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Regional Rail Steering Committee

DRAFT MEETING MINUTES

December 13, 2006

The fourth meeting of the Bay Area Regional Rail Steering Committee meeting was called to order in the Lawrence D. Dahms Auditorium, Joseph P. Bort MetroCenter, Oakland, California by MTC Regional Rail Project Manager Ashley Nguyen at 1:13 p.m.
Welcome / Introductions

Ashley Nguyen 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 



Consultant/Support Team



Tom Matoff, LTK Engineering Services



Brent Ogden, Korve Engineering/DMJM Harris



Karl Schaarschmidt, Earth Tech





Stuart Cohen, TALC, assisting Earth Tech/Korve Team



Katie Balk, MIG, Inc.



Chuck Purvis, Metropolitan Transportation Commission



Thomas Tumola, Bay Area Rapid Transit District

Ezra Rapport



Steering Committee



Steve Gregory, Port of Oakland



Rob Owen, Caltrans Division of Rail



Bruce Plowman, Caltrans Division of Rail



Anthony Lee, Caltrans Division of Rail



Dan Christians, Solano Transportation Authority



Eugene Skoropowski, Capitol Corridor



David Kutrosky, Capitol Corridor



Martin Englemann, Contra Costa Transportation Authority



Eric Schatmeier, Transportation Authority of Marin



Ken Kirkey, ABAG



Juan Acosta, BNSF



Stacey Mortenson, ACE



Diane Stark, Alameda CMA



Steven Fisher, VTA

Partner MPOs



Luis Mendez, Santa Cruz RTC



Karena Pushnik, Santa Cruz RTC



Christina Watson, TAMC



Tanisha Taylor, SJCOG



Olin Woods, Sacramento Area Council of Governments



Others In Attendance



Gary Bonte, City of Redwood City



Ken Ross, City of Livermore



Mike Irby, City of Livermore



Clarence R. Fischer, City of Oakland



Jim Bigelow, Redwood City – San Mateo County Chamber



Stan Moy, FMG Architects



Camille Tsao, HNTB



Valerie Taylor, Nelson\Nygaard



Jay Primus, Nelson\Nygaard



Dominic Spaethling, PB



Rebecca Kohlstrand, ETS



Joyce Roy, League of Women Voters Bay Area



Alexandra Starr, League of Women Voters



Keith Saggers, San Francisco Bicycle Coalition



Gerald Cauthen, Bay Area Train Riders Association



Andy Katz, Sierra Club



James Swofford



Gary Larssen



Tim Pitsker



Michael Kiesling



Richard Mlynarik



Fred Doolitte

Meeting Purpose & Agenda Overview
Ashley Nguyen explained that the purpose of this meeting was to update the Steering Committee on the study status, as well as present both the draft Purpose and Need Statement and the Systemwide Study Alternatives Refinement memo for their review and comment.

Consent: Draft May 10, 2006 Minutes

Approved by consent.

Public Comment
Ms. Nguyen opened up the floor for comments from the public on any item not on the today’s agenda.

Tim Pitsker, Fremont resident, made two comments.  The first was to urge BART to proceed with the BART to San Jose extension.   The second was to request that the Regional Rail Study team use caution before approving any plans of building a Niles Junction freight bridge above the water district.   

Study Status

Ms. Nguyen introduced Brent Ogden, Project Manager for the Regional Rail Plan, for a presentation on the Regional Rail Plan study status.

Regional Rail Plan Study Status

Brent Ogden reviewed the current status of the Regional Rail Plan, including the development timeline and the status of all the tasks completed, underway, or not yet started for the project.

Ashley Nguyen asked for comments from the Steering Committee and the public.  There were no comments from the Steering Committee or the public regarding the Regional Rail Plan study status.

Bay Area/California High-Speed Rail Ridership & Revenue Forecasting Study

Chuck Purvis of the Metropolitan Transportation Commission updated the Steering Committee on the current status of the modeling work.  He explained that the validation process was almost finished and that they plan to begin detailed modeling work in January of 2007.

