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Architectural Review Board
Staff Report (ID # 9888)

Report Type:

Action Items

Meeting Date: 1/10/2019

Summary Title:

Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project Overhead Contact
System

Title:

PUBLIC HEARING: Historic Resources Board and Architectural
Review Board Input on Peninsula Corridor Electrification
Project (PCEP) Overhead Contact System Foundation & Pole
Layouts Design for Installation Within Caltrain Peninsula
Corridor Joint Powers Board (JPB) Right of Way in Palo Alto.
Environmental Assessment: The JPB Certified the Final
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and Adopted a Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP) in January 2015,
Following Publication of the Draft EIR in February 2014 for
Public Comment. For More Information Contact the Chief
Planning Official Amy French at amy.french@cityofpaloalto.org

From:

Jonathan Lait

Recommendation
Staff recommends that the Historic Resources Board (HRB) and Architectural Review Board
(ARB) take the following action(s):
1. Provide comments on the Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project (PCEP) Overhead
Contact System (OCS) paint samples and pole designs proposed within Caltrain
Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board (JPB) right of way.

Report Summary
Caltrain Joint Powers Board (JPB) seeks input on the PCEP (conversion of Caltrain from dieselhauled trains to electrically-powered trains) OCS design for improvements within JPB right of
way. The subject project “65% plans” were previously reviewed by the HRB and ARB on
November 8 and November 15, 2018. The January 10, 2019 joint meeting of the HRB and ARB
will allow expedited review of the information requested by the boards in November 2018.

City of Palo Alto
Planning & Community Environment
250 Hamilton Avenue
Palo Alto, CA 94301
(650) 329-2442
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Earlier staff reports included background information; those reports are available online.
Copies of the staff reports without prior attachments are available in Attachment A and B (HRB
and ARB staff reports, respectively).
The City Council, on consent calendar agenda of December 17, 2018, authorized the City
Manager to enter into a Comprehensive Agreement with the JPB. The December 17th packet is
viewable here: https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/68157. The draft
Agreement had been considered by the Council Rail Committee on September 26, 2018
(https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx?t=60164.71&BlobID=66798).
The December 17 Council report provides a summary of the committee’s recommendations.

Background
On November 8 and 15, 2018 the HRB and ARB, respectively, reviewed the project. Video
recordings of the boards’ meetings are available online:
 HRB video: http://midpenmedia.org/category/government/city-of-palo-alto/boardsand-commissions/historic-resources-board/. One public speaker spoke to the HRB.
 ARB video: http://midpenmedia.org/category/government/city-of-palo-alto/boardsand-commissions/architectural-review-board/.
 HRB Report: https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/67562
 ARB Report: https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/67647
Excerpt meeting minutes are attached to this report. The HRB minutes were provided to the
ARB members by email prior to the November 15th hearing. The HRB minutes are attached
(Attachment C) to this report. The ARB minutes are also attached (Attachment D).
HRB Summary
On November 8, 2018, two members of the public commented:
 Martin Bernstein (as an individual) regarding the color and compatibility of poles, and
 Herb Borock (via letter included as page 72 of the November 15, 2018 ARB packet).
The HRB voted 5-0-1-1 (Wimmer absent, Bernstein not participating as a member due to
conflict) on motion made by HRB member Bower, seconded by HRB member Corey. HRB
member questions, comments and responses are captured in the below table.
HRB Questions
Project Team Response
Were battery powered trains explored?

Will poles line up with other poles?

What size trees will be planted and why is the

Battery powered trains were not explored as part of the EIR.
Reasonable alternatives to the project were considered (see
Chapter 5 (Alternatives) of the FEIR.
The designer considered technical, operations &
maintenance, utility conflicts and right-of way factors to
determine pole locations and these factors generally
prevent poles being placed in line with existing poles. In
addition, existing poles are typically existing utilities, which
requires a defined clearance based on the project’s design
criteria.
The replacement tree size depends on the tree it is replacing
and the 1:1 ratio is the minimum replacement ratio for
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Bridge clearance?

Will HRB see the paralleling station design?
What is the pole height and stability of poles in
the event of earthquakes?

HRB Comments
The attachment to the San Francisquito Bridge
should avoid impacting the historic resource,
follow SISRs
Palo Alto’s Urban Forester should be called to
observe work near El Palo Alto
Consensus: Use tan (FS23522) for PA Depot
poles and the green color (FS 14052) elsewhere
Palo Alto Depot poles must be contextually
appropriate – minimize presence, not in front of
depot if possible
Locate the paralleling station near California Av

Page 3
Cities along the Caltrain corridor (chosen as the tree
replacement standard in Caltrain ROW).
The distance from wire to the bottom of truss is 10.5” and
the clearance from the top of the rail to contact wire within
the San Francisquito Bridge is 19.81’
JPB will submit the station design in January and HRB will
get a set (may be 100% design).
The 75’ tall poles will be utility poles installed by utilities to
avoid conflicts with Caltrain overhead contact system.
Caltrain’s overhead contact system poles will range between
30-45.5’, depending on pole type. Seismic load is one of
the loads analyzed in the overall design of the foundations,
however the wind load is the governing load that ultimately
drives the design.

Project Team Response
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards will be followed

No response provided (Urban Forestry will be involved due
to the tree’s significance)
Color discussion continued – colors will be discussed in a
joint meeting with the ARB
No response provided; no change in plans after 11/8

Paralleling Station is proposed next to Park Plaza
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ARB Summary
On November 15, 2018, there were no public speakers. The ARB provided input on screening
vegetation (asking JPB to provide additional, native species plants including shrubs), placement
of poles (with a note that center pole placement is preferred), finishes of poles and the
structures in the proposed paralleling station (no concurrence on color selection among the
range of paint colors displayed electronically, and thoughts shared about public art on the
paralleling station structure(s)). The ARB voted to have the JPB staff return to present actual
paint chips reflecting color options, and additional information about the various proposed pole
styles (including clarification about where tapered vs. non-tapered poles are proposed). ARB
member questions, comments and responses are provided in the below table.
ARB Comments
Project Team Response
Screening vegetation – need more native trees
and shrubs
Pole placement, finishes need further review
Need color sample actual paint chips
(non-consensus on pole color)
Need information on pole styles – clarification
as to where tapered vs. non-tapered proposed

Staff will be able to review the 100% drawings to see
whether additional vegetation in JPB ROW is proposed
See below response to questions
Paint samples for poles and paralleling station will be
presented 1-10-19
Caltrain will have technical staff in attendance to provide
more detailed information about pole types and
configurations.

ARB Questions

Project Team Response

Why are the side poles preferred by Caltrain?

How will the painted poles be maintained?

Will there be any unpainted (galvanized) poles
in Palo Alto?

Is there a plan to replace lights at stations with
LEDs?
Why is there barbed wire fencing along Alma?

Side poles are preferred by Caltrain for operations and
maintenance and considerations. This configuration allows
Caltrain to maintain revenue service if the poles or wires
were damaged or being maintained on the adjacent track.
When maintenance is required on a center pole, both tracks
have to be taken out of service, which has the potential to
impact Caltrain revenue service.
The poles will be added to the routine maintenance
program implemented by Caltrain. The paint has a 10 year
life cycle and poles will be painted as needed.
No, all poles in Palo Alto are planned to be painted. Poles
outside of the station areas will be painted Marine Green
per Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP).
Poles within station areas will be painted per the City of Palo
Alto’s selection.
Caltrain is replacing station lights with newer LEDs
throughout the system as needed. There are no specific
plans to replace lights at the Palo Alto stations at this time.
Caltrain has a program to install fencing along the Caltrain
right-of-way to deter and prevent trespassing. Caltrain, at
the request of the City, installed the additional three foot
extension along Alma Street.
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Comprehensive Agreement
The Council Rail Committee’s recommendations included a proposal to delete Caltrain staff’s
term “courtesy” to describe the HRB and ARB review purview. The Council December 17, 2018
report regarding the Comprehensive Agreement (ID #9873) included the agreement, which
includes a Section 6, “General Commitments” Item N “Design Review”. Agreement Section 6
described the JPB’s agreements to:
 “provide information regarding the following Project elements to the City for ARB
review and recommendation to the City Planning Director: (a) OCS Poles, including pole
design, color, location, and configuration (e.g. gull-wing versus standard design); (b)
Proposals for vegetation removal and plans for Project screening ;and (c) Paralleling
Station(s)”;
 “provide information to the HRB regarding the final design of any Project elements or
features adjacent to, or with the potential to impact the historical resources specifically
identified in section (5)(C)(2),any other designated historical resources within the City.”
Agreement Section 5, “Extent of City Review of Issued for Construction Plans” states, “Since JPB
is exempt from local planning and building regulation, submittal of information and plans to the
City is for the purposes of a courtesy review only, with the exception of any required work that
alters or replaces City Improvements, in which case the City shall have 21 business days to
review the Issued for Construction Plans.” The December 17, 2018 Council report (ID #9873)
notes ,“Caltrain has agreed to remove the term “courtesy” from the description of their review
process with the City and its Boards.” On December 17, 2018, Council adopted the agreement
on consent, allowing three Councilmembers who requested to submit comments to submit
them to staff after the Council meeting.

Analysis1
Pole Types and Colors
The pole types were indicated on OCS Foundation and Pole Layouts plans, OCS Basic
Design Poles and Structures package provided in late 2018 to the ARB and HRB. None of
the poles are proposed within the City’s rights of way. Proposed pole color
recommendations are under consideration.

1

The information provided in this section is based on analysis prepared by the report author prior to the public
hearing. The Architectural Review Board in its review of the administrative record and based on public testimony
may reach a different conclusion from that presented in this report and may choose to take an alternative action
from the recommendation in this report.
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At the January 10, 2019 public hearing, the HRB and ARB will be able to view paint samples
showing several color options for the two train depots in Palo Alto, and for the Stadium
stop (near Town and Country Shopping Center). The project team will also present
additional information about the pole types and confirm the location of each type
(assuming the information is known at this stage).

Environmental Review
The earlier staff reports reported the CEQA status of the project.

Public Notification, Outreach & Comments
Notice of a joint public hearing for this project was published in the Daily Post on December 21,
2018 (28 days in advance of the meeting).
Public Comments
As of the writing of this report, no project-related, public comments were received (other than
Mr. Borock letter that was included in the November 15, 2018 ARB packet).
Report Author & Contact Information
Amy French, AICP, Chief Planning Official
(650) 329-2336
Amy.french@cityofpaloalto.org

ARB2 Liaison & Contact Information
Jodie Gerhardt, AICP, Planning Manager
(650) 329-2575
jodie.gerhardt@cityofpaloalto.org

Attachments:
 Attachment A: HRB Staff Report November 8, 2018 Without Attachments (DOC)
 Attachment B: ARB Staff Report November 15, 2018 Without Attachments
(DOC)
 Attachment C: HRB Excerpt Minutes 11-8-18
(DOCX)
 Attachment D: ARB Excerpt Minutes 11-15-18
(DOCX)
 Attachment E: Memo Regarding Color Samples (ARB and HRB Members to Receive Hard
Copies)
(DOCX)

2

Emails may be sent directly to the ARB using the following address: arb@cityofpaloalto.org
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Historic Resources Board
Staff Report (ID # 9760)

Report Type:

Action Items

Meeting Date: 11/8/2018

Summary Title:

Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project Overhead Contact
System

Title:

PUBLIC HEARING: Historic Resources Board Input on Peninsula
Corridor Electrification Project (PCEP) Overhead Contact
System Foundation & Pole Layouts Design for Installation
Within Caltrain Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board Right of
Way in Palo Alto. Environmental Assessment: The JPB Certified
the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and Adopted a
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP) in January
2015, Following Publication of the Draft EIR in February 2014
for Public Comment.

From:

Jonathan Lait

Recommendation
Staff recommends that the Historic Resources Board (HRB) take the following action(s):
1.
Provide comments on the Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project (PCEP) Overhead
Contact System (OCS) design for proposed pole and foundation installations in Caltrain
Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board (JPB) right of way.

Report Summary
The Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project (PCEP), partly funded by the Federal Transit
Administration, is the conversion of Caltrain from diesel-hauled trains to electrically-powered
trains for service between San Francisco and San Jose. The OCS design is for improvements
only within the Caltrain Joint Powers Board (JPB) right of way. The City of Palo Alto does not
have permitting authority; therefore, this review is considered a courtesy review. The JPB has
agreed to accept and consider input from the City Council, with advice from the HRB and
Architectural Review Board (ARB). This report provides the HRB with information to enable
discussion and any input on the project for the JPB’s consideration.

City of Palo Alto
Planning & Community Environment
250 Hamilton Avenue
Palo Alto, CA 94301
(650) 329-2442
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The Caltrain Joint Powers Board (JPB) published the PCEP Draft Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) in February 2014 and Palo Alto City Council provided comments on the Draft EIR. In
January 2015, JPB certified the Final EIR with a statement of overriding considerations, and
adopted the mitigation monitoring and reporting plan (MMRP). The PCEP webpage containing
multiple environmental review document links is viewable here:
http://www.caltrain.com/projectsplans/CaltrainModernization/Modernization/PeninsulaCorrid
orElectrificationProject/PCEP_FEIR_2014.html. The PCEP Final EIR disclosed ‘permanent visual
alterations’ from the project, along with other impacts.
Foundation work for the poles is anticipated to begin in March 2019 or thereafter. JPB staff
stated that there are remedies if the contractor fails to follow the EIR mitigation measures; staff
can issue a Statement of Objection to require the contractor to fix any work that has been done
incorrectly. JPB staff committed to considering input from Palo Alto boards, as designs move
beyond the current plan set, which reflects 65% completion. The JPB will enter into an
agreement with Palo Alto; a draft agreement was considered by the Rail Committee on
September 26, 2018 (included in Attachment A, also viewable here:
https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx?t=60164.71&BlobID=66798).
The agreement is tentatively scheduled to be approved by City Council on November 27, 2018.
The historic resources within the project area in Palo Alto are San Francisquito Bridge, El Palo
Alto Tree, Palo Alto Southern Pacific Railroad Depot (95 University Avenue), University Avenue
Underpass, Embarcadero Underpass, and Greenmeadow Neighborhood. The PCEP EIR cites
these resources, impacts thereto, and mitigation measures. Content from the EIR are
excerpted in this report.

Background
Project Location and Design Build Input Request
The Palo Alto segment (Segment 3, work areas 2 and 1) of the PCEP involves real property and
fixtures between milepost (MP) 29.7 and 33.6 (JPB Right-of-Way). Along this corridor there are
four at-grade vehicular crossings, located at: Alma Avenue, Churchill Avenue, East Meadow
Drive, and Charleston Road. In February 2015, the JPB issued the PCEP design-build request for
proposals to engage a design-build contractor; in July 2016, the JPB awarded the contract to
Balfour Beatty Infrastructure, Inc. (BBII). JPB/BBII provided Palo Alto staff with plans at “65%
completion” for the OCS pole layouts and system foundation design. The plans are provided to
the HRB in hard copy (and a link to plans and other Caltrain provided documents is noted on
Attachment G). The JPB and BBII request comments on the OCS design within Palo Alto; the
comments or input will be considered and potentially addressed in subsequent design
packages. No City action is to be taken on the project, aside from Council action on the
Comprehensive Agreement between Palo Alto and the JPB that is currently being drafted.
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EIR and Cultural Resources Impacts
The EIR chapter describing the setting, impacts, and mitigation measures is viewable here:
http://www.caltrain.com/Assets/Caltrain+Modernization+Program/FEIR/3.4+Cultural.pdf. The
Final EIR also included a Cultural Resources Programmatic Agreement, viewable here:
http://www.caltrain.com/Assets/Caltrain+Modernization+Program/FEIR/App+E+Cultural+Reso
urces.pdf. The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program is viewable here:
http://www.caltrain.com/Assets/Caltrain+Modernization+Program/Electrification+Documents/
MMRP.pdf. Within Palo Alto, the project will impact the intersections at Alma/Sand Hill Road
(#64), Meadow/Alma (#63), Churchill/Alma (#66), and Charleston/Alma (#68).
The EIR Cultural Resources chapter addresses the cited historic resources - San Francisquito
Bridge, El Palo Alto Tree, Palo Alto Southern Pacific Depot, University Avenue Underpass,
Embarcadero Underpass, and the Greenmeadow Neighborhood. The Depot and Greenmeadow
Tract are on the National Register of Historic Places. El Palo Alto is designated as California
Landmark #2. The others are Eligible for the National Register. Staff collected images
(Attachment B) of the Palo Alto historic resources disclosed in the certified EIR, and attached
copies of available historic resources inventory forms and evaluations (Attachment C). The
following images show JPB ownership from Everett to Churchill Avenues, where all EIR-cited
Palo Alto historic resources, except Greenmeadow, are located.

Electrification Project General Description
The project includes installation of facility improvements, including overhead catenary wires,
support poles, traction power facilities, and other appurtenances necessary to convert service
from the existing diesel-locomotive driven trains to Electric Multiple Units (EMUs). EMUs are
self-propelled electric trains that do not have a separate locomotive. EMUs can accelerate and

Packet Pg. 16

2.a
City of Palo Alto
Planning & Community Environment Department

Page 4

decelerate at faster rates than diesel-powered trains, even with longer trains. With EMUs,
Caltrain can run longer trains without degrading speeds, thus increasing peak-period capacity.
This will support operations of up to six Caltrain trains per peak hour per direction (an increase
from 5 trains per peak hour per direction at present). Electrification of the rail line is scheduled
to be operational by 2020 or 2021. The project includes operating 114 trains per day between
San Jose and San Francisco and six trains per day between Gilroy and San Jose.
Overhead Contact System Description
Approximately 130 to 140 single-track miles of Overhead Contact System (“OCS”) will be
installed for the distribution of electrical power to the new electric rolling stock (trains). The
OCS would be powered from a 25 kilovolt (kV), 60 Hertz (Hz), single-phase, alternating current
(“AC”) traction power system consisting of the following Traction Power Facilities (“TPF”): two
Traction Power Substations, one Switching Station and seven Paralleling Stations. The OCS
poles are typically about 180 to 200 feet apart. On curved sections, the span lengths between
supports must be reduced. The OCS poles are to be placed approximately nine to 11 feet from
the centerline of the tracks. Associated with the OCS, an electric safety zone to adjacent
vegetation is needed. This electric safety zone distance is approximately 10 feet from the face
of the OCS pole.
Palo Alto-Specific Project Description
The following documents are attached to this report:
 Pole Schedule (Attachment D);
 Letter from Balfour Beatty (Attachment E);
 City Stations Pole Color Recommendations (Attachment F); and
 OCS Foundation and Pole Layouts Segment 3 Drawings (Attachment G provides a link).
The project includes the following components in Palo Alto:
1. OCS poles. Installation of foundations, poles and appurtenances along the 3.9 mile section of
JPB Right-of-Way within the City.
2. Stringing wire for OCS. Installation of OCS wires using different support systems (i.e., twotrack cantilever brackets, side or center cantilever brackets) depending upon the track
segment’s exact configuration and other site-specific requirements and constraints, as
determined by the DB Contractor, and consistent with Mitigation Measure AES-2b to provide
aesthetic treatment for OCS structures. Examples of the various structures are depicted in the
"Project Description" portion of the FEIR (Section 2.3.1). This activity may necessitate
temporary road closures.
3. Paralleling Station. Paralleling Station 5 would be constructed within the JPB ROW south of
Page Mill Road. The location of this facility is shown in Exhibit B as “Paralleling Station 5 (PS-5).”
The JPB will be submitting the Paralleling Station plans in 2019, but comments are requested
now on the location. A “Paralleling Station” means a type of traction power facility that helps
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boost the Overhead Contact System voltage and reduce running rail return current by means of
an autotransformer. The JPB notes the paralleling station will be shifting a few hundred feet
north of the shown location.
4. Staging areas. During the Project, JPB and its DB Contractor intend to use staging areas
within the JPB ROW as identified in the FEIR, which are located along the west side of the JPB
ROW both north and south of Alma Street, and between W. Meadow Drive and W. Charleston
Drive along the west side of the JPB ROW.
Pole Types and Colors
The pole types are indicated on OCS Foundation and Pole Layouts plans, OCS Basic Design
Poles and Structures package. None of the poles are proposed within the City’s rights of
way. Proposed pole color recommendations are under consideration. The HRB and ARB are
invited to comment on several color options, noted below, for the two train depots in Palo
Alto, and for the Stadium stop (near Town and Country Center).

Discussion
Council Comments on Draft EIR
On April 21, 2014, Council discussed and approved a draft comment letter from the City of Palo
Alto on the Draft EIR. The purpose of the Final EIR is to address or provide responses to the
Draft EIR comments. Council had modified the comment letter (draft viewable here:
https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/40017) with these changes
(annotated by staff to reflect a change related to a historic resource):
1) take a look at ridership estimates up and down the peninsula,
2) use clear and demonstrative language shall (word change from should),
3) address the future impacts of High Speed Rail,
4) add centerfold alternative, support for the Catenary system in the middle,
5) give further attention to appropriate procedures for trimming trees,
6) address protection of El Palo Alto tree,
7) analyze affects if the California Supreme Court rules to end High Speed Rail,
8) to evaluate fixed location/wayside horns to reduce noise impacts,
9) make grade separation language stronger and not lost within point on,
10) any discussion of grade separation should ensure that the electrification project would not
preclude potential improvements to the corridor, and
11) all opportunities created for additional pedestrian access should emphasize safety for the
public.
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Environmental Impact Report and Historic Resources
The Palo Alto historic resources are discussed (along with other cities’ resources) in the PCEP
Final EIR. Table 3.4-2 reflects listed historic properties for the purposes of CEQA, as well as
registered historic properties. The content in italics (description and approved mitigations
below the table excerpt) was taken from the Final EIR regarding these properties.
Excerpt of Table 3.42 Historic Properties (To Show Registered/ Listed Palo Alto Properties)

(1) San Francisquito Bridge
Final EIR content: “The installation of the power system supports on this historically significant
bridge could result in significant adverse impacts. San Francisquito Bridge, a steel through-truss
bridge, is eligible under Criterion 1 for its association with the image and development of Palo
Alto in the 20th century, and under Criterion 3 for being the only significant steel bridge in Palo
Alto and a distinctive example of an important standard type of truss bridge. Substantial
alteration of the bridge structure could be a significant impact. With implementation of
Mitigation Measure CUL-1d, the historic resource would not be altered other than the small
clearance holes, and the cables would be suspended above and parallel to the existing railroad
line. Thus, with mitigation there would be no significant impact on the characteristics of the
bridge that make it appear to meet the criteria for listing in the CRHR.”
Note that, in addition to eligibility for California Register, this bridge is National Register Eligible
under Criterion A and also Criterion C (in that the property embodies the distinctive
characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that represent the work of a
master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable
entity whose components may lack individual distinction.)
(2) El Palo Alto
Final EIR content: “A large ancient redwood tree, known as “El Palo Alto,” is located adjacent to
the Caltrain ROW in 9 Palo Alto. The tree has been recognized through at least three historic
preservation programs, both locally and statewide, and is identified as California State Historic
Landmark #2, a State Point of Historic Interest, and City of Palo Alto Heritage Tree #1. The state
landmark status (Landmark #2) was conferred in 1954. Because SHPO did not develop specific
uniform standards for landmark designation until well after many resources had been identified,
landmarks with a number lower than 770 and recognized as state historic landmarks prior to
1998 are not considered to have been evaluated for the CRHR. Nevertheless, the tree is
described as follows in SHPO's published list of state landmarks: “Portola Journey’s End. In 1769
the Portola expedition of 63 men and 200 horses and mules camped near El Palo Alto, the tall
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tree. They had traveled from San Diego in search of Monterey but discovered instead the Bay of
San Francisco. In 1974, the tree was designated as State Point of Historic Interest #SCL-026, in
recognition of its local significance” (Office of Historic Preservation 2014). A City of Palo Alto
press release states that the tree is estimated to be more than 1,000 years old and more than
110 feet high (San Jose Mercury News 2004).”
Final EIR content: “The tree trunk is located outside of the electrical safety zone, and all power
system supports would be attached to the adjacent San Francisquito Bridge. However, as
described in Section 3.3, Biological Resources, minor pruning would be necessary to keep tree
branches out of the San Francisquito Bridge truss which is similar to current tree maintenance
practices. Mitigation Measure BIO-5, Section 3.3, Biological Resources, requires a Tree
Avoidance, Minimization, and Replacement Plan (including specific attention to minimization of
effects on El Palo Alto) will be developed by a certified arborist in consultation with each
jurisdiction’s arborist (e.g., the City of Palo Alto Urban Forester in this case). Thus, the impacts
on this resource would be reduced to a less than significant level.”
In the Biological resources section of the Final EIR, this note appears regarding El Palo Alto:
“Special care will be taken to minimize construction period effects on El Palo Alto including
minimization of any pruning. Pruning of El Palo Alto, if necessary, will be coordinated with the
City of Palo Alto arborist, in advance.”
Note that, in addition to being California Landmark #2, El Palo Alto is Palo Alto’s Heritage Tree
#1. The City Council report supporting the local designation of El Palo Alto included an arborist
report, viewable here: https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/9611.
(3) Palo Alto Station, MP 30.10 (Built 1940)
Final EIR content: “The 1996 NRHP and CRHR listing of the Palo Alto Station name two buildings
and two objects as the historic property. The property is an example of the Streamline Modern
style of architecture, listed under Criterion 3/C. The historic structures are both east and west of
the tracks (confirm). Poles and OCS would be installed near the current location of the historic
station. To avoid a potentially significant impact, Mitigation Measure CUL-1d includes specific
design commitments. With mitigation, the installation of poles in these locations would have no
adverse a less-than-significant impact on the attributes that make the Palo Alto Station eligible
for listing in the NRHP and the CRHR, and none of the resources listed in the nomination would
be directly affected by the installation of the poles. Only the setting of the tracks would be
slightly affected, in that the poles would be installed between the sets of tracks, and would
extend over them, at this location. This, however, is a less-than-significant impact.”
Note that the Palo Alto Southern Pacific Railroad Depot is also a Local Historic Resources
Inventory Category 1. The Final EIR includes a mitigation measure (MM) CUL-1d) intended to
address impacts anticipated impact from pole placements:
 MM CUL-1d: Implement design commitments at historic railroad stations
“Palo Alto Station: Side poles shall not be placed in front of or within 40 feet of historic
station on the west side of the Caltrain ROW. Given the separation between MT1 and MT2,
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single center poles are not Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project EIR 3.4-25 December
2014 ICF 00606.12 Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board Settings, Impacts, and Mitigation
Measures Cultural Resources feasible. Thus, to minimize visual impacts on the property,
single pole/cantilevers will be placed in the median between MT1 and MT2. Additionally,
prior to the installation of the OCS, the station will be recorded to HABS level III standards
from the track side of the building, from the opposite platform.”
(4) University Avenue Underpass and (5) Embarcadero Underpass
Final EIR content: “The University Avenue Underpass, built between 1939 and 1941, is
significant under CRHR and NRHP Criterion 1/A for its association with the transformation of
Palo Alto’s transportation core, and is central to the redesign of University Avenue as it
intersected two of the most historically important transportation corridors between San
Francisco and San Jose: Southern Pacific’s Coast Line and El Camino Real/U.S. Highway 101. The
Embarcadero Underpass, constructed in 1939 as part of the government’s grade separation
program, is eligible under CRHR and NRHP Criterion 1/A. The installation of the power system
supports on these historically significant bridges could result in significant adverse impacts. To
avoid a potentially significant impact, Mitigation Measure CUL-1d includes specific design
commitments. Under this mitigation measure, the cables would be suspended above and
parallel to the existing line and there would be no impact on historic fabric of these bridges, nor
would the placement of the poles alter the use of or character-defining features of these
underpasses that make them appear to meet the criteria for listing in the CRHR and NRHP.
Additionally, the immediate vicinities of the underpasses have already been altered, so the
addition of the power systems would not impact the bridges’ settings.”
The ‘specific design commitments’ (underlined in the above paragraph) include these
statements: “Power cables shall be suspended parallel to and above the University Avenue
Underpass. The poles in this configuration shall be set at the side of the track they power. No
poles shall be set on the bridges themselves.”
The National Register Eligible University Avenue Underpass, aka HP19 Bridge, is eligible under
Criterion A (in that the property is associated with events that have made a significant
contribution to the broad patterns of our history). The Final EIR includes a mitigation measure
(MM) CUL-1f) intended to address the impact:
 MM CUL-1f: Implement historic bridge/underpass design requirements
“This mitigation measure addresses the approach to installing Proposed Project facilities at nine
historic bridges/underpasses to ensure that the power system supports are not attached to the
historic fabric of these bridges/underpasses and avoid adverse impacts on their historic integrity
and visual appearance. All modifications will be completed following the Secretary of the
Interior’s standards for the treatment of historic properties.”
(6) Greenmeadow Neighborhood, Palo Alto
Final EIR content: “The Greenmeadow Neighborhood in Palo Alto is a residential district listed
on the NRHP on July 28, 2005. Greenmeadow consists of 243 single-family homes and one
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community center complex of two buildings and one swimming pool. The subdivision was
developed by Eichler Homes, Inc. between 1954 and 1955. The single-story homes, designed by
architects A. Quincy Jones and Frederick Emmons, have three or four bedrooms, two bathrooms,
and attached garages. The homes are designed in a mid-century modern style and were built
with a slab-on-grade post-and-beam construction. The designs emphasize privacy on the
relatively blank street facades and openness to the rear with floor-to-ceiling, wall-to-wall plate
glass windows. The district was listed at the state level of significance under Criterion C in the
area of architecture as an excellent example of Joseph Eichler’s mid-century modern subdivision
housing in California. Eichler made a significant contribution in the area of modern home design
and innovative construction methods. Working closely (and alternately) with architects Anshen
and Allen, and Jones and Emmons, Eichler wished to offer middle-class families high-quality,
contemporary design in an affordable production house. Greenmeadow is an excellent example
of Joseph Eichler’s contribution to mid-century residential modernism and the California
suburban environment. When Eichler developed Greenmeadow in 1953, he had already built
hundreds of lower priced, architect-designed homes in more than a dozen subdivisions on the
Peninsula. With Greenmeadow, Eichler decided to move up the price range and tap into the
growing market for larger houses with more amenities (California Office of Historic
Preservation). The community was designed with an inwardly oriented street pattern for
security and to discourage through traffic. The district is bounded by Nelson Drive, El Capitan
Place, Adobe Place, and Creekside Drive.”
Final EIR content: Paralleling Station 5 (PS-5), Option 1 is proposed between the railroad and
Alma Avenue, outside of the district boundaries; it therefore it has no potential to directly
impact the historic district. The proposed PS5, Option 1 would be opposite the entrance to
Greenmeadow Way, which leads into the district; the residences on Alma Avenue, opposite the
proposed PS5, Option 1, are not included in the NRHP district (the closest residences within the
historic district are approximately 250 feet east of Alma Street). This paralleling station would
not diminish the historic character-defining features of the historic district by introducing a
visual change to the district. PS5, Option 1 would be visible only by individuals leaving the
historic district by way of Greenmeadow Way. The closest homes in the district to the proposed
paralleling station are oriented facing Creekside Drive, opposite from Alma Avenue; the homes
on the second block of Creekside Drive face each other and not toward the proposed PS5, Option
1. Continuing northeast on Creekside Drive is the Thomas Church-designed park with its
community center, a significant distance from the proposed PS-5, Option 1. This is not the main
entrance to the center, but a footpath. The mature landscaping of this area of the community
center further blocks any potential visual impact. Therefore the Proposed Project would have no
impact on this historic resource. PS5, Option 1B is approximately 500 feet south of the nearest
part of the historic Greenmeadow neighborhood and would not be visible from within the
neighborhood and would not affect views of any part of the historic neighborhood.”
Pole Schedule Considerations
In addition to a plan set, the JPB staff provided a ‘Pole Schedule’ (Attachment D) reflecting pole
types and foundation sizes to be used. The submitted schedule appears to conflict with the
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nomenclature on the plans provided to date (and therefore, notes about poles used are in
reference to the plan notes). JPB staff intends to provide an explanation of design
considerations for the pole design. Considerations for pole designs include (1) Utilities, (2)
Operations and maintenance – outside (double) poles allow a robust system, and (3) Avoiding
significant impacts to vegetation. Spacing between the poles is also a consideration, as is the
foundation design for the poles at the stations.
It appears that double poles are proposed in most locations, but single poles are proposed at
the Palo Alto Depot. The JPB staff noted that a distance of 21 feet is needed between tracks in
order to have a center, single pole. Palo Alto staff asked JPB staff to consider increasing the
center pole use, as aesthetically superior option. JPB will study whether the tracks are too
narrow to use a single center pole in some locations. This center pole feasibility evaluation will
help the JPB to understand cost and schedule implications. If center poles were considered in
each case, but proved to be technically infeasible, Palo Alto would seek a written explanation to
share with the public. Staff anticipates that, from aesthetics and tree preservation standpoints,
a single pole design in the center of the tracks would be preferable. However, double poles
minimize the risk of failure in case of a ‘knockdown’ so these are preferred to be used, where
possible, by the JPB.
Below left is an image of a centered, single pole. Below middle is an image of double poles –
one on each side of the tracks. Below right is a cantilever structure with a long reach.

Below left images of the ‘long reach cantilever’ show dimensions (30 feet from the cantilever to
the base plate of the foundation for the pole, with another 13’10” to the part of the pole on
which the wire or wires would be attached to support the cantilever at a point 26 feet from the
pole). Below right image is of the portal type of pole (with a horizontal beam stretching across
three tracks.
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The plans indicate four series of pole types:
 WF = Wide Flange design of different types,
 TT = Tapered Tubular (single cantilever pole, or center pole with two cantilevers)
 SQ = Square Tube design of different types, and
 PW1 = Wide Flange Portal extending over three tracks.
Staff tallied the height and number of each pole type in the project in Palo Alto shown in plans.
The pole heights as shown on the plans and schedule range from 32 feet up to 45.5 feet:
 WF-1 (32’ tall - 58 poles –single cantilever), WF-3 (32’ tall – 3 poles, single cantilever or
center pole with two cantilevers), WF-4A (45.5’ tall - 5 poles, long reach cantilever), WF-5
(32’ tall - 11 poles, single cantilever), WF-7 (32’ tall - 9 poles, single cantilever)
 TT: TT-1 (32’ tall – 20 poles), TT-1A (35’ tall – 4 poles), TT-3A (35’ tall – 9 poles), TT-4 (32’ tall
– 10 poles), TT-4A (35’ tall – 6 poles)
 SQ series: SQ-1 (45.4’ tall - 2 poles),SQ-3 (32’ tall -12 poles), SQ-8 (45.5’ tall – 3 poles), SQ9A (35’ tall – 24 poles), SQ-9B (38’ tall – 4 poles), SQ-11B (38’ tall – 2 poles)
 PW-1 (34’ tall, only two of these three-track portals are proposed; one approximately 350
feet north of El Dorado Avenue and the other approximately 120 feet north of El Dorado
Avenue).
The JPB representatives stated that a 75’ tall pole type will be needed at six or seven locations
and that this is related to undetermined timing of utilities undergrounding, so installation of
these taller poles would have a separate timeline from the other poles. Below images show the
proposal beginning at about 250 feet north of Palo Alto Avenue and ending approximately 800
feet south of the Palo Alto Depot.

Shunt Wire
When there is a crossing wire underground, the project will not need a shunt wire. But there
are cases where the overhead wire would conflict and a shunt wire is needed. For instance,
there are power lines for service to residences stretching over Alma and the railroad tracks. The
City is looking to underground these, but this is a separate project with a separate timeline.
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Tree Impacts
The City is in conversation with JPB regarding significant removals proposed within the JPB right
of way in Palo Alto. The JPB plans to post tree removal notification prior to work and has
provided Palo Alto with a tree removal plan showing the number of trees to be removed
outside the JPB right of way, and a timeline for removals. Some work has already recently
occurred at the path behind Palo Alto High School – oaks within the JPB right of way were
removed. A small number of oaks and other trees are also proposed to be removed outside JPB
right of way. Staging plans are anticipated to be submitted prior to Council input.
El Palo Alto
Tree protection is especially important for El Palo Alto, a California Landmark and local Heritage
Tree. El Palo Alto’s trunk is located approximately 25 feet from the train tracks. The project
plans show two of the OCS 36-inch foundations and poles less than 100 feet from the El Palo
Alto Redwood (the closer foundation and pole is 49 feet away, on the west side of the train
tracks). There are constraints presented by the location of the tree, the San Francisquito Creek
bridge trestle, and the Palo Alto Avenue grade crossing. Palo Alto’s Urban Forester initially
requested a 100 foot buffer from El Palo Alto. Palo Alto and JPB staff are working on
Comprehensive Agreement language to provide the maximum feasible protection for El Palo
Alto, including minimizing unnecessary work and staging within 100 feet, and ensuring that Palo
Alto staff will be able to observe the work near El Palo Alto, and that Caltrain staff with
authority over the contractor will be available.

Environmental Review
In 2009, the JPB completed the PCEP Final Environmental Assessment/Environmental Impact
Report for the Project. Based upon that document, the Federal Transit Administration issued a
Finding of No Significant Impact in 2009, which completed the federal environmental review for
the Project in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act.
On January 31, 2013, JPB issued a Notice of Preparation of an EIR and, in February, 2014, issued
a Draft EIR for a 60-day comment period ending April 29, 2014. A Final EIR was issued in
December 2014. On January 8, 2015, pursuant to Resolution No. 2015-03, the JPB certified
conformance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to the extent that it is
applicable to the Project, and certified the Project’s Final EIR. On January 8, 2015, pursuant to
Resolution No. 2015-04, the JPB adopted CEQA findings of fact, a statement of overriding
considerations, and the MMRP. The Final EIR notes: “Permanent visual alterations would
result from the Proposed Project, comprising the introduction of poles and wires, and TPFs.
Additionally, trees and mature vegetation would be removed and pruned. Some trees and
vegetation would not be replaced on-site, resulting in a physical and aesthetic permanent
change in certain locations. As documented in Section 3.1, Aesthetics, these physical changes
would alter views from residential or business areas in various locations along the corridor, but
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they would not significantly obscure a scenic view or vista. However, even with mitigation,
some local visual character would be permanently altered.”

Public Notification, Outreach & Comments
A notice for the HRB meeting was sent to the Daily Post for publication on October 27, 2018.
No additional outreach has been undertaken by City staff. Attachment G to this report
provides links to Caltrain webpages regarding outreach and other project information. On
August 28, 2018, at the Lucie Stern Community Center, a community meeting was held
regarding Caltrain Electrification.
The event advertisement provided this link:
http://calmod.org/event/.

Next Steps
The Architectural Review Board is scheduled to conduct a hearing to provide input on the
project on November 15, 2018. Council is scheduled to consider the Comprehensive
Agreement on November 26, 2018.
Report Author & Contact Information
Amy French, AICP, Chief Planning Official
(650) 329-2336
amy.french@cityofpaloalto.org

HRB1 Liaison & Contact Information
Amy French, AICP, Chief Planning Official
(650) 329-2336
amy.french@cityofpaloalto.org

Attachments:
 Attachment A: Draft PCEP Agreement within Rail Committee Report
(PDF)
 Attachment B Historical Resources Images (DOCX)
 Attachment C1: Historic Resources Evaluations (Part 1 SP Depot DPR)
(PDF)
 Attachment C2: HRE (Part 2: SPPR Bridge - San Francisquito Creek) (PDF)
 Attachment C3: HRE (Part 3: University Avenue Underpass) (PDF)
 Attachment C4: HRE (Part 4: Embarcadero Underpass)
(PDF)
 Attachment D: Pole Schedule (PDF)
 Attachment E: Balfour Beatty Letter for City Review (DOCX)
 Attachment F: OCS Color Pole Options for Passenger Station
(PDF)
 Attachment G: Page of Links to Plans and Project Information
(DOCX)

1

Emails may be sent directly to the HRB using the following address: hrb@cityofpaloalto.org
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Architectural Review Board
Staff Report (ID # 9759)

Report Type:

Action Items

Meeting Date: 11/15/2018

Summary Title:

Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project Overhead Contact
System

Title:

PUBLIC HEARING: Architectural Review Board Input on
Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project (PCEP) Overhead
Contact System Foundation & Pole Layouts Design for
Installation Within Caltrain Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers
Board (JPB) Right of Way in Palo Alto. Environmental
Assessment: The JPB Certified the Final Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) and Adopted a Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Plan (MMRP) in January 2015, Following Publication
of the Draft EIR in February 2014 for Public Comment. For
More Information Contact the Chief Planning Official Amy
French at amy.french@cityofpaloalto.org

From:

Jonathan Lait

Recommendation
Staff recommends that the Architectural Review Board (ARB) take the following action(s):
1. Provide comments on the Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project (PCEP) Overhead
Contact System (OCS) design for proposed pole and foundation installations in Caltrain
Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board (JPB) right of way.

Report Summary
The Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project (PCEP), partly funded by the Federal Transit
Administration, is the conversion of Caltrain from diesel-hauled trains to electrically-powered
trains for service between San Francisco and San Jose. The OCS design is for improvements
only within the Caltrain Joint Powers Board (JPB) right of way. The City of Palo Alto does not
have permitting authority; therefore, this review is considered a courtesy review. The JPB has
agreed to accept and consider input from the City Council, with advice from the ARB and
Historic Resources Board (HRB). This report provides the ARB with information to enable
discussion and any input on the project for the JPB’s consideration.
City of Palo Alto
Planning & Community Environment
250 Hamilton Avenue
Palo Alto, CA 94301
(650) 329-2442
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The Caltrain Joint Powers Board (JPB) published the PCEP Draft Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) in February 2014 and Palo Alto City Council provided comments on the Draft EIR. In
January 2015, JPB certified the Final EIR with a statement of overriding considerations, and
adopted the mitigation monitoring and reporting plan (MMRP, viewable here:
http://www.caltrain.com/Assets/Caltrain+Modernization+Program/Electrification+Documents/
MMRP.pdf). The PCEP webpage containing environmental review document links is here:
http://www.caltrain.com/projectsplans/CaltrainModernization/Modernization/PeninsulaCorrid
orElectrificationProject/PCEP_FEIR_2014.html. The PCEP Final EIR disclosed ‘permanent visual
alterations’ from the project, along with other impacts.
Foundation work for the poles is anticipated to begin in March 2019 or thereafter. JPB staff
stated that there are remedies if the contractor fails to follow the EIR mitigation measures; staff
can issue a Statement of Objection to require the contractor to fix any work that has been done
incorrectly. JPB staff committed to considering input from Palo Alto boards, as designs move
beyond the current plan set, which reflects 65% completion. The JPB will enter into an
agreement with Palo Alto; a draft agreement was considered by the Rail Committee on
September 26, 2018 (included in Attachment A, also viewable here:
https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx?t=60164.71&BlobID=66798).
The agreement is tentatively scheduled to be approved by City Council on November 26, 2018.
On November 1, 2018, the ARB members received the HRB staff report for this project
(https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/67562) containing information
about historical resources, links to and excerpts taken from the Final EIR Cultural Resources
chapter and Cultural Resources Programmatic Agreement. Links to cultural resources
documents are not repeated again in this ARB staff report focused on aesthetics. Staff will
provide a summary of comments provided during the HRB hearing of November 8, 2018 and
excerpt HRB meeting minutes will be at ARB member places if they are available.

Background
Project Information
Owner:
Architect:
Representative:
Property Information
Address:

Neighborhood:
Protected/Heritage
Trees:
Historic Resource(s):

Caltrain JPB
Balfour Beatty Infrastructure Inc.
Stacy Cocke



Palo Alto Southern Pacific Depot address is 95 University
California Avenue Depot address is 101 California Avenue
Note: Caltrain JPB Corridor has no address
Northern City boundary to southern City boundary
El Palo Alto



San Francisquito Bridge
El Palo Alto Tree
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 Palo Alto Southern Pacific Depot
 University Avenue Underpass
 Embarcadero Underpass
 Greenmeadow Neighborhood
Train depots and tracks, primarily; Sprint facility near 195 Page Mill

Existing
Improvement(s):
Existing Land Use(s):
Public Transportation
Adjacent Land Uses & Public Facilities
Zoning:
Prior City Reviews & Action
City Council:
4-21-14; Council discussed and approved comment letter on the Draft
EIR. The draft letter is viewable here:
https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/40017
Council approved the letter with the following changes:
1) taking a look at ridership estimates up and down the peninsula,
2) clear and demonstrative language (should to shall), and 3) the future impacts of
High Speed Rail,
3) add centerfold alternative, support for the Catenary system in the middle,
4) further attention to appropriate procedures for trimming trees,
5) protection of El Palo Alto tree,
6) analyze affects if the California Supreme Court rules to end High Speed Rail,
7) to evaluate fixed location/wayside horns to reduce noise impacts,
8) make grade separation language stronger and not lost within point on,
9) any discussion of grade separation should ensure that the electrification project
would not preclude potential improvements to the corridor, and
10) all opportunities created for additional pedestrian access should emphasize
safety for the public.

PTC:
None
HRB:
November 8, 2018
ARB:
None
Project Location and Design Build Input Request
The Palo Alto segment (Segment 3, work areas 2 and 1) of the PCEP involves real property and
fixtures between milepost (MP) 29.7 and 33.6 (JPB Right-of-Way). Along this corridor there are
four at-grade vehicular crossings, located at: Alma Avenue, Churchill Avenue, East Meadow
Drive, and Charleston Road. In February 2015, the JPB issued the PCEP design-build request for
proposals to engage a design-build contractor; in July 2016, the JPB awarded the contract to
Balfour Beatty Infrastructure, Inc. (BBII). JPB/BBII provided Palo Alto staff with plans at “65%
completion” for the OCS pole layouts and system foundation design. The plans are provided to
the HRB in hard copy (and a link to plans and other Caltrain provided documents is noted on
Attachment G). The JPB and BBII request comments on the OCS design within Palo Alto; the
comments or input will be considered and potentially addressed in subsequent design
packages. No City action is to be taken on the project, aside from Council action on the
Comprehensive Agreement between Palo Alto and the JPB that is currently being drafted.
Historic Resources Board Report
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The staff report for the November 8, 2018 HRB meeting contained excerpts from the Final EIR
Cultural Resources chapter and information about the following historic resources in Palo Alto
within the project area: San Francisquito Bridge, El Palo Alto Tree, Palo Alto Southern Pacific
Depot, University Avenue Underpass, Embarcadero Underpass, and the Greenmeadow
Neighborhood. The below images show JPB ownership from Everett Avenue to Churchill
Avenue, where historic resources cited in the Final EIR are located (except Greenmeadow).

Electrification Project General Description
The project includes installation of facility improvements, including overhead catenary wires,
support poles, traction power facilities, and other appurtenances necessary to convert service
from the existing diesel-locomotive driven trains to Electric Multiple Units (EMUs). EMUs are
self-propelled electric trains that do not have a separate locomotive. EMUs can accelerate and
decelerate at faster rates than diesel-powered trains, even with longer trains. With EMUs,
Caltrain can run longer trains without degrading speeds, thus increasing peak-period capacity.
This will support operations of up to six Caltrain trains per peak hour per direction (an increase
from five trains per peak hour per direction at present). Electrification of the rail line is
scheduled to be operational by 2020 or 2021. The project includes operating 114 trains per day
between San Jose and San Francisco and six trains per day between Gilroy and San Jose.
Overhead Contact System Description
Approximately 130 to 140 single-track miles of Overhead Contact System (OCS) will be installed
for the distribution of electrical power to the new electric rolling stock (trains). The OCS would
be powered from a 25 kilovolt (kV), 60 Hertz (Hz), single-phase, alternating current (AC) traction
power system consisting of the following Traction Power Facilities (TPF): two Traction Power
Substations, one Switching Station and seven Paralleling Stations. The OCS poles are typically
about 180 to 200 feet apart. On curved sections, the span lengths between supports must be
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reduced. The OCS poles are to be placed approximately nine to 11 feet from the centerline of
the tracks. Associated with the OCS, an electric safety zone to adjacent vegetation is needed.
This electric safety zone distance is approximately 10 feet from the face of the OCS pole.
Note: In Palo Alto, only one TPF is proposed – a Paralleling Station, designed to help boost the
Overhead Contact System voltage and reduce running rail return current by means of an
autotransformer.
Palo Alto-Specific Project Description
The project in Palo Alto includes the following components:
1. OCS poles. Installation of foundations, poles and appurtenances along the 3.9 mile section of
JPB Right-of-Way within the City.
2. Stringing wire for OCS. Installation of OCS wires using different support systems (i.e., twotrack cantilever brackets, side or center cantilever brackets) depending upon the track
segment’s exact configuration and other site-specific requirements and constraints, as
determined by the DB Contractor, and consistent with Mitigation Measure AES-2b to provide
aesthetic treatment for OCS structures. Examples of the various structures are depicted in the
"Project Description" portion of the FEIR (Section 2.3.1). This activity may necessitate
temporary road closures.
3. Paralleling Station. Paralleling Station 5 would be constructed within the JPB ROW south of
Page Mill Road. The location of this facility is shown in Exhibit B as “Paralleling Station 5 (PS-5).”
The JPB will be submitting the Paralleling Station plans in 2019, but comments are requested
now on the location. The JPB notes the paralleling station will be shifting a few hundred feet
north of the shown location.
4. Staging areas. During the Project, JPB and its DB Contractor intend to use staging areas
within the JPB ROW as identified in the FEIR, which are located along the west side of the JPB
ROW both north and south of Alma Street, and between W. Meadow Drive and W. Charleston
Drive along the west side of the JPB ROW.
Pole Types and Colors
The pole types are indicated on OCS Foundation and Pole Layouts plans, OCS Basic Design
Poles and Structures package. None of the poles are proposed within the City’s rights of
way. Proposed pole color recommendations are under consideration. The ARB are invited
to comment on several color options, noted below, for the two train depots in Palo Alto,
and for the Stadium stop (near Town and Country Shopping Center). See also Attachment
C.
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Caltrain and City Webpages on Related Caltrain Topics
The staff report for the November 8th HRB meeting included links to Caltrain documents
regarding Caltrains’ future fleet of Electric Multiple Unit (EMU) trains, Caltrain’s
implementation of safety improvements at several crossings, and the sustainability of Caltrain,
as well as links to several newspaper articles.
Final EIR Aesthetics Chapter Policy Document References
The Final EIR Aesthetics chapter cites several (then-relevant) Palo Alto policy documents
including the 1998 Comprehensive Plan Land Use and Palo Alto Rail Corridor Study.


Comprehensive Plan Policies: Policies cited include L-69 (Preserve scenic qualities of Palo
Alto roads and trails..), and L-79 (Design public infrastructure to meet high quality urban
design standards, look for opportunities to use art and artists in design, and remove or
mitigate elements of existing infrastructure that are unsightly or visually disruptive).
The chapter also cites the 1998 Plan’s Goal N-3 regarding a thriving urban forest.



Palo Alto Rail Corridor Study: The chapter includes discussion of the Palo Alto Rail
Corridor Study (PARCS) vision and its focus on the high speed rail project, noting the
PARCS vision and notes about out how the study area is the historic core of Palo Alto.
The chapter conveys the PARCS’s recommendation the project consider improvements
that “go beyond simple mitigation of impacts on historic and natural resources” and
even “correct past mistakes and restore the resource and its setting to the extent
possible”. The chapter cites PARCS recommendations for (1) landscape improvements
and addition of street trees, and (2) protecting El Palo Alto redwood, San Francisquito
Creek, the Palo Alto Depot and Hostess house building, as well as residential
neighborhoods.

Final EIR Impacts and Overriding Considerations
With EIR Certification, the JPB Board of Directors adopted Overriding Considerations which
allowed the project to move ahead even though there will be ‘significant and unavoidable’
impacts (including impacts to existing trees and cultural resources in Palo Alto):
• Improved Caltrain service and ridership to serve growing regional demand
• Electrification has best performance characteristics of feasible alternatives
• Reduction of air pollution in support of regional air quality goals and to improve local
health conditions along the corridor
• Reduction of greenhouse gas emissions in support of state goals (AB 32)
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• Reduction of vehicle miles travelled and support for transit oriented development in
support of SB 375 and regional transportation plan goals, and
• Consistent with planning for Downtown Extension/Transbay Transit Center and future
high-speed rail.
Aesthetics Impacts:
The Final EIR:
 Notes, “Permanent impacts of the project on visual character” would result from:
(1) introduction of new Traction Power Facilities (TPFs),
(2) OCS poles and wires,
(3) vegetation removal and maintenance for electrical safety along the OCS alignment,
and
(4) overbridge protection structures (OPS; note: no OPS is proposed in Palo Alto).
 States that after mitigation, aesthetics impact levels are “significant and unavoidable”
due to tree removal and pruning, and “less than significant” with respect to Traction
Power Facilities, OCS, and OPS.
 Describes the mitigations determined to reduce some impacts on aesthetics to “less
than significant” – these are noted in the Discussion section of this report, along with
excerpts of the EIR Aesthetics chapter describing the setting and impacts
(https://www.dropbox.com/s/odniqbbvnv3att9/3.1%20Aesthetics_030415.pdf?dl=0.)
Biological Impacts:
The HRB report provided to the ARB included a paragraph on El Palo Alto (California Landmark
#2 and Palo Alto Heritage Tree #1), not repeated again in this ARB report, and below paragraph:
The City is in conversation with JPB regarding significant removals proposed within the
JPB right of way in Palo Alto. The JPB plans to post tree removal notification prior to
work and has provided Palo Alto with a tree removal plan showing the number of trees
to be removed outside the JPB right of way, and a timeline for removals. Some work
has already recently occurred at the path behind Palo Alto High School – oaks within the
JPB right of way were removed. A small number of oaks and other trees are also
proposed to be removed outside JPB right of way. Staging plans are anticipated to be
submitted prior to Council input.
The
Final
EIR
Biological
Resources
chapter
is
viewable
here:
http://www.caltrain.com/Assets/Caltrain+Modernization+Program/FEIR/3.3+Bio+Resources.pd
f and briefly discussed in this report using chapter excerpts. The Final EIR also referenced a
Tree Inventory and Canopy Assessment, viewable here:
http://www.caltrain.com/Assets/Caltrain+Modernization+Program/FEIR/App+F+Tree+Inventor
y.pdf.
The Final EIR biological resources chapter provides some detail on El Palo Alto:
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“A landmark redwood tree, also known as “El Palo Alto,” is identified by the City of Palo Alto as
6 Heritage Tree #1 and is designated as California Historical Landmark No. 2. The tree trunk is
located approximately 26 feet from the Caltrain ROW, with tree branches and foliage located
within 5 feet of the ROW. The tree is estimated to be more than 110 feet high and more than 9
1,000 years old (San Jose Mercury News 2004).”
The Final EIR notes that, for trees other than El Palo Alto in the JPB right of way, the JPB may
replace them inside the JPB right of way at a 1:1 ratio. The Final EIR mitigation measures
require JPB to work with Palo Alto and private property owners to replace any trees located
outside JPB right of way that need removal. The goal of plantings is to screen residences and
park users from the right of way.

Discussion
Pole Design
In addition to a plan set, the JPB staff provided a ‘Pole Schedule’ (Attachment B) reflecting pole
types and foundation sizes to be used. The submitted schedule appears to conflict with the
nomenclature on the plans provided to date (and therefore, notes about poles used are in
reference to the plan notes). JPB staff intends to provide an explanation of design
considerations for the pole design. Considerations for pole designs include (1) Utilities, (2)
Operations and maintenance – outside (double) poles allow a robust system, and (3) Avoiding
significant impacts to vegetation. Spacing between the poles is also a consideration, as is the
foundation design for the poles at the stations.
It appears double poles are proposed in most locations. Single poles in the center of the tracks
are proposed at the following locations (using street intersections and plan sheet numbers):
 North of Palo Alto Av, southward until Hawthorne (see plan sheet 12)
 Adjacent to the historic Palo Alto Depot until 250 feet south of University, where double
pole installations would resume (plan sheets 13 and 14);
 Just south of Churchill intersection (one pole, plan sheet 18);
 Approximately 240 feet south of Tennyson intersection (three poles, plan sheet 20);
Attachment E provides descriptions of the three stations in Palo Alto, excerpted from the Final
EIR. The ARB may wish to discuss and provide feedback on the double pole design at the
California Avenue station, and request explanation from Caltrain representative as to why
single poles are not proposed at this depot.
The JPB staff noted that a distance of 21 feet is needed between tracks in order to have a
center, single pole. Palo Alto staff asked JPB staff to consider increasing the center pole use, as
aesthetically superior option. JPB will study whether the tracks are too narrow to use a single
center pole in some locations. This center pole feasibility evaluation will help the JPB to
understand cost and schedule implications. If center poles were considered in each case, but
proved to be technically infeasible, Palo Alto would seek a written explanation to share with the
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public. Staff anticipates that, from aesthetics and tree preservation standpoints, a single pole
design in the center of the tracks would be preferable. However, double poles minimize the risk
of failure in case of a ‘knockdown’ so these are preferred to be used, where possible, by the
JPB.
Below left is an image of a centered, single pole. Below middle is an image of double poles –
one on each side of the tracks. Below right is a cantilever structure with a long reach.

Below left images of the ‘long reach cantilever’ show dimensions (30 feet from the cantilever to
the base plate of the foundation for the pole, with another 13’10” to the part of the pole on
which the wire or wires would be attached to support the cantilever at a point 26 feet from the
pole). Below right image is of the portal type of pole (with a horizontal beam stretching across
three tracks.

The plans indicate four series of pole types:
 WF = Wide Flange design of different types,
 TT = Tapered Tubular (single cantilever pole, or center pole with two cantilevers)
 SQ = Square Tube design of different types, and
 PW1 = Wide Flange Portal extending over three tracks.
Staff tallied the height and number of each pole type in the project in Palo Alto shown on the
pole schedule and in plans received prior to November 6, 2018 (additional plan sheets showing
last segment may be received after November 6, 2018). The pole heights as shown on the plans
and schedule range from 32 feet up to 45.5 feet:
 WF-1 (32’ tall - 58 poles –single cantilever), WF-3 (32’ tall – 3 poles, single cantilever or
center pole with two cantilevers), WF-4A (45.5’ tall - 5 poles, long reach cantilever), WF5 (32’ tall - 11 poles, single cantilever), WF-7 (32’ tall - 9 poles, single cantilever)
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TT: TT-1 (32’ tall – 20 poles), TT-1A (35’ tall – 4 poles), TT-3A (35’ tall – 9 poles), TT-4 (32’
tall – 10 poles), TT-4A (35’ tall – 6 poles)
SQ series: SQ-1 (45.4’ tall - 2 poles),SQ-3 (32’ tall -12 poles), SQ-8 (45.5’ tall – 3 poles),
SQ-9A (35’ tall – 24 poles), SQ-9B (38’ tall – 4 poles), SQ-11B (38’ tall – 2 poles)
PW-1 (34’ tall; plan sheet 24 indicates four portals are proposed; one next to Park Plaza
development (350 feet north of El Dorado) southward to just south of El Dorado.

The goal is for the ARB to provide feedback on the color selection, with the intent that the poles
can better blend or fade into the background.
Use of Shunt Wires
When there is a crossing wire underground, the project will not need a shunt wire. But there
are cases where the overhead wire would conflict and a shunt wire is needed. For instance,
there are power lines for service to residences stretching over Alma and the railroad tracks. The
City is looking to underground these, but this is a separate project with a separate timeline.
Use of shunt wires is proposed in these locations (by street intersections and sheet numbers):
 Two shunt wires are shown above the Homer pedestrian tunnel (plan sheet 15);
 Two shunt wires would stretch between the intersection of Encina past Addison to meet
the Stanford Stadum Station’ at Town and Country Center (plan sheet 16);
 Over Embarcadero (plan sheet 17)
 At Churchill; two poles at the north side connect to a single pole, south side (sheet 18);
 From Tennyson south to first of three single poles (plan sheet 20), then from the third
single pole back to the double poles starting up again at Rinconada (sheet 21);
 At Washington (plan sheet 22);
 At Page Mill Road just south of Colorado (plan sheet 23);
 250 feet south of El Dorado to approximately 200 feet north of El Carmelo (sheet 25);
 At Loma Verde (sheet 26);
 At East Meadow (sheet 29);
 At West Charleston (sheet 31);
 Just north of San Antonio Road (near match line MT1 on the last plan sheet).
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Paralleling Station PS5
The JPB will be returning to Palo Alto in February for feedback on a design for the one
paralleling station (a building), once the location is determined. Three location options are cited
for the “PS5” in Palo Alto; Option 1, Option 1B and Option 2. Option 2 is the preferred option,
and staff understands the Option 2 location is likely to be adjusted northward. The Final EIR
includes images of the locations and mitigation measures requiring screening vegetation and
the use of appropriate color treatment on the station itself.
o Option 1: Location in JPB right of way east side of the tracks, across from the
Greenmeadow Way intersection with Alma Street. Residents would see this site
through gaps in vegetation so as they exit Greenmeadow, the site would be a focal
point.
o Option 1B: Location in JPB right of way east side of the tracks, south of the Ferne
Avenue intersection with Alma Street viewable by residents (as interrupted by masonry
wall and vegetation) and Kingdom Hall visitors. This option is considered a significant
impact, as it would require tree removal and planting of trees both in JPB corridor and in
the Alma sidewalk planting strip.
o Option 2: Location in JPB right of way 1.5 mile northwest of Option 1 location,
southwest of the tracks and southeast of the California Avenue station, along Park
Boulevard. This option notes that tenants of the Park Plaza development (195 Page Mill
Road) would be able to view this site from windows overlooking the tracks. The
mitigation measure notes Park Plaza project tree plantings could provide screening of
the station; however the trees have been installed and may not provide the screening
anticipated in the Final EIR. The measure notes the JPB would need to work with Park
Plaza owner to plant trees or vines on trellises between the station and Park Plaza.
Though the paralleling station design is not before the ARB at this time, the EIR described the
standard paralleling station (a roofed building) design as fairly large, with dimensions 40’ x 80’,
which could be modified to different dimensions, such as 30’ x 105’, to allow more space for
vegetative screening, which could include trees, vines on fences, landscape buffer planting, or
vegetative wall/fence.
Mitigation Measures Addressing Aesthetics Impacts
As noted in the prior report section, the JPB adopted mitigation measures intended to reduce
project impacts on visual character. In Palo Alto, the impacts are from the new paralleling
station, OCS poles and wires, and vegetation removal and maintenance for electrical safety
along the OCS alignment. The JPB Directors determined the level of impact after
implementation of mitigations “significant and unavoidable (tree removal/pruning); less than
significant (in Palo Alto, in reference to the Paralleling Station (a TPF) and the OCS system).
There are four mitigation measures (MM) to address Aesthetics impacts; two measures address
light spillover, another is to minimize construction activity on residential and park areas outside
the JPB corridor ROW (which is not proposed in Palo Alto). The most applicable of the four

Packet Pg. 37

2.b
City of Palo Alto
Planning & Community Environment Department

Page 12

aesthetics mitigations for Palo Alto is MM AES-2b, regarding aesthetic treatments for OCS
poles, wires, and TPFs in sensitive visual locations. The JPB Directors determined MM-AES-2b
could mitigate this impact: The PCEP “will substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the site and its surroundings during Proposed Project operation.” MM AES-2b is
excerpted below in italics, and in its entirety:
“Measures will include, but are not limited to, the following:
 Aesthetic treatments to project features will be implemented to help soften their visual
intrusion upon the landscape, especially in areas of high use. OCS Pole Design
 The JPB shall coordinate with local jurisdictions to obtain their input into OCS pole
design relative to station aesthetics.
 Aesthetic considerations shall be considered when selecting pole design. Different pole
designs, including round poles, square poles, and multi‐face poles, have different
characteristics. Some individuals find square poles to be aesthetically less desirable due
to their angularity.
 In addition, the JPB shall consider options to reduce pole diameter by using thinner
diameter poles that are constructed with thicker walls.
 Aesthetic considerations shall be balanced with other considerations including cost
safety, maintenance, and durability.
 The JPB shall also evaluate the potential to house OCS wire‐tensioning weights inside
larger diameter poles.
 The JPB will also place OCS wires on the track‐side of the poles, where feasible.
 Features will be constructed with low sheen and non‐reflective surface materials to
reduce potential for glare. Unpainted metal surfaces will not be permitted.
Traction Power Facilities
 The JPB shall coordinate with local jurisdictions regarding color selection and
vegetative screening for aesthetic treatments at sensitive TPF sites for current uses (PS3,
Option 1; PS5, Option 1, Option 1B and 2; PS6, Option 1 and 2; and PS7) or in the event
of future adjacent residential or park/plaza uses (PS4, Options 1 and 2 and SWS Option
1).
 Vegetative screening will be provided to visually buffer views of TPFs. Vegetative
screening may be achieved in a variety of ways, depending on availability of space.
Where feasible and necessary, the paralleling station standard design of 40’ X 80’ shall
be modified to allow for more space for vegetative screening (such as 30’ X 105’ for
example). Acceptable methods of vegetative screening that may be used include:
 Tree planting
 Fencing with creeping vines.
 Landscape buffer planting.
 Vegetative wall/fence. The options above could be adjacent to the TPF perimeter
and/or could be placed in other locations nearby where they would help to reduce the
visual apparentness of the TPF and/or enhance the visual aesthetics near to the TPF
location. For example, at PS5, Option 1B, tree planting on the east side of Alma Street
in the sidewalk median, if allowed by the City of Palo Alto, could help to obscure the
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view of the facility from residences that back onto Alma Street. The JPB shall maintain
all vegetative screening on an on‐going basis on JPB properties. If screening vegetation is
placed outside the JPB ROW, the JPB will coordinate with the local jurisdiction on
maintenance responsibilities
 Features will be colored or painted a shade that is two to three shades darker than the
general surrounding area. Light or bright colors will be avoided. Colors will be chosen
from the U.S. Department of the Interior Bureau of Land Management Standard
Environmental Colors Chart CC‐001: June 2008. Because color selection will vary by
location, the facility designer shall employ the use of color panels evaluated from key
observation points during common lighting conditions (front light versus backlighting) to
aid in the appropriate color selection. Color selection will be made for the coloring of the
most prevalent season.
 All paints used for the color panels and structures will be color matched directly from
the physical color chart, rather than from any digital or color‐reproduced versions of the
color chart. Paints will be of a dull, flat, or satin finish to reduce potential for glare, and
the use of glossy paints for surfaces will be avoided. Appropriate paint type will be
selected for the finished structures to ensure long‐term durability of the painted
surfaces. The appropriate operating agency or organization will maintain the paint color
over time.
 TPFs will be managed and maintained for a well‐kept appearance and in a manner that
vandalism and graffiti is abated semi‐annually to maintain the effectiveness and
attractiveness of the visual mitigation prescribed herein.
Light Spillover Mitigation Measures
The two spillover light mitigation measures below were adopted to address:
(1) nighttime construction lighting near residential neighborhoods, and
(2) safety and security lighting near the TPF (in Palo Alto, the paralleling station).
MM AES‐4a: Minimize spillover light during nighttime construction. During nighttime
construction adjacent to residential neighborhoods, the JPB will require the contractor to
direct any artificial lighting onto the worksite and away from any adjacent residential
areas at all times. The construction contractor will notify nearby residences of the
construction schedule, prior to the start of construction, including the time periods for
nighttime construction. A point of contact, including contact information, will be
provided to residents to address concerns associated with construction and nighttime
lighting.
MM AES‐4b: Minimize light spillover at TPFs. The JPB will ensure that all artificial
outdoor lighting associated with traction power facilities will be limited to safety and
security requirements and will be designed to minimize light spill over into adjacent
areas. All lighting is to provide minimum impact on the surrounding environment and
will use downcast, cut‐off type fixtures that are shielded and that direct the light only
towards objects requiring illumination. Lights will be installed at the lowest allowable
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height and cast low‐ angle illumination while minimizing incidental light spill onto
adjacent properties and open spaces. The lowest allowable wattage will be used for all
lighted areas and the amount of nighttime lights needed to light an area will be
minimized to the highest degree possible. Light fixtures will have non‐glare finishes that
will not cause reflective daytime glare. Lighting will be designed for energy efficiency,
use, and have daylight sensors or be timed with an on/off program. Lights will provide
good color rendering with natural light qualities with the minimum intensity feasible for
security, safety, and personnel access. Lighting, including light color rendering and
fixture types, will be designed to aesthetically minimize the profile of the TPFs.

Public Notification, Outreach & Comments
A notice for the ARB meeting was sent to the Daily Post for publication on December 28,
2018. No additional outreach has been undertaken by City staff. On August 28, 2018, at
the Lucie Stern Community Center, a community meeting was held regarding Caltrain
Electrification. The event advertisement provided this link: http://calmod.org/event/
Attachment F to this report provides links to Caltrain webpages regarding outreach and other
project information.
Public Comments
As of the writing of this report, no project-related, public comments were received.

Environmental Review
In 2009, the JPB completed the PCEP Final Environmental Assessment/Environmental Impact
Report for the Project. Based upon that document, the Federal Transit Administration issued a
Finding of No Significant Impact in 2009, which completed the federal environmental review for
the Project in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act.
On January 31, 2013, JPB issued a Notice of Preparation of an EIR and, in February, 2014, issued
a Draft EIR for a 60-day comment period ending April 29, 2014. A Final EIR was issued in
December 2014. On January 8, 2015, pursuant to Resolution No. 2015-03, the JPB certified
conformance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to the extent that it is
applicable to the Project, and certified the Project’s Final EIR. On January 8, 2015, pursuant to
Resolution No. 2015-04, the JPB adopted CEQA findings of fact, a statement of overriding
considerations, and the MMRP. The Final EIR notes: “Permanent visual alterations would
result from the Proposed Project, comprising the introduction of poles and wires, and TPFs.
Additionally, trees and mature vegetation would be removed and pruned. Some trees and
vegetation would not be replaced on-site, resulting in a physical and aesthetic permanent
change in certain locations. As documented in Section 3.1, Aesthetics, these physical changes
would alter views from residential or business areas in various locations along the corridor, but
they would not significantly obscure a scenic view or vista. However, even with mitigation,
some local visual character would be permanently altered.”
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Next Steps
The City Council is scheduled to consider the Comprehensive Agreement on November 26,
2018.
Report Author & Contact Information
Amy French, Chief Planning Official
(650) 329-2336
Amy.french@cityofpaloalto.org

ARB1 Liaison & Contact Information
Jodie Gerhardt, AICP, Planning Manager
(650) 329-2575
jodie.gerhardt@cityofpaloalto.org

Attachments:
 Attachment A: September 2019 Rail Committee Report Including Draft Comprehensive
Agreement (PDF)
 Attachment B: Pole Schedule (PDF)
 Attachment C: Pole Aesthetics
(PDF)
 Attachment D: Balfour Beatty II Letter
(DOCX)
 Attachment E: Train Stations in Palo Alto Excerpt from FEIR (DOCX)
 Attachment F: Instructions to Linked Plans (DOCX)
 Attachment G: Herb Borock Letter to HRB Regarding Caltrain Electrification
(PDF)

1

Emails may be sent directly to the ARB using the following address: arb@cityofpaloalto.org
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HISTORIC RESOURCES BOARD MEETING
EXCERPT MINUTES: November 8, 2018

City Hall/City Council Chambers
250 Hamilton Avenue
8:30 A.M.

Present:

Chair Bower, Vice Chair Corey, Board Member Shepherd, Board Member Kohler, Board
Member Makinen, Board Member Bernstein.

Absent:

Board Member Wimmer

Action Items
1. PUBLIC HEARING: Historic Resources Board Input on Peninsula Corridor
Electrification Project (PCEP) Overhead Contact System Foundation & Pole
Layouts Design for Installation Within Caltrain Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers
Board Right of Way in Palo Alto. Environmental Assessment: The JPB Certified the
Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and Adopted a Mitigation Monitoring
and Reporting Plan (MMRP) in January 2015, Following Publication of the Draft
EIR in February 2014 for Public Comment.
Chair Bower: All right, let’s move on the Action Item Number Two. Martin, did you have something you
wanted to share with the Board?
Board Member Bernstein: Yes. Thank you, Chair Bower. So, I have received an FPPC Ruling that I won’t
be able to participate in this regarding any decisions the Board may make. I own property within 500 feet
of the railroad right of way, so I received an FPPC Ruling that I won’t be able to participate. However,
they said because it is my personal residence, I am able to comment as a member of the general public,
and I put a card in for speaking as a member of the general public. Thank you.
Chair Bower: Thanks Martin. We’ll hear from you later. Okay, staff report.
Ms. French: Yes. Good morning. Amy French, Chief Planning Official.
Chair Bower: Good morning.
Ms. French: I’m here today flying solo. We have a Joint Powers Board representative that is planning to
come to the ARB Meeting next week, but being that this was pulled together on a rather rapid schedule,
they were not able to make their calendars available for this morning, so I have prepared a PowerPoint
this morning, and I will go through the project with you to the best of my abilities. I have Mike Nafziger
here as well, from Public Works Engineering, and he has been longer in the know than myself. So, we’ll
start here. The Caltrain Electrification Project has been through years in the making. It’s the Peninsula
Corridor Electrification Project, is the formal title. It’s the conversion from Caltrain diesel to electricpowered trains (they have a fancy name). Anyways, the overhead contact system design is for
improvements only within the Caltrain right of way. So, they’re not going onto City property, City
jurisdiction property. So, basically, the City has no permitting authority whatsoever. So, this is just a
courtesy review. We are getting your comments and those will be considered by the JPB staff as they
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move forward and finalize their plans. The plans are currently at 65 percent design, which is an
engineering term meaning they’re not quite done. The OCS improvements include overhead catenary
wires, support poles, traction power facilities and other pertinences, and there is only one traction power
facility in Palo Alto, and that’s known as a paralleling station. The Caltrain staff plan to submit a design
for the actual – it’s a building - for the building in early 2019, and hopefully, there’s an opportunity for
input on that. But we do not have those designs at this time. We do have a proposed location that is
subject to change. The EIR process: the final EIR was adopted or certified by the JPB in January 2015.
They adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations and they adopted a Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program. The final EIR disclosed permanent visual alterations and other impacts. The staff is
committed to consider the board input from the ARB and HRB on this design. The City’s Rail Committee
had discussed a draft agreement in September and that agreement is going to be going - it’s an
agreement between the Joint Powers Board and the City - and it’s going to be going to City Council on
November 27 (26). The foundation work for the poles is anticipated to begin in March of next year or
thereafter, and there is some capacity for remedy if things are going badly, as far as mitigation
measures, but it’s the JPB staff that would have the authority to issue what they call a Statement of
Objection. Okay. The EIR Statement of Overriding Consideration, it basically said there’s significant and
unavoidable impacts to trees, cultural resources, and permanent impacts on visual character. So, the
Overriding Considerations are listed on the screen. Basically, improved Caltrain service to support a
growing demand, electrification has best performance characteristics, and feasible alternatives. A lot of
words here. Reduction of air pollution, reduction of green-house gas emissions in support of AB-32,
reduction of vehicle miles traveled and support for transit-oriented development, and then consistent with
future high-speed rail. Okay, so the permanent impacts on visual character are resulting from this
paralleling station (which we haven’t seen yet), the poles themselves, and the wires, the removal of
vegetation and maintenance activities and over-bridge projection structures (but there’s none of those in
Palo Alto). After mitigation, the aesthetic impacts are still significant and unavoidable due to the tree
removal and pruning, and then they say it’s less than significant with respect to the other items. The
historical resources in Palo Alto were covered in the staff report you received, if you have read through
that. There are a number of them, and they are within the stretch between the northern border of Palo
Alto starting with the El Palo Alto, moving on to the depot at University Avenue and then we have the
two undercrossings; those are both historic. I might have gotten them all. Oh, well, Greenmeadow, you
know a National Registered District, is referenced in the EIR because in the EIR they had proposed this
paralleling station to be across from Greenmeadow there, and so the visual impact was a concern. They
don’t seem to be pursuing that option for the paralleling station. So, the focus there is near the Park
Plaza development, a bit north, otherwise known as 195 Page Mill. So, just a few images, the San
Francisquito Creek (that’s the one I forgot to say). The San Francisquito Creek Bridge, so they’re saying it
won’t be altered other than small clearance holes, cables suspended above and parallel to the existing
line, and then the mitigation is no significant impact. They think it will still meet the criteria for listing,
because it is listed on the California Register. So, here we have a nice old picture (and these are courtesy
of the Palo Alto Historical Association) of the bridge, an older train and the El Palo Alto with just one
stem. And here, I love this old photo, two of the trunks, before the split. So, El Palo Alto, it’s a landmark
tree, Landmark Number Two in California. It’s also Palo Alto’s Heritage Tree Number One, and it’s about
26 feet from the Caltrain right-of-way, and branches and foliage are located within five feet of the rightof-way. It’s about 110 feet tall and quite old, over 1,000 years old. So, the mitigation was that special
care will be taken to minimize construction period affects on El Palo Alto, including minimization of any
pruning. Pruning will be coordinated with Palo Alto arborist in advance. So, that coordination has begun.
There is, you know, more than just pruning there. There is how close the foundation is to the tree roots,
because those tree roots extend fairly far. Walter was not able to be here today, but he will likely be here
for the ARB Meeting next week. The Palo Alto Depot, of course, Streamline Moderne, and the idea for
mitigation there - or the adopted mitigation - was to use single poles in the center of the tracks with the
cantilevers. And then they will record HABS level III as mitigation to document the four poles that are
placed. So, that’s the only place that single poles are proposed with the exception of one or two single
poles. Sorry for the way this is reading here. The Historic underpasses, we have Embarcadero and
University Avenue. Both are historic, listed, and the mitigation, the specific design commitments are that
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power cables shall be suspended parallel to and above the University Avenue overpass and the poles and
configuration shall be set at the side of the track they power. No pole shall be set in the bridges
themselves. There’s a mitigation measure here about meeting the Secretary of Interior Standards, etc.
And they are not going to attach things to the fabric of the bridges, underpasses themselves. So, here
are images, these were in the staff report s well. These show the single pole design in the center of the
tracks. So, this is what you would see at the Palo Alto University Depot. And then we have other designs.
The majority of the right-of-way in Palo Alto is two poles, one on either side of the tracks, like this. And
then we have other situations where there’s a cantilevered pole that extends out. This is called the longreach cantilever. There’s some dimensions there, 30 feet from the cantilever, etc. Then there’s the portal
poles. These are just one stretch of the project, there’s a bunch of these, four of them I think, these
portal poles. So, they have this kind of band across. The JPB is interested in what you think about color
at the stations for the poles. So, the pole colors are here. I believe I put that into the staff report as well.
I don’t have any chips or samples. So, yeah, you are able to see those. Option one is (yeah, so we’ll get
back to this). The center pole feasibility is being looked at by Caltrain. As part of our discussion about
this agreement they are looking at feasibility of having more single poles in the center, but for them, for
Caltrain it’s better to have the double poles because they minimize the risk of failure in case of knock
down, so they prefer the double poles, whereas from aesthetics and tree preservation, the City would
probably prefer the single pole. So, anyways, we’re going to have a written explanation to share with the
public as to why they can’t do single poles wherever they can’t do them. So, the other parts of the
projects are the stringing wires, the paralleling station I mentioned, which we will see later in the new
year, and this tree replacement. So, the trees other than El Palo Alto, they are going to replace them
inside the right-of-way at a one-to-one ratio, whatever trees they pull down, protected or non-protected.
So, again, they are going to be working with Urban Forester on that. And the goal of the tree plantings is
to screen the residences and park users from the visual impacts of the new project. There’s an ARB
report coming out today. You can look online, I can send you the link. Its focus is aesthetics, while your
report was focused on historic resources. So, there’s this PARCS, sorry, the Palo Alto Rail Committee
Study, there was a recommending study, recommended landscape improvements and addition of street
trees and protecting these resources. They threw in there Hostess House too. I don’t think anything is
going over that far, which is the MacArthur Park Building. I think that’s my last slide. There’s more but
I’m not ready to present any more at this time. So, would you like to ask questions?
Chair Bower: Yeah, let’s, I have a couple of questions, but I’ll encourage my colleagues to start. Debbie
no questions? Brandon?
Vice Chair Corey: Do we have someone here who can answer any of the detail – are you here to answer
any of the details about the…
Michael Nafziger, Public Works Engineering: Good morning. This is Mike Nafziger from Public Works
Engineering. I could answer what questions, hopefully, you might have.
Vice Chair Corey: Okay, cool. A couple questions I had. Are the poles metal or wood or what are they?
Mr. Nafziger: Concrete.
Vice Chair Corey: They are concrete poles.
Mr. Nafziger: Precast concrete.
Vice Chair Corey: That’s interesting. I just didn’t know about the color. Just out of curiosity, maybe this
isn’t necessarily related, but poles seem about as modern as diesel. Is there a reason they don’t have
anything that’s going along the tracks or underground?
Mr. Nafziger: I’m not sure of your question. Could you repeat that.
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Vice Chair Corey: Power. Is it just because of cost?
Mr. Nafziger: I would have to ask Caltrain staff on that. I’m not sure. It’s a design build. I believe they
just modeled it after existing overhead systems.
Vice Chair Corey: Got it, okay. And then, yeah it has the heights here of all the poles. Do we know where
any of the poles, you probably don’t, where they line up with any of the existing poles that are – I know
they’re not one-to-one across the track.
Mr. Nafziger: No, we have not studied that.
Vice Chair Corey: Okay.
Chair Bower: Roger, any questions?
Board Member Kohler: No, not really.
Chair Bower: Michael.
Board Member Makinen: I just have a kind of a general question. It’s, you know, this technology is kind
of archaic. It’s probably been around for 100 years, but has there ever been any thought about going
with battery-powered lithium battery-powered trains? I mean, you’ve got a smile on your face, but look
at U.S. subs in World War II were powered with batteries when they weren’t above ground. So, the
thought of battery technology that powers big engines, I think it would be a very elegant solution, if we
had a lithium battery pack that could be used to power these trains. I don’t know if they would get
enough intensity or not, but it’s a general question I had.
Mr. Nafziger: We’re not aware of Caltrain’s investigation of those technologies. This was their proposal for
their project.
Ms. French: I have not studied the EIR to see if it was one of the alternatives, but that would be a place I
would look if I was curious.
Board Member Makinen: Yeah, I mean obviously people have used power to run submarines under
water, which takes a huge amount of horsepower and it just seems like this is not a very elegant solution
in 2018 to see go ahead for probably another 50 years, especially with the battery technology really
coming on line.
Chair Bower: A couple of questions I have. I thought I saw single poles at the Alma Street crossing,
where the bridge is, as well as at the University Avenue Station. Did I misread that? While you’re looking,
do poles look to be the standard all the way along the rest of the right-of-way?
(inaudible)
Chair Bower: I know the City is involved in figuring out how these crossings are going to be handled in
the future. Is there, is Public Works talking with Caltrain about how that gets done or is this going to be
built out and then retrofitted to whatever the solution to the crossings is? I mean, if we’re starting in
March, this project will be completely over before Palo Alto even decides what they’re going to do with
the under crossings.
Mr. Nafziger: With respect to the Alma crossing, there are single poles in that area that lead up to the
bridge and El Palo Alto. With respect to the grade crossings, there has been discussions about the

Packet Pg. 45

2.c

placement of poles in such a way that it does not preclude what options the City may choose to pursue
with respect to grade crossing, whether it’s above or below. So, the poles will be placed hopefully far
enough away for whatever solution, it won’t impact that.
Chair Bower: My concern, of course, is that any modification that has to be made later just is a double
cost, so I’m hoping that there is sensitivity to how much, this is only a $600 million project if I’m
remembering the figure correctly, and wouldn’t want to have to make it any more expensive. The
question about the, in our materials, the City is asked, and this may not be a question you can answer,
but the City has asked Caltrain to consider the high-speed rail implications in parallel with this project,
and I don’t know, do you have any idea where that stands?
Mr. Nafziger No I don’t.
Chair Bower: Okay. The tree removal replacement is one-to-one. On a project that I did it was one to
two, this residential project in Santa Clara County. Is one-to-one standard for Palo Alto? Is there a
standard?
Ms. French: There has been a standard. I’m not sure if there’s a new standard around at this point, but I
had remembered a three-to-one for protected oaks and the like, redwoods, but I don’t know what it is
right now. We’ll make sure that Walter is on hand for next weeks’ ARB Meeting and hopefully we’ll be
able to put that into the presentation.
Chair Bower: I’m just wondering where the one-to-one came from. Was that the Caltrain’s proposal?
Ms. French: This is one-to-one replacement throughout the corridor from San Francisco on down. It’s not
just in Palo Alto.
Chair Bower: I appreciate that putting trees in a rail corridor is not a simple experience, but just
wondered what the standard was here, since we’re being asked to look at this, I mean the City is.
Vice Chair Corey: I was going to ask, do we have any understanding of the impact along the rail? So, if
you think about where Professorville extends, if all those trees, I mean I’m not sure how many trees
there are, but if the trees are all cut down along the railway all across Alma Street, is there a change of
view from any other historic resource? Because if they’re effectively going to tear out all the trees and
put one-to-one, which presumably can mean I have a 100-foot tree and I’ll replace it with, you know,
one I got at the nursey that’s three feet tall. Do we have any idea what that impact could be? Because
there’s a lot of trees along a huge stretch.
Ms. French: Whatever impacts were declared and overridden with Overriding Considerations as far as
impacts, I mean, that’s one of the significant impacts that is not addressed in their Overriding
Considerations. There’s going to be visual impacts from loss of trees (crosstalk).
Vice Chair Corey: There’s a difference, okay, right, right (crosstalk). But do we have any – I mean, I
guess we could go out there, but do we know how many, would it affect any of them?
Ms. French: There might be disclosure, but again it’s an EIR for the entire corridor from San Francisco
down to San Jose or wherever it stops, so I don’t think they got around to giving lots of pictures of our
fair City. If it is, it’s in the EIR that they prepared and adopted.
Vice Chair Corey: The EIR has the impact on the…
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Ms. French: The EIR the JPB certified has notes what the impacts are and studied the impacts and has
mitigation measures to address the impacts, so to the extent that somebody looked at it, it should be in
the EIR. If they didn’t look at it, but they were – it was part of that Overriding Considerations…
Vice Chair Corey: I guess what I’m asking more specifically though is, is there an impact to any historical
properties versus just a general impact?
Ms. French: Like buildings?
Vice Chair Corey: Yeah, because everything along in the Professorville area.
Ms. French: No, because the project is only within JPB right-of-way. As far as, is there an impact from
homes across Alma looking towards the tracks, that’s not considered an impact I guess, because…
Chair Bower: I didn’t see on the plans any notation of where trees would be removed. Of course, there’s
so much information, I’m sure it’s there somewhere, I just don’t know. There’s no notation in the legend.
Mr. Nafziger: There is a separate tree mitigation and monitoring plan being developed.
Vice Chair Corey: So, they know, it’s not ready.
Chair Bower: So, at this point that’s the other 35 percent that’s not completed of the design?
Mr. Nafziger: I believe it’s underway. I’m not sure of the exact status, but it’s been fairly well developed
to date.
Chair Bower: And then, I guess, the follow-up question, trees, you know that’s historic content here, do
they have a proposed size for replacement trees. So, are they going to be 35, 48-inch box, 60-inch box?
Mr. Nafziger: I’m not aware but it’s most likely identified in this plan, once it’s finalized.
Chair Bower: Okay, thank you. Well, those are my questions. Any other questions?
Vice Chair Corey: I had one other technical question. On the 65 percent, are they going to start in March
regardless of where they are and just, you know, shovels in the ground, or are they supposed to finish
before they actually start the plan?
Mr. Nafziger: Do you mean developing to 100 percent plans?
Vice Chair Corey: Yeah. If the goal is to start in March, is that under the assumption that they’re going to
finish 100 percent, or are they just going to start in March regardless. I’m just thinking about, for
instance, if they run into – so going back to the El Palo Alto tree, you know, if the roots extend out far
enough, what are they going to do in that situation? Is there an option to cut it down? Or are they going
to figure that out after they built everything, or are they going to try to figure that out before?
Mr. Nafziger: Well, the plans will, assuming normal construction practices, the plans will be seen 100
percent and then approval and then they would start the full construction. Is there a specific question?
Vice Chair Corey: Well, I guess I was just baffled if it’s 65 percent complete, how do they think they will
have it ready to start by March. That would be just so out of whack with reality, I was assuming maybe
the were going to try to like kind of plan some of it and get approval, and then start digging.
Mr. Nafziger: They have not stated that, and we’re not aware of their…
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Vice Chair Corey: Okay, so it sounds like it’s going to be a while. I mean, they don’t even know what
trees they’re cutting out yet, and they’re going to be done, the government in three months?
Chair Bower: Remember, they are the applicant and…
Vice Chair Corey: And the approver.
Chair Bower: …and the authority to approve it. I mean, it’s a totally in-house situation. I mean, Caltrain is
a State agency.
Vice Chair Corey: But they still would have to then, that State agency still has to get it done in three
months, right?
Chair Bower: Well, they might have it done, say in Brisbane – I mean, if they’re going to start someplace,
it’s probably not starting in Palo Alto. I’m assuming, and it’s just an assumption and a guess really, that
they would start at one end or the other and basically work down. Do you know anything about that?
Ms. French: Well, I don’t, but I’m surmising, just as everyone else that there might be something like,
let’s do all the tree removals in the month of March, you know. We don’t know where the replacement
trees are going, but let’s start by removal of everything in the whole corridor. I’m saying that’s a
possibility.
Chair Bower: Yeah, okay. Roger?
Board Member Kohler: One little question about the trees, there is, on Alma there is a curve and then
there is some space and then a fence. Does the railroad property go out to the curb of Alma or is it at the
fence? I don’t know if there is a way of knowing. I didn’t see anything in here.
Ms. French: Do you have a set of plans there? Do you want to ask a specific sheet number we can look
up together?
Board Member Kohler: Well, it’s, look at the very last page, the last two pages. There’s, it’s hard to know
what’s happening along Alma is what I guess I’m saying. There’s all these phone lines and there’s – but it
looks like to me that – I don’t know. Is the dash line, the heavy, that’s the edge of their property?
Ms. French: Yes, it appears that that is the edge of the property and it falls, and the curb line of Alma
appears to be, and a few feet to the tune of maybe ten feet, between the curb and their property line on
the last page of the…
Board Member Kohler: What do you mean ten feet? Ten feet where?
Ms. French: I’m looking at sheet, let’s look on the same page, sheet 32, when I look at sheet 32, I see a
heavy dash line and then I see a curb line above that and I see Alma Street.
Board Member Kohler: Yeah, so my question is, there are some trees along that curb and they kind of
overflow. I guess my fear is that all the trees and all the shrubs get eliminated and we have this bare,
open railroad thing. It sounds pretty bad.
Mr. Nafziger: No, I don’t believe that’s the case. There’s pruning and some removal, but it’s not a
complete clear cut.
Board Member Kohler: Okay, all right.
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Chair Bower: So, I think one last question, the initial siding of this power traction station, is that the right
term that you described, was going to be done in South Palo Alto near the Greenmeadow?
Ms. French: There are three options for the paralleling station in Palo Alto. I’m going to go back to the
slide that had that. I think I have the slide here. Okay, maybe not. One was down across from
Greenmeadow, one was next to Park Plaza, the 195 Page Mill, Hohbach’s mixed-use project, and then
there might have been another one. I can’t remember where it was. But anyways, the one next to Park
Plaza is the one they’re focusing on, and they’re talking about locating it farther north than that, a couple
of hundred feet. Am I right Mike?
Mr. Nafziger: Yes.
Ms. French: Okay, confirmed. That’s what they’re focusing on now, and not the Greenmeadow cited one.
Chair Bower: And that’s the size of a garage, a parking structure?
Ms. French: Well, when I read the EIR, it says 40 x 80 feet. It’s a large building.
Chair Bower: Okay.
Ms. French: It has a roof on it, I’m told.
Chair Bower: So, I guess we’ll come back to that in discussion. Council Member Holman, did you want to
make any comments?
Council Member Holman: I do, and thank you for asking. I appreciate the questions, especially of the
Chair and Vice Chair. I have some comments and I have a couple of suggestions. Comments are, well
one is about San Francisquito Bridge is, I understand the bridge is 20 feet 3 inches high, but Caltrain
requires 24 and a half feet, so I don’t know if that’s been resolved.
Mr. Nafziger: The wires will be going through the bridge. There’s been no indication or discussion about
modification to the bridge or any of the systems.
Council Member Holman: So, if the wires are going through the bridge, it seems like that would be a very
direct impact (crosstalk), and I don’t think that was analyzed. It certainly was not mentioned here.
Vice Chair Corey: Are you sure, because I thought it said it was running parallel to and above. It didn’t
actually say going…
Chair Bower: It can’t be above. How would they connect?
Mr. Nafziger: Similar to the muni-buses in San Francisco, the trains need to maintain contact with the
electrified wires to run. The bridge is not as tall as the poles through the rest of the line, so the poles on
either side of the bridge, the Menlo Park side and the Palo Alto side need to be of reduced height and
higher tension so they can get the wires underneath. The trestle of the bridge has crossmembers, so the
wires will have to get below the crossmembers, yet still maintain contact with the train. So, it’s not
entirely clear from the plans, but that’s how the operation would work.
Vice Chair Corey: I guess the worst case would be if they ended up putting like, if they needed to get the
height, and I don’t know if it’s worse than putting holes through, but like some brackets sticking off of
the bridge to maintain the height or something, right?
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Mr. Nafziger: No, there’s no proposal to modify the bridge or add any equipment to the bridge. The
clearance will (crosstalk).
Vice Chair Corey: Just drill through it and run the wires through?
Mr. Nafziger: I don’t believe they’re drilling through it. (crosstalk) The trains need to maintain contact
with the wires, so if they drilled holes through and ran wires through it, they would have interruption of
that service. So, what we see from the plans is that the wires will be suspended underneath the
crossmembers of the top of the bridge to maintain contact for the train.
Chair Bower: So when, Amy you were saying that the report suggests that the only alteration to that
bridge is clearance holes? I heard that in a way, as a retired builder that what they would be doing is
drilling holes and then attaching an isolator that would then support their wires. