carlsbad for a regional
model. This program would use 12 and 18-passenger vans and will also help with some of
the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) responsibilities. The implementation of this
program will result in complementary and coordinated services for seniors. SANDAG staff
will report back in June with results of the short-term programs.
Staff noted that in the existing TransNet measure there is 3 percent for ADA services. This
would be an additional 4 percent from the Transit portion of TransNet, for a total of
7 percent from the Transit portion of TransNet funding.
Chair Kellejian asked if this is in line with the current TransNet proposal. Staff responded
positively.
Leon Williams (MTS) asked if there was a way for TransNet to subsidize the entire amount
for senior passes. Staff replied that it could, but that would take money from other services
and operations. Staff added that it’s possible we would realize some savings if these
services were provided at a higher quality and a lower cost; however, an analysis of this has
not been conducted. Staff clarified that SANDAG would be the clearinghouse for existing
services in the region. This would lead to more efficiency and better service for seniors.
SANDAG would also provide public information and marketing and a rideshare database
program for existing volunteer driver programs.
Chair Kellejian asked if staff had analyzed the impact of moving the eligible age for senior
monthly passes from 60 to 65. Staff replied that in 2004, 90,000 seniors would not be
eligible; by 2010,150,000 seniors would not be eligible, and by 2030, 210,000 seniors would
not be eligible.
Chair Kellejian commented that we need every vote for the TransNet Extension, and cutting
out 90,000 people would hurt our chances of getting the TransNet Extension approved.
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Mayor Terry Johnson (San Diego County Regional Airport Authority) asked for the dollar
cost for the senior program. Staff stated that the mini-grant would be about $1 million per
year. With leveraging existing services, that amount could be reduced.
Councilmember Emery reiterated the Task Force’s consensus that the eligibility age for
senior monthly passes stay at age 60 to enhance the chances of passing the TransNet
Extension.
The Executive Director explained that there is some growth included in the 13 percent of
the Transit portion, and the mini-grant program would use some of those funds.
Staff added that the Task Force recommendation is to delete the $1.00 senior cash fares and
replace it with this program. It was noted that most of the riders who used the cash fare
were tourists and not residents.
Chair Kellejian suggested that the age eligibility issue should be reviewed as part of the tenyear review of the TransNet Extension.
Councilmember Jerry Rindone (South County) expressed a concern with the funding for the
mini-grant program coming from the TransNet Extension. Staff stated that the number of
people over the age of 60 is increasing. One of the things that we felt to counter this
increase is the mini-grant program that would rely on volunteer and low-cost ridership. We
tried to come up with an estimate that would minimize the impact to the transit program
and still satisfy all of the senior needs. TransNet does not cover the entire subsidy
differential. Other sources of revenue help to cover this expense.
Councilmember Feller pointed out that in the TransNet Extension recommendation money
for ADA services is increasing from $700,000 to $2.5 million. In deference to ADA, not
everyone will be ADA-needful but everyone will be a senior.
Staff agreed that there will be trade offs to expand the services for seniors.
Karen King, NCTD Executive Director, said that from an operator’s perspective there are a
lot of needs for seniors and the disabled that the current system does not meet. This
program is a new way to try to meet some of those needs. Her concern is to retain
flexibility in the overall program so we can use the funds to meet those needs.
Councilmember Ritter noted that at age 60 most people are still working.
Councilmember Feller stated that the senior community would feel that this would be a
“take-away” if the age eligibility was increased from 60 to 65.
The Executive Director said that the savings from increasing the age of eligibility would not
be significant.
Action: Upon a motion by Mayor Corky Smith (North County Inland) and a second by
Mayor Johnson, the Transportation Committee approved the following actions to be taken
to establish transportation programs for senior citizens in the region:
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1.

A short-term program consisting of two parts: (a) an educational effort to inform
seniors and their families of existing transportation services that are available, and
(b) pilot transportation programs to provide new or expanded transportation
services to be operational before the end of 2004;

2.

A mid-term program to develop an Action Plan to analyze needs for seniors’
transportation in the region, identifying gaps and deficiencies, and develop more
comprehensive programs to meet the needs. The Action Plan would address the
feasibility of multi-jurisdictional programs, identify funding restrictions that may
inhibit them, and propose alternatives to resolve such problems. This program
would be completed in FY 2005.
A long-term program based on the TransNet Extension, which includes proposals to
continue the discounted monthly pass for seniors and disabled transit riders and to
establish a new mini-grant program to fund supplemental seniors’ transportation
services throughout the region.

3.

8.

GROSSMONT TROLLEY STATION JOINT DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL (INFORMATION)
Staff provided a progress report on the Grossmont Trolley Station Joint Development
project. It is a 7.5-acre site owned by the Metropolitan Transit Development Board (MTDB)
in the City of La Mesa. MTDB and City of La Mesa staff has been working with the
developer for a mixed-use development on this site. It is located along Fletcher Parkway,
north of the Grossmont Shopping Center and Grossmont Hospital. These activity centers are
physically grade separated from the site and connected by an old wooden staircase. The site
is currently developed with a 600-space parking lot that serves the trolley station and movie
theaters.
Staff indicated that the benefits of this project include enhanced regional mobility,
promotion of transit use and smart growth, reduced sprawl, and housing options. It
requires active public agency participation including staff support, a feasibility study,
$2.7 million from SANDAG for pedestrian enhancements, and La Mesa Redevelopment
Agency housing funds.
Rachel Hurst, Director of Housing and Redevelopment with the City of La Mesa, described
the details of the project. She said that actions needed to bring this project to fruition
include: completion of negotiations with MTS and the La Mesa Redevelopment Agency for
a lease agreement and an affordable housing agreement (which is 15 percent of the units).
The developer and the City of La Mesa need to complete the design and entitlement
process, and construction.
Public Comment:
Clive Richard, a member of the public, said he thought this was a great project.
Councilmember Emery thought that overall the percent of affordable housing should be
increased.
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Action: This item was presented for information.
9.

UPCOMING MEETINGS
The next meetings of the Transportation Committee are scheduled for March 19, 2004, and
April 2, 2004.

10.

ADJOURNMENT
Chair Kellejian adjourned the meeting at 11:07 a.m.

Attachments
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Attachment 1

CONFIRMED ATTENDANCE
SANDAG TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE MEETING
MARCH 5, 2004
GEOGRAPHICAL
AREA/ORGANIZATION

JURISDICTION

NAME

MEMBER/
ALTERNATE

ATTENDING

North County Coastal

City of Solana
Beach

Joe Kellejian (Chair)

Member

Yes

City of Encinitas

Christy Guerin

Alternate

No

City of Poway

Mickey Cafagna

Member

No

City of San Marcos

Corky Smith

Alternate

Yes

City of Santee

Jack Dale

Member

No

City of Santee

Hal Ryan

Alternate

No

City of Chula Vista

Jerry Rindone

Member

Yes

City of Coronado

Phil Monroe

Alternate

Yes

----

Dick Murphy (Vice
Chair)

Member

No

----

Jim Madaffer

Alternate

Yes

----

Ron Roberts

Member

Yes

----

Dianne Jacob

Alternate

No

----

Bill Horn

Alternate

No

Metropolitan Transit
Development Board

City of Poway

Bob Emery

Member

Yes

MTDB

Leon Williams

Alternate

Yes

North County Transit
Development Board

City of Vista

Judy Ritter

Member

Yes

City of Oceanside

Jack Feller

Alternate

Yes

City of Del Mar

Dave Druker

Alternate

No

San Diego County
Regional Airport
Authority

City of Oceanside

Terry Johnson

Member

Yes

City of Lemon
Grove

Mary Sessom

Alternate

No

ADVISORY/LIAISON
Caltrans

----

Pedro Orso-Delgado

Member

Yes

___

Bill Figge

Alternate

Yes

North County Inland

East County

South County

City of San Diego

County of San Diego

9

COMMENTS

Attachment 2

DISCUSSION AT SANDAG TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE MEETING ON
FRIDAY, MARCH 5, 2004, RELATED TO AGENDA REPORT NO. 6
6. DRAFT PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ENVIRONMENTAL
STATEMENT (PEIR/EIS) FOR THE PROPOSED CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED TRAIN SYSTEM