Ashley Nguyen asked for comments from the Steering Committee and the public.  There were no comments from the Steering Committee or the public regarding the Bay Area/California High-Speed Rail Ridership & Revenue Forecasting Study.

Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Program EIR/EIS

This item was initially deferred. 

Dan Leavitt of the California High-Speed Rail Authority updated the Steering Committee on the progress of the EIR/EIS for the Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Program.  He noted that the Authority’s board met earlier this morning and approved a consulting contracts for preliminary design and environmental for the Palmdale to Los Angeles and Los Angeles to Orange County segments. Mr. Leavitt also reported that the ridership forecasts are in progress, but that the draft program document will not be put out until after they are complete.  Mr. Leavitt anticipates that the draft environmental document would be available in the beginning of 2007.  He added that an alignment would not be selected in this draft environmental document, but that it will present various alignments and their tradeoffs for public comment.  The Authority will be selecting the preferred alignment  as part of the final environmental document.
Ashley Nguyen asked for comments from the Steering Committee and the public.  There were no comments from the Steering Committee or the public regarding the Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Program EIR/EIS update.

Draft Purpose & Need Statement

Stuart Cohen, who represents the TALC and is assisting the consulting team on the land use analyses, presented briefly on the Draft Purpose and Need Statement explaining that the intention of the paper is to make the case for the need for a long-range Regional Rail master plan.

Ms. Nguyen asked for comments from the Steering Committee.

Eugene Skoropowski of Capitol Corridor raised the issue of “integrated” freight and passenger service within the same corridor.  He explained that he wants to be certain that there will be a door left open for separate but equal operation.  

Brent Ogden clarified that the intent of the term “integrated” was not to imply sharing with freight, but rather to efficiently run freight and passenger rail to minimize conflicts between the two separate systems.  This text will be clarified.

Martin Engelmann of the Contra Costa County Transportation Authority inquired as to what the next steps for the Purpose and Need Statement are and how long the Steering Committee had to give feedback.

Mr. Ogden replied that the Purpose and Need Statement is a living document and will continue to change as the study progresses.  He added new modeling data, which must be included in the document, will be available over the next few months.  He asked the Steering Committee to provide its comments by January/February, noting that the Purpose and Need Statement would be finalized and incorporated as part of the Draft Plan.

Luis Mendez of Santa Cruz RTC suggested that the Goals and Objectives (page 4) include a goal that deals with accommodating inter-regional coordination and connectivity.

Dan Christians of Solano Transportation Agency added that the Goals and Objectives section needs more description on how the Regional Rail Plan works with the High-Speed Rail evaluation of alternatives.

Rob Owen of Caltrans Division of Rail requested that there be more recognition of planned rail projects happening outside the boundaries of Resolution 3434, but still feeding into the regional system.   He gave the following examples: the additional corridor service of San Joaquin, TAMC and the Caltrain extension, and the Coast train that runs from Los Angeles to San Francisco.  

Mr. Cohen responded that the Map (Figure 6, Page 15) shows some of these projects, but that he would look at adding more textual explanation.

Mr. Christians asked whether the data used for Figure 3 (Page 9) was new preliminary projections or older data.

Mr. Ogden responded that the current data was from the MTC model, but that it would be updated once the modeling work for the High-Speed and Regional Rail is complete.

Mr. Skoropowski pointed out that BART line obscures the Capitol Corridor line on Figure 7 (Page 16).  He requested that his be fixed so that both services are visible.

Karena Pushnik of Santa Cruz Regional Transportation Committee added that the Regional Rail Network Need bulleted list (Page 5) should include other neighboring counties, as there are commuters coming in from beyond the Bay Area.

Mr. Cohen noted that the Regional Rail Advisory Group also suggested looking at Northern California as a whole, rather than just the Bay Area and Central Valley.

Ms. Pushnik also inquired as to whether the workers shown in Figure 3 (Page 9) coming from Monterrey Bay area to the Bay Area including Santa Cruz County.

Olin Woods of SACOG pointed out that the forecasts in Figure 3 (Page 9) reflect increase of workers from Bay Area to outside regions, with the exception of Sacramento. He also added that within the report there is discussion of the booming economy in Sacramento.  He suggested that the Regional Rail Study team contact SACOG to double-check data.

Mr. Ogden assured him that once the new modeling data is available the team will update the figures and double check with all the regions.

Ms. Pushnik asked for clarification on whether the CalTrain to Salina extension is part of Resolution 3434.  Ms. Nguyen replied no.

Ms. Nguyen then asked for comments from the public on the Purpose and Need Statement.

Fred Doolittle commended the Purpose and Need Statement.  He also emphasized the importance of cost effectiveness but added that should not equate to simply retrofitting the existing system.  If BART had only retrofitted an existing system, it wouldn’t be here today.  Mr. Doolittle encouraged the Steering Committee and Project Management Team to do it right.  He stated that two important criteria are location and time of travel (as opposed to car travel).  He added that for the plan to be done well and right it should include grade separations and high-speed equipment, as well as express trains on a four-track system.  Mr. Doolittle also voiced support for separating freight from passenger service.  He stated that by creating the right system, it would be cheaper for the Bay Area in the long run.

Mr. Christians inquired as to what the Steering Committee should do with specific comments on the Draft Purpose and Need Statement and how long they had to give feedback to the Project Management Team.  

Mr. Ogden requested that comments for the Purpose and Need Statement are due by January/February; however, comments on the Systemwide Study Alternatives Refinements must be submitted before the end of December since the team will procedure with the modeling work.

Ms. Nguyen added that her email could be found on the front of the agenda and that all comments should be directed to MTC.

Systemwide Study Alternatives Refinements

Mr. Ogden proceeded to review the various refinements made to the Systemwide Study Alternatives since the last Steering Committee meeting.  He reminded that group that the alternatives are intended to be interchangeable and are for the basis of study, not to pick one entire alternative.  

Ms. Nguyen asked for questions or comments from the Steering Committee members.

Mr. Skoropowski asked for clarification on the term “light-weight” equipment.  He said he assumed it meant non-compliant, which could not run with freight.

Mr. Ogden responded that was correct.

Mr. Skoropowski added that light-weight equipment to Sacramento would fund 10-15 minute headways, which would basically make it like BART service for 100 miles.  He warned the group that when they ran the ridership models on this they will get skewed results, especially if connecting directly to San Francisco.  Mr. Skoropowski also inquired whether there would be conventional service from the East Bay to San Francisco.

Mr. Ogden responded that in Alternative 2 shows an interface in downtown Oakland.

Mr. Skoropowski then stated Capitol Corridor runs under a BART line adjacent to I-80 and a station at that location would provide dramatic connectivity improvement.  He encouraged the Program Management Team to look at this as an option, as it would improve ridership market and travel time experience.  

Mr. Ogden responded that they would look at a possible connection at this location.

Ezra Rapport asked for clarification on whether Mr. Skoropowski meant a relocated BART station or a second BART station.

Mr. Skoropowski responded that it could be either of the two.  

Mr. Rapport suggested that the Project Management Team meet with Mr. Skoropowski and his team at Capital Corridor to discuss this possibility.

Karl Schaarschmidt of Earth Tech added that he has been looking at a possible connection in West Oakland.

Mr. Skoropowski stated that he was not sure BART could handle the demand that this kind of connectivity would bring.

Mr. Schaarschmidt agreed and raised the question of whether a second Bay crossing would be necessary.

Getting back to the issue of separating freight from passenger rail, Mr. Skoropowski pointed out that Capitol Corridor runs on a single and double track.  He expressed concern that separating the systems might not allow the same flexibility and reliability for when the capacity gets higher.

Mr. Ogden responded that it is presume in Alternative 1 that all capacity increases will be manageable.

Mr. Schaarschmidt added that the study team is looking at initially operable separate systems, but, in case of an emergency, the equipment would still be compatible.

Stacey Mortenson of ACE stated that she would be thrilled to have more trains in the Stockton depot, but when looking at the growth and commute data, she is puzzled as to why there is a link from Sonoma and Marin to Stockton.  Ms. Mortenson asked for the study team to elaborate on this connection.

Mr. Ogden responded that the idea is that it is not a singular market.  With linkage from bringing SMART to I-80 and Stockton and Martinez, it’s not necessarily one market but a group of smaller markets.  He added that this is for the purpose of testing, just to find out what the ridership data may be.

Mr. Skoropowski stated most of the decisions on what to include seem based on travel demand and that he feels that there would be much more demand to go to San Francisco from San Rafael, rather than the East Bay.

Mr. Ogden responded they plan for an intercept at the Presidio for the buses.

Mr. Rapport inquired about a San Rafael to San Quentin high-speed ferry.

Mr. Ogden responded that it is an option the team can look at.

Mr. Christians inquired as to the non-compliant route from Hercules through Vallejo and further north in Alternative 2.  He raised the question of whether the Union Pacific right of way would join back in to services those stations or if passenger and freight would need to remain separate.

Mr. Ogden explained that Alternative 2 presumes that service in the I-80 would be replaced by this, which would keep freight separate from this passenger line.

Mr. Christians asked whether it would be able to service Benicia then.

Mr. Ogden responded that it would not service Benicia or Martinez.

Mr. Christian inquired as to whether the drawbridge would stay as it is.

Mr. Ogden replied affirmatively and added that it would be used for freight.

Mr. Skoropowski brought up the difficulties of having a regional overlay service sharing trackage due to the speed of high-speed rail trains.  

Mr. Ogden explained that there would be places where four tracks are required and also areas where the high-speed trains will not be going at full speed due to density of the communities.

Mr. Rapport added that it was a way to think outside the box, which is necessary because developing a public right of way would be difficult and costly.  He added that it is an integrated method of using that public right of way to serve a new market and that if you have one shot at financing a new right of way (through high-speed rail) you need to figure out how to best maximize it.

Mr. Woods inquired as to the process of integrating the High-Speed Rail Authority’s final call on alignment into the Regional Rail plan.

Mr. Ogden responded that the Regional Rail Study team is working closely with CHSRA, incorporating all relevant high-speed rail information.  The Regional Rail Plan will ultimately incorporate whatever alignment is the most promising for high-speed rail.

Mr. Leavitt added that, in the CHRSA program document, a statement from the Regional Rail Study will be included in the cumulative impact chapter.

Mr. Christians inquired as to the specific station locations and whether the team has chosen any for the purposes of modeling.

Mr. Ogden replied that most of the stations have been identified and that he will provide a list to those that are interested.

Ms. Mortenson suggested that in terms of proposed downtown stations the team should consider meeting with the cities in order to preserve possible land for future stations.

Mr. Ogden responded that, at this point, the team is trying to look at the big picture and that looking at individual cities will come later.

Mr. Rapport added that once more ridership information is gathered from the modeling, then it will be time to talk to cities and think of access and eminent domain issues.

Mr. Mendez from Santa Cruz RTC inquired as to whether bus service is included.

Mr. Ogden responded that it is shown in I-680 and East Contra Costa County, and, for the modeling, will be on top on any existing system.

Mr. Mendez inquired as to whether express bus systems could show a high enough demand be upgraded to rail.

Mr. Ogden responded affirmatively and told Mr. Mendez if he has any suggested routes to let them know.

Mr. Mendez replied that San Jose to Santa Cruz ridership has been going up and that they are interested in learning what affect the Regional Rail alternatives would have on this service.

Christina Watson of TAMC inquired about the extension from San Jose up through Oakland, adding that Caltrain is not adding any service north of San Jose.

Mr. Ogden clarified that is for modeling purposes only, so as to provide a comparison of two different ways of providing service.  He added that it should be kept in mind that this is a 2050 plan.

Ms. Watson asked to for clarification on whether this meant a forced transfer at the San Jose station.

Mr. Ogden responded affirmatively.

Ms. Watson added that TAMC is doing similar work through a capacity study for UP and modeling for the Caltrain extension.  She suggested that there should be some coordination between TAMC and Regional Rail.

Mr. Ogden responded that they had just completed an analysis of the capacity utilization of the freight lines and that he will send it out to the group shortly.

Ms. Watson clarified that in addition to a Pajaro stop, which the Santa Cruz line transfer point, there is the Castroville stop, which is the transfer point between Monterey and Salinas.

Mr. Mendez asked about existing services and how they are included in the Regional Rail Plan.  He cited the example of the Coast Daylight, which comes up to San Luis Obispo but would like to extend to the Bay Area.  He inquired whether these services would be accommodated.

Mr. Ogden informed him that the study team would not be precluding any existing service.

Ms. Nguyen then asked for comments from the public.

Richard Mlynarik responded to Mr. Skoropowski’s concerns regarding the difficulties in running high-speed rail with a regional overlay service.  Mr. Mlynarik listed various high-speed train systems throughout the world that ran both high-speed service and regional service, included in the list were Spain, Germany and the Netherlands.  He added that the investment in high-speed trains is so large that we need to make sure that we get the most of out it.

Michael Kiesling agreed with Mr. Mlynarik’s statement adding that he would like to see the high-speed system go though downtown Vallejo and follow the horn through Napa.  He also spoke in favor of a good BART – Capital Corridor Connection transfer in Oakland.  Mr. Kiesling also suggested setting the transfer time penalty to zero, since the modeling is partially an intellectual exercise.  

Mr. Ogden replied that setting the transfer time penalty to zero would be a possibility.

Mr. Kiesling suggested a line off of Geary, a line down Folsom and a line down King.  He also requested that a connection be made from the SMART train to the ferry terminal, with the high-speed ferry connecting to San Quentin and possibly Hercules or another East Bay destination.

Mr. Pitsker from Fremont asked if the Alternative 2 Niles Junction alignment was solely freight or passenger service as well.

Mr. Ogden responded that, if a bridge is used for passenger, it would not be the Alameda Creek Bridge.  He added that currently the plans show the crossing as a tunnel, not a bridge.  Mr. Ogden also stated that there would be separate tracks for freight.

Mr. Pitsker asked for clarification on whether passenger traffic was anticipated to come out of Niles Canyon, beyond what already exists.

Mr. Ogden responded affirmatively.

Mr. Doolittle commented on viability and FRA compliance.  He stated that history shows that FRA compliant vehicles stay at 5% mark and that they only way to get the weight down and the acceleration up is to use more modern, non-compliant equipment.  Mr. Doolittle also suggested a San Mateo bridge crossing to create a good, comprehensive, spiderwork of a network.

Mr. Ogden responded that the modeling work would include a connection of this type with express bus service in the right of way.

Mr. Doolittle suggested making the system Maglev-ready for potential future retrofitting. He also suggested taking a look at developing complementary services, such as the East Bay BART providing local service, while regional rail would provide express service.  Finally, Mr. Doolittle congratulated the study team on the efforts and expressed enthusiasm for Alternative 2 and the concept of BART as local train and HSR as express train.

Ms. Mortenson inquired whether there was any discussion on evaluating a route from Merced to Yosemite.

Mr. Rapport responded that he had not heard anything suggested along those lines.

Mr. Owens pointed out that on Page 7 of the document the text references a crossover at Fresno, while the map for Alternative 1 shows Merced. 

Mr. Ogden responded that the map was correct and that he would update the text to reflect that.

Next Steps and Adjourn

Brent Ogden reviewed the next steps for the Regional Rail Study.  Highlighting that the study team intends to conduct patronage forecasting through January, work on completing engineering studies by February, and prepare an Draft Report to by due out in March.

Adjournment

This meeting of the Regional Rail Steering Committee adjourned at 3:23 pm.
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