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Regional Rail Steering Committee

DRAFT MEETING MINUTES

May 10, 2006

The third meeting of the Bay Area Regional Rail Steering Committee meeting was called to order in the Regional Rail Project Offices, Kaiser Building, Oakland, California by MTC Planning Department Manager Doug Kimsey at 1:38 p.m.
Welcome / Introductions

Doug Kimsey welcomed participants to the meeting and began the introductions.  

PRESENT:




Project Management Team



Marianne Payne, Bay Area Rapid Transit District



Doug Kimsey, Metropolitan Transportation Commission



Ashley Nguyen, Metropolitan Transportation Commission



Howard Goode, Caltrain



Dan Leavitt, California High-Speed Rail Authority 



Project Consultants/Support Team



Tom Matoff, LTK Engineering Services



Brent Ogden, Korve Engineering



Greg Gleichman, Korve



Karl Schaarschmidt, Earth Tech



Katie Balk, MIG, Inc.



Catalina Alvarado, Metropolitan Transportation Commission



Steering Committee



Steve Gregory, Port of Oakland



Kevin Connolly, Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority



Rob Owen, Caltrans



Jerry Wilmoth, Union Pacific Railroad



Anthony Lee, Caltrans



Wingate Lew, Caltrans



Dan Christians, Solano Transportation Authority



Jean Hart, Alameda County Congestion Management Agency



Brian Schmidt, Altamont Commuter Express



Others In Attendance



Olin Woods, Sacramento Area Council of Governments


Dana Cowell, San Joaquin Council of Governments





Cindy Horvath, Alameda County Planning



Neil Garcia-Sinclair, Cybertran



Rebecca Kohlstrand, ETS/RM2 Monitor



Ezra Rapport, Office of Senator Don Perata



Cheri Sheets, City of Livermore



Joyce Roy, League of Women Voters Bay Area



Leslie Stewart, Bay Area Monitor



Norman Rolfe, San Francisco Tomorrow



Andy Katz, Breathe California/Sierra Club



Carrie Cerdoza, Cerdoza & Associations, Inc.



Margaret Okuzumi, BayRail Alliance



Gerald Cauthen, Bay Area Train Riders Association



James Swofford, public



Michael Keisling, public



Richard Mlynarik, public



John Bacon, public

Meeting Purpose & Agenda Overview
Doug Kimsey explained that the Project Management Team has been synthesizing the feedback from the Public Workshops to create twelve draft Conceptual Network Alternatives.  Mr. Kimsey clarified that the purpose of this meeting was to get further feedback from the Steering Committee members on the proposed Systemwide Study Alternatives, as well as inform them of the project status.

Consent: Draft October 5, 2005 Minutes and Advisory Group Description

Mr. Kimsey reviewed the draft minutes from October 5, 2005 Steering Committee Meeting.  

Draft Systemwide Study Alternatives
Before the presentation began, Mr. Kimsey asked if anyone had any questions for the Project Management Team.  

Norman Rolfe, of San Francisco Tomorrow, inquired about how the Systemwide Alternatives tie in to Resolution 3434.

Brent Ogden of Korve responded that Resolution 3434 project are included in the baseline of the Regional Rail Plan.  He added the other jurisdictions beyond MTC, were visited by the technical team and any projects expected to be completed were also added to the baseline of the Regional Rail Plan.

Mr. Rolfe inquired whether there was any possibility of changing Resolution 3434 through the Regional Rail Plan study.

Mr. Kimsey responded that, for this study, Resolution 3434 is considered to be a base network that the group would be built upon and there would be no room for changes.

Brent Ogden of Korve presented the Draft Systemwide Study Alternatives to the group.  

During the freight portion of the slide show Steve Gregory from the Port of Oakland asked Mr. Ogden to repeat the projected freight capacity growth statistic.

Mr. Ogden informed the group that the projected growth for freight was 375%.  

After the “Compatible Themes” portion of the presentation, a break was taken for any questions.

Kevin Connolly of VTA inquired as to the BART core capacity being studied in Option 3.  Mr. Connolly stated that it seemed that core capacity would have to be addressed in all 3 scenarios, not just Option 3.  

Mr. Ogden responded that core capacity will be studied for all 3 BART options, but for Option 3 core capacity is the only change for the BART system.  This is seen as a base case for the BART system.

Mr. Connolly also inquired as to whether there were any specifics in mind for the BART Mass Transit Option (Option 2), or if it was meant at a more philosophical level.

Mr. Ogden explained that the each of the Compatible Theme Options was meant at a more general level and that the specifics for each Option depended on the location.  For an example, he explained that they are looking at running trains from further away in an express route, which would allow for higher density stations.

Mr. Connolly responded that an implication of such an express route would be that BART and MTC would need to look at land use policies.

Marianne Payne of BART added that there are stations in the BART system in which the capacity fix could be another station.

Mr. Connolly inquired whether or not the freight rail estimates were completed.

Mr. Ogden responded that they were done and the White Paper was available to those who were interested.  He also informed the group that both BNSF & Union Pacific were fairly maxed out in Oakland.

Neil Garcia-Sinclair of Cybertran informed the group that the Transbay Tube is the heaviest link in core capacity for BART.  He stated that he believed there were two issues with this: first, the headways for vehicles and, second, the number of trains that can go through it.  He inquired as to whether the Project Management Team and consultants were looking into these issues.

Mr. Ogden responded that both the headways and the number of trains were important issues for the Transbay Tube.  He added that the consultant team was also looking at possibly flying a track over between MacArthur and the Oakland subway, which would give the same capabilities for the Fremont trains and allow for the service to split.  This would mean the BART system could operate as an “X” which would improve the operational system.  He also added that skip-stopping was something they were looking at.

Mr. Garcia-Sinclair asked if BART was currently operating a skip-stop service.

Mr. Ogden informed him that BART was not.

Mr. Kimsey then asked if there were any further questions.  There were not, so Mr. Ogden continued with the presentation pausing at each of the twelve Alternatives to see if there were any questions.

Alternative One

Cheri Sheets from the City of Livermore inquired what roadway would be used after Patterson Pass in Livermore.

Mr. Ogden explained that it would be parallel to Tessler Road and along Hwy 84.  

Ms. Sheets asked for the specific name of the road.

Mr. Ogden informed her that they have detailed alignment maps to along with each Alternative that they could show her later.

Alternative Two

Rebecca Kohlstrand from the ETS/RM2 Monitor asked what about the rational for showing BART through San Francisco.

Karl Schaarschmidt of EarthTech explained that since this Alternative shows a new tube across the Bay for BART, it also must show a new corresponding San Francisco entry point.  He added that, for testing purposes, it was decided to study this new route up to the Presidio.

Mr. Connolly inquired about the differences between Alternative 1 & Alternative 2 for the 2nd BART tube crossing.

Brent Ogden responded that the goal is to show an increase in transit service to San Francisco with BART as the mass transit provider.

Mr. Rolfe pointed out that the original BART report from the 1950s shows BART going up to the Presidio.  He inquired whether that would be part of this Alternative.

Mr. Ogden responded that the alignment is similar to the original BART proposal.  

Mr. Rolfe then inquired as to whether there would be an attempt to revive rail on the Golden Gate Bridge.

Mr. Ogden responded that the option of rail on the Golden Gate Bridge is not being studied and that travel demand will be looked at on all the Alternatives to validate the various alignments.

Mr. Connolly raised the issue that some freight lines on the maps were dedicated just to freight, while others were mixed passenger and freight lines.  He asked for clarification as to whether there was one assumption for all corridors in concern to the lines that share passenger and freight.

Mr. Ogden replied that the shared freight and passenger lines would be examined corridor by corridor.

Alternative 3
Richard Mlynarik inquired whether a 2.5% grade was what would be required to come up the Altamont.

Mr. Schaarschmidt responded that the grade for freight was designed to UPRR standards, which is 1%.

Dan Christians from Solano Transportation Authority stated that he believed that the first goal should be to maximize existing corridors and rights of way, waterways included, before bringing back a dead rail line.

Mr. Connolly stated that he felt that there is an implicit assumption within the study that freight capacity issues will be addressed.  He requested that this be made more clear within the presentation.  

Mr. Schaarschmidt responded that when the freight traffic triples or quadruples on the lines, capacity will need to be increased.

Mr. Connolly stated that the port is expanding with the assumption that it has limitless expansion capabilities.

Tom Matoff of LTK added that the railroad does have the capacity to increase, but that the concern needs to be for how to increase passenger capacity.

Mr. Connolly stated that he believed the Technical Memo does not necessarily communicate that freight/passenger capacity is a major focus of the study.

Mr. Schaarschmidt clarified that the freight lines that need to be accommodated are  transcontinental freight to Chicago – long haul freight.  

Ms. Sheets inquired as to whether 375% was for long haul freight.

Mr. Ogden responded that it is aggregate.

Mr. Gregory added that 375% is mostly long haul freight, although not entirely.

Mr. Christiansen added that he would like to see more discussion about water movement – freight on barges.  He stated that it seems like so much freight is coming into the Oakland Port and water might be a better way to move it.

Mr. Connolly inquired as to whether the assumption on the forecast was the current one between the Port of Oakland and Sacramento.

Mr. Gregory responded that time is a big issue for the Port, moving the boxes from Sacramento to Oakland in 2 hours versus 17 hours by barge.

Mr. Connolly pointed out that there are also the Los Angeles and Long Beach Ports to consider.

Mr. Ogden informed the group that those ports are reaching capacity too.

Gerald Cauthen of Bay Area Train Riders Association stated that the Interstate 375 increase is huge and will affect the study.  He inquired as to what kind of logical basis the freight projections were based on.

Mr. Ogden responded that the analysis was done on a commodity by commodity basis.

Mr. Cauthen questioned the validity of trends-based analysis in this situation, saying that recently there has been huge growth and he has concerns about whether growth will actually continue at that rate in the future.

Mr. Ogden responded that the year-to-year increments were very small.

Discussion continued regarding the true value of the forecasts.  Michael Kiesling stated that whether freight traffic increases 375% or 200%, everyone could agree that there is essentially going to be more freight traffic and, no matter what the number actually is, it will still be an issue in terms of accommodating passenger traffic.

Mr. Kimsey reminded the group that these Alternatives all offer different options to be evaluated and that there may be items that don’t move forward, but must be kept in for the initial evaluation.

Mr. Ogden agreed with Mr. Kimsey and added that if the full analysis reveals major issues with any segment of an alternative, that segment may then be removed.

Olin Woods of Sacramento Area Council of Governments raised a process issue, reminding the group that they were scheduled to adjourn at 3:30 pm and that there were still two more agenda items to get through.

Dan Leavitt explained to the group that the Systemwide Study Alternatives was the main agenda items and the following two would brief updates.

Mr. Kimsey added that the major themes that were being covered in the first few Alternatives would repeat themselves in other Alternatives.

Alternative 4

Leslie Stewart of the Bay Area Monitor (not sure if this is right) inquired how high-speed rail along the Caltrain line would work.

Mr. Ogden explained that a 4-track service would be used, with high-speed rail stopping at Redwood City, Palo Alto and SFO while Caltrain still runs as a local service.  

Mr. Schaarschmidt added that it would be baby bullets plus local service and high-speed rail operating on 4 tracks.

Alternative 5

Mr. Woods asked for clarification on whether Caltrain would still be a part of Alternative 5.

Mr. Ogden responded that affirmatively, but explained the equipment would be different; smaller baby bullets.

Alternative 6

Mr. Garcia-Sinclair asked how the Bay crossing would be complete.

Mr. Ogden informed the group that there would be a new tunnel.

Alternative 7

Mr. Connolly inquired if this Alternative has high-speed rail to Oakland.

Mr. Ogden responded that no it does not include high-speed rail to Oakland.

Mr. Connolly pointed out that the Technical Memo said every set of alternatives would reach all three cities.

Ms. Kohlstrand pointed out that text of the alternative says that it ends at 12th Street.

Mr. Schaarschmidt explained that there is a segment of line missing from the map and that he will fix it.

Alternative 8
Mr. Connolly stated that he believes a fundamental assumption being made in this alternative is that high-speed rail will meet commuter needs.

Mr. Ogden responded that an overlay service means that the commuter needs are being met by another service and that super-express high-speed rail would not be making all the stops shown.

Mr. Garcia-Sinclair asked if this will be accomplished through a 4-track system.

Mr. Matoff explained that there will be 4-tracks at the stations and shared track with high-speed compatible equipment between stations.  He added that depending on the proximity between stations there may be a need to carry the 4-tracks outside the stations, but not throughout the entire system.

Mr. Garcia-Sinclair inquired whether this was how it is done in France, Japan and other cities.

Mr. Ogden responded that it is.

Ms. Kohlstrand asked what the general headways for HSR were.

Mr. Leavitt answered that they were 3 minutes minimum.  He also explained that they were re-studying headways and that in the past they had been about 15 minutes, but they will be re-evaluating that number.

John Bacon inquired about the necessary vertical clearance.

Mr. Schaarschmidt responded that it will not need to be more than 23-25 feet.

Mr.   Bacon commented that he has noticed that there is another service that only needs 12 feet and he wondered if any thought had been given to using multiple voltages.

Mr. Schaarschmidt responded that multiple voltages would be something that would be looked at during the engineering scenario stage of the study.

Mr. Matoff added that we would want to permit space for a double-deck vehicle.

Mr. Bacon stated that open cuts could be a possibility and would create relatively cheap options.

Mr. Kimsey responded this would be an issue the group would look at later in the study.

Alternative 9
No comments were made.

Alternative 10

No comments were made.

Alternative 11

No comments were made.
Alternative 12

Mr. Keisling inquired as to why Caltrain was not yellow in all the alternatives if the assumption is that it will be lightweight equipment.

Mr. Schaarschmidt answered it’s a solution to the possibility of the transbay connection not being completed – you can keep Caltrain the way it is.

Joyce Roy of the League of Women Voters Bay Area inquired whether the BART from Fremont to Santa Clara line assumed current BART technology or less expensive technology.  She also commented that if high-speed rail is every 15 minutes, it seems rather tricky for commuter trains to use the same tracks.