IMPACT

Board Comments:
Chair Kellejian: I noticed on the slide and in the material that the system is considered to be at
grade, but everyone knows it is grade separated and tunneled. That should be corrected.
Mr. Dan Leavitt, Deputy Director of the California High-Speed Rail Authority: Agreed that a
clarification should be printed, because what it means is that we wouldn’t change the alignment
from that existing.
Chair Kellejian: Maybe your connotation of “at grade” is not the proper terminology.
Mr. Leavitt: We will clarify that. I should note that what you say to me today is informal comment
for the document. It would actually help us to have that as a formal comment in writing.
Councilmember Jim Madaffer (City of San Diego): I have several questions here regarding Maglev
and issues relative to the fourth bullet point down on the blue sheet addendum (e.g, “SANDAG
concurs with the Authority that Maglev technology and other technology that cannot share tracks
with existing rail services be dropped from further study.”). My first question is what is actually
going on in Southern California right now with respect to Maglev?
Mr. Leavitt: There are two proposals in Southern California, one of which is a Nevada to Anaheim
proposal, which has been looked at for probably the past 20 years. That is mostly led by Nevada.
The State of California’s primary interest is in connecting California’s major metropolitan areas.
That particular effort is very complementary to what we are looking at in California with
connections in two potential places, Ontario Airport and Anaheim, where the two systems would
come together at multimodal stations. Actually, Anaheim is preparing a multimodal station so you
could transfer from a statewide high-speed train to a Maglev train that would take you from
Anaheim to Las Vegas. The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) is looking at a
regional Maglev system that is primarily focused on moving long-distance commuters throughout
the region. This is a system that again could be very complementary to a statewide system. It
would connect in certain places and bring passengers in as a feeder system. Our work in California
is focused for the state on intercity, longer-distanced trips. The region here has an interest in not
only utilizing infrastructure for intercity trips but also the potential for long-distanced commutes.
In the Bay Area, we are actually working on a partnership with SAMTRANS on the
Caltrain Peninsula so that the actual infrastructure, the tracks, would be used not only by highspeed trains but also by express Caltrain services to move both intercity and commuter passengers.
Councilmember Madaffer: I understand the recommendation of the Task Force that the Authority
has indicated that Maglev and other technology can’t share the tracks. What I’m really interested in
hearing is that the California High-Speed Rail Authority is in fact going to be open to all
technologies. I noted very much with interest during your presentation that Japan’s high-speed rail
system has been proven over 40 years, and Maglev is very new. At the same time, I would like to
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make sure that anything that’s going to have the expense of this magnitude, especially on a
statewide basis, takes into consideration the future possibilities of using the same right-of-way. If
we are going to go through the trouble of getting right-of-way and tunneling, wouldn’t it make
sense to have alignments available for future technology? How do you respond to that?
Mr. Leavitt: Actually, the State of California did look at Maglev for a number of years. The
Authority began investigating Maglev from 1994 all the way until 2001. It was during that
screening that the decision was made to actually eliminate Maglev and to focus on steel wheel and
steel rail technology. In order to serve the population areas that we felt were necessary for a
statewide system, that would not be possible with Maglev and it would not be possible with a steel
wheel system that did not share tracks with other services. A key example is from San Jose to
San Francisco. If you think it is important to serve downtown San Francisco and the San Francisco
International Airport along the peninsula, we believe there is no other way to build that service on
the Peninsula than to use the Caltrain right-of-way. There is not enough room in that right-of-way
to operate in a completely separate fashion so we do need to share tracks, which can only be done
with steel wheel on steel rail technology. In Southern California, for us to serve Orange County
along the LOSSAN corridor we are going to have to be in a steel wheel on steel rail configuration.
So, we believe it’s very critical in serving markets that are important to the State of California to
have a technology which is able to serve these markets as opposed to having to stop the system for
example, in San Jose, and not going further.
Councilmember Madaffer: At the same time, I don’t subscribe to the theory that technology today
isn’t going to necessarily work tomorrow. I think that we have to look at it much more in a macro.
Perhaps 1994 to the present day is not enough time, but again ten years is really just a blip in the
overall scheme of technology and transportation planning. My only comment is simple and I’d be
happy to submit it myself for your adoption. I think you need to make sure that you are open for
any and all emerging technologies even if they don’t look like they are going to work or are
possible today. Why is that yellow alignment in the Southern California area not electric? I’m
looking on page 6.
Mr. Leavitt: I’d like to respond to your other comment first. Originally in Japan the high-speed rail
system operated at about 130 miles per hour (mph). Today it is operating on those same tracks at
190 mph. We expect the next generation of the Chinkong (sp?) topping at 220 mph. The system
that we are developing for California would not be obsolete. There is no reason that the next
generation of the trains beyond 2020 could not operate at 250 mph or above. The systems in
Europe and Japan right now are operating at 190 mph. At the same time, they have extensively
been proven in revenue service. So, you have the benefit of knowing what these systems can
accomplish realistically, but also the fact is that they will improve over time. The second question
dealt with why the coast was eliminated. Again, this is an area that we have looked at for a
number of years, and have done a number of evaluations. In this report, we did technical studies
and environmental studies. The environmental work that we did showed that there would be
considerable environmental impacts along the coastal communities by building a new completely
double-tracked electrified system with overhead catenary. We found tremendous support for that
recommendation from this part of the state.
Supervisor Ron Roberts (County of San Diego): I’m having trouble seeing something here. In order
to have a significant impact between San Diego and Los Angeles trains are going to have to be
convenient.
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Mr. Leavitt: Absolutely. We’re talking about for 2020, 60-80 trains a day operating every 10-15
minutes. One thing I want to note, we’re talking about 2020, but this system would not be
anywhere near capacity at 2020. You would have capacity for future generations where you could
run additional trains on the track or you could lengthen the trains.
Supervisor Roberts: So, you’ve got these running really frequently, and your criteria is that we have
to use the existing tracks so we can share them. How are you going to share tracks with a train that
is operating at 40 mph and one that is operating at 220 mph and sharing the same tracks.
Mr. Leavitt: The trains travel at 200 mph through the rural parts of the state, but will be restricted
in speeds in the urban areas.
Supervisor Roberts: We did hear you say you could get to Los Angeles from San Diego in an hour.
Mr. Leavitt: We’re not sharing tracks with the freight trains.
Chair Kellejian: If I can clarify something. There are two corridors here in San Diego County that
are proposed. One is the eastern corridor which will have the high speed trains with 10 to 15minute service—is that correct?
Mr. Leavitt: Yes.
Chair Kellejian: That’s the one coming down from Temecula through Escondido.
Supervisor Roberts: The coastal route is not really a route then. You show it on the map.
Chair Kellejian: That will just be an improved service from the that existing. It’s not going to be the
high-speed rail that was shown here today.
Supervisor Roberts: So, everywhere else in the state you’re looking at there’s track that doesn’t get
used by freight trains like we see it today.
Mr. Leavitt: Currently, the Caltrain Peninsula has mostly double track throughout, andin some
sections they have three tracks. For us to be able to share track with them along that strip, it will
become a four-track railroad. The two middle tracks will be used for express services, and the two
outer tracks will be used for local services. We will only be traveling at speeds at about 100 mph,
which is the same speed that the express services will be running at. We will not be sharing the
same track with the local trains that stop at every station.
Supervisor Roberts: I’m looking at this line out in the Valley from Bakersfield to Fresno. Is there a
line out there that doesn’t carry freight?
Mr. Leavitt: We would be on a separate line.
Supervisor Roberts: So, you’ll put new track in because there’s no track out there today.
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Mr. Leavitt: We will be looking along freight rail lines, but we would not be sharing tracks with US
freight any where we are going 200 mph.
Supervisor Roberts: The picture now that is emerging is that virtually almost throughout the state
you are going to be building new lines that don’t currently exist. You made it sound initially like
you were going to use the tracks that are there.
Mr. Leavitt: The high-speed train system is only effective if you can get to the central part of the
areas. We don’t believe that getting to San Jose is adequate service to the Bay Area. We think that
we need to get to San Francisco.
Supervisor Roberts: I understand that. The distance from San Jose to San Francisco is minor
compared to these other enormous distances, and it’s over these enormous distances that you’re
going to have to put new track down. Part of the reason that you’re going with conventional
technology seems to me to be kind of weak.
Mr. Leavitt: You can submit your perspective to our Authority Board. The Authority Board’s
perspective is that the system is not adequate to go from San Jose to Los Angeles, and that there
are other populations that the high-speed rail system needs to serve, such as San Francisco and
Orange County, and San Diego beyond urbanized areas. It’s not adequate to have a system that
just links the two major metropolitan areas without actually getting to the heart of the
metropolitan areas.
Supervisor Roberts: How does all of this get paid for?
Mr. Leavitt: While the revenue from the system would offset the operations and maintenance cost
and would actually create a revenue surplus for the operations, the capital cost has to be largely
publicly financed.
Supervisor Roberts: Is that a bond issue?
Mr. Leavitt: Right now, the funding does not exist to build the high-speed train system. While we
have been doing this environmental process, there was a $10 billion bond measure that was passed
and signed by the previous Administration to put on the ballot for November 2004. $9 billion
would be for construction of a first segment of the system between the Bay Area and Los Angeles.
With the current status of the state, there are several proposals to move that bond measure to a
later date. It is being discussed in the Legislature right now. The Governor in his recent budget
actually proposed recalling that measure.
Mayor Corky Smith (San Marcos): What is the timing of this, when will it start, and how long will it
take to get it finished?
Mr. Leavitt: The timing is contingent on getting financing. We estimate that if financing is
provided the first segment could be constructed within the first 10-12 years. We expect that the
whole statewide network would be in operation by 2020.
Mayor Smith: The first phase would be from Los Angeles to San Francisco?
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Mr. Leavitt: That was not designated by the High-Speed Rail Authority. That was designated by the
Legislature and the previous Administration in the bond measure. They put a contingency in the
bond measure that the first segment would be San Francisco to Los Angeles.
Councilmember Emery (MTS): I’m a little disturbed with the recommendation by the SANDAG HighSpeed Rail Task Force. My problem is that the allocations for transit operations in TransNet don’t
cover what we have planned in the future, let alone external and other uses. I think we have to be
careful about what we add. We have great plans for construction and capital outlay but we don’t
have great plans for operations. How much can you put in a corridor? If we’re talking about I-15
between Escondido or even Temecula and San Diego and we are putting in a multilane flex system,
BRT, and so on, where are we going to fit rail?
Chair Kellejian: Let’s let the Executive Director take on the issue of TransNet and what’s been
recommended by the High-Speed Rail Task Force. Because of prior meetings, I wasn’t able to attend
yesterday’s meeting.
Gary Gallegos, SANDAG Executive Director: Councilmember Emery raises a very legitimate point.
As we tried to build flexibility into TransNet, the discipline has been that if we’re going to build a
line with TransNet then there are operating dollars there to operate it through the life of the
TransNet measure. So, all the new projects in the draft TransNet Expenditure Plan today, not only
have the cost of capital but the cost for operations built in to them. Our challenge is that TransNet
is not solving all of our needs. The pie is probably not big enough to expand it to add new services.
You have to cut something out to make capacity for something else.
Councilmember Jack Feller (Oceanside): I’ve only had one experience with the Shinkong(sp?)
system, but that has a through train that operates at 200 mph and then the puddle jumper that
goes on the other track that diverts and stops at every stop. The one question I did have is how
many actual trains will this high-speed trains system require?
Mr. Leavitt: The number varies between the demands we forecast. It is somewhere between 30-40
trains. The actual number is in the operating report.
Supervisor Roberts: I wanted to comment on the recommendation before us. I’m concerned with
the fourth of the three recommendations that SANDAG concurs with the Authority. I cannot
support that. I think that we should take a different position and look at Maglev. I don’t have
anything against conventional high-speed rail. It is proven, but I’ve also seen the Maglev line in
operation in Shanghai. I don’t want to sell this whole state short. I think we ought to be looking at
a system that’s going to be around for the next 100 years. I thought the reason why they were
eliminating Maglev technology was that they were going to use the existing track, but what they
are telling us is that virtually the whole system is going to have new track. To use that as a reason
for ruling out Maglev isn’t something I feel comfortable supporting. The other thing that gives me
a concern is a state ballot proposition that is going to spend billions of dollars putting a train
between Los Angeles and San Francisco, especially when the planning into San Diego hinges on
having an end of the route at Qualcomm Stadium. This seems to be exceedingly short-sighted.
Anyone who looks at that piece of property and thinks that there is going to be an opportunity
because there is an empty parking lot, they are not very forward looking. For that reason, I have
some concerns about the legitimacy of the planning as it relates to San Diego. Irrespective of what
happens to the Chargers, I think it is safe to assume that in the probably not too distant future
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you’re going to see things happening to Qualcomm and it’s not going to be available for a highspeed train station unless somebody has an awful lot of money to buy it. It’s not a political
statement, it’s a reality. It seems to me to be a major flaw in the planning and I’m wondering how
sincere this planning is with respect to San Diego. I know that Los Angeles and San Francisco
probably want this, but if there is a bond issue and we’re not included, knowing that we have a real
commitment to part of the improvements, it may never happen and you would have sold this
region short again. I think that we have to express this pretty clearly. If we’re going to be asked to
support something, we ought to know that there is some certainty that we are going to be part of
that.
Chair Kellejian: Mr. Leavitt, can you come back up, please. I need an explanation. You’ve heard
Mr. Roberts’ comments and it’s been shared by others here. What is the reason why Maglev cannot
be used specifically. I understand that in the open areas, Maglev would not be a problem at all, but
it’s when you get into the metropolitan areas that you have a problem with Maglev operations.
Explain that in detail to us.
Mr. Leavitt: There is not necessarily a problem with Maglev technology coming into San Diego
because it’s an inland corridor. Where we’ve noted it’s a problem is in the Bay Area. We do not
feel that it’s adequate service to the San Francisco Bay Area to have a transfer at San Jose to other
parts of the Bay Area. You cannot use the LOSSAN corridor to bring trains to Anaheim or to Irvine
other than with a steel wheeled system. Connecting to these parts of the state we believe are
critical to building the high-speed train system in California. Certainly if San Diego disagrees with
that, that’s a comment that can be made. Along the I-15 corridor, it could be steel wheel or
Maglev. It’s a new corridor and there are no existing freight services along I-15. We’re looking at a
statewide system,not just from Los Angeles to San Diego. If San Diego is more interested in a
Maglev piece from Los Angeles to San Diego, that could be a separate issue. A linked system from
San Diego to San Francisco needs to be a steel wheel on a steel rail system.
Councilmember Madaffer: I agree with Supervisor Roberts wholeheartedly. I have real problems
with bullet point No. 4. I just think that we’re getting shortchanged in the San Diego region with
this plan. You do require voter support on this thing and just like our TransNet measure, we have
to make sure it has things in it that are going to make sense to folks here. I don’t think that just
ignoring or limiting the technology to steel wheel only is the right approach. I really would like to