Mr. Ogden responded that BART to San Jose does assume the same standard BART equipment.  He added that it is within the capability of the technologies that are defined to share tracks and it will just be a question of trackage to allow both commuter and high-speed trains share the same track.

Mr. Schaarschmidt added that the patronage numbers will be the key to understanding how the trains will run. 

Ms. Roy asked for clarification on whether it is within the perimeters of the study to change BART technology to less expensive technology.

Mr. Ogden responded that no it was not within the perimeters of the study.

Mr. Woods inquired whether Alternative 12 would provide the fastest access to San Jose and San Francisco via high-speed rail.  

Mr. Ogden responded that it would possibly be the fastest system from Los Angeles to San Francisco, coming in from the East.

Mr. Woods stated that he assumed that all the eastern approaches would be slower.

Mr. Schaarschmidt responded that was still to be determined.

Mr. Cauthen raised the issue of Resolution 3434 projects.  He stated that with a total of 12 or more alternatives, it seemed to him that 2-3 of them should not include the Resolution 3434 projects.  

Ezra Rapport stated that it took quite a bit of work to get the full participation of all the agencies in the Regional Rail process and that part of the art of this was to have respect for Resolution 3434.  Mr. Rapport added that the goal of this study is not to use this planning model to jeopardize Resolution 3434 but rather to plan beyond it.

Ms. Kohlstrand inquired whether it’s assumed that Caltrain and high-speed rail will serve the link from Millbrae to Santa Clara, instead of a BART extension.

Mr. Schaarschmidt reported that adding BART & Caltrain would create too much capacity on that corridor.

Mr. Leavitt added that it’s important to keep in mind that these Alternatives are a range of considerations and that there is no need to pick one whole alternative.  He suggested they looked upon as mix-and-match.

Mr. Schaarschmidt added that these 12 Alternatives were put together to test various segments.

Mr. Kimsey reminded the group that there were 15 minutes left.  He asked for two more questions before moving on to the next agenda item.

Ashley Nguyen of MTC asked the group to send any further comments on the Alternatives to her via email.

Mr. Garcia-Sinclair asked how the 12 Alternatives will be filtered down and at what stage capital costs will be considered.  He also inquired about patronage numbers and the ratios for cost-effectiveness.

Mr. Schaarschmidt responded that the Korve/Earth Tech consultant team would be doing all that.

Rob Owen of Caltrans asked about the line currently going south of Fresno.

Mr. Matoff responded that it was a BNSF line.

CHSRA’s Bay Area to Central Valley High Speed Train Program EIR/EIS Progress Report

Dan Leavitt of the California High Speed Rail Authority reported on potential alignments and station options that would be carried forward.

Dana Cowell of the San Joaquin Council of Governments inquired as to how the alignment analysis varied from that of Regional Rail.

Mr. Leavitt answered that they do not vary from those in the Regional Rail study. 

Ms. Cowell then asked if there is a difference between high speed rail and Regional Rail product.

Mr. Leavitt responded that the two do differ in terms of product as CHSRA’s alignments analysis is part of the formal environmental process which will be carried out to more detail.  He went on to explain that the High Speed Rail draft document will be completed before the end of the Regional Rail study, but that the final document will not be out until after the Regional Rail study is complete.  Mr. Leavitt added that this coordination between the two projects was intentional and that the PMT team will make sure it stays that way.

Ms. Nguyen added that the bottom line is that it will be CHSRA, not Regional Rail, selecting alignments or stations for High Speed Rail.

Mr. Garcia-Sinclair inquired if the Regional Rail study will make a recommendation for High Speed Rail alignments or station locations.

Mr. Kimsey responded no, the purpose of the Regional Rail study is just to gather the data on various alignments.

Mr. Woods asked whether the ridership and travel time numbers would be out in November.

Mr. Leavitt responded that, assuming everything stays on schedule, the forecasts will be done by November.

Public Outreach & Involvement Program
Catalina Alvarado of MTC presented on the November/December 2005 Public Outreach workshops.  She informed the group that there had been over 500 people participants.  Ms. Alvarado also told the group that there are tentative plans for the 2nd round of Public Workshops in June and that the final round would take place near the end of the study in 2007.  

Ms. Sheets informed the group that the Tri-Valley now has a committee for Regional Rail and they would like to be a part of the public outreach and involvement program.

Wrap-up and Next Steps

James Swofford inquired about how to get the Freight & Land Use White Papers.  

Ms. Nguyen responded that the Freight paper would be sent via email and there were hard copies of the Land Use paper on the bookshelf.

Mr. Woods inquired when the Steering Committee would convene again.

Mr. Kimsey responded that the PMT expects to call another meeting in the fall, most likely September.

Adjournment

This meeting of the Regional Rail Steering Committee adjourned at 4:30 pm.
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