see that fourth bullet point reworked something along the lines that “SANDAG implores or
encourages the Authority to continue planning for Maglev and other technologies, and they should
be included in further studies.” Let’s not bury our heads in the sand because steel wheel is the
great thing of today. I just want to make sure that we are planning for tomorrow in whatever we
do. I’m concerned about Southern California and San Diego and the Riverside/San Diego corridor.
It is meltdown on I-15 right now with people needing to live in Temecula and Murrieta and other
places to find affordable housing. We know that it’s only going to get worse in this region. I get
troubled when I hear a state agency that ultimately will get its funding by a bond measure that the
citizens of this state will have to pay for if we are not looking at all options. I have no problem with
where you are headed with any of this. I just have a problem limiting our options because I believe
that we ought to be looking at all things.
Councilmember Rindone: I want to weigh in at this point because I’ve discussed this before at
previous SANDAG meetings when this has come forth. I think where we see the concerns expressed
by Supervisor Roberts and Councilmember Madaffer are appropriate. We are a planning agency.
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We are to represent San Diego County. But, more importantly, San Diego is the second largest city
in the state. The fact is that the recommendation before us in bullet point four is inadequate and
shortsighted. The purpose of SANDAG is as a regional planning group. In China, Maglev
technology is workable and superior to steel wheel on steel rail. Basically you will be re-tracking
everything whether it is two rails or four. The community I represent is Chula Vista, and it is the
seventh fastest growing city in the nation. We’ve got two million people south of us who would
utilize this system as well, and to stop short in North County or Mission Valley is woefully
inadequate and irresponsible on our part in representation. It is no small chance that you have the
seventh fastest growing city south of us. This report does not pay any attention to that. I would
certainly support where Supervisor Roberts and Councilmember Madaffer comments. But I would
want to add one final comment to those--that the high-speed rail system should connect into the
South Bay. Congressman Bob Filner has worked to get a study of a corridor from the South Bay to
Sacramento and to get congressional support. We need to represent the entire area of San Diego
County not just North County. This system doesn’t even serve North County very well. I see Maglev
eventually having a Los Angeles to Las Vegas route and for us not to prepare for that option would
be inadequate.
Supervisor Roberts:
I’d like to make a motion:
that we would accept the first three
recommendations as they are written, and that we would rewrite the fourth bullet point to say that
“SANDAG supports continuing Maglev as an option.” I’d also like to add a fifth bullet point and
that is, “SANDAG supports a statewide approach that includes San Diego as a part of the first phase
of any system or that includes funding of the San Diego section with certainty.”
Councilmember Madaffer:
amendment.

I second that, and I’ll give a sixth point if you don’t mind as an

Supervisor Roberts: That’s fine.
Councilmember Madaffer: “that the high-speed rail should extend into the South Bay region of
San Diego.”
Supervisor Roberts: I feel comfortable with that. The problem I have is that with high-speed rail
you don’t put stations 12-15 miles apart.
Councilmember Rindone: No, but I think the wording is to consider linking all San Diego County
including South County. We will not determine how that’s done today. I would support the sixth
bullet point made by Councilmember Madaffer.
Mayor Terry Johnson (Oceanside): I was just going to say I support and agree with all the comments
I’ve heard this morning regarding this item. Just a point of clarification for the record, when I
heard Councilmember Rindone speaking earlier he made reference to North County, and I wasn’t
quite sure if he was referring to Mission Valley or actually North County.
Councilmember Rindone: Mission Valley.
Mayor Smith: My only comment is that I have to agree with Councilmember Emery that we have to
be very nervous about using TransNet money for operations of something that the state wants to
do.
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Councilmember Madaffer: Mr. Roberts included in his motion to have San Diego as a first priority in
funding.
Chair Kellejian: We do have a motion in front of us. All those in favor of the motion, say aye. Any
opposed? The motion passes.
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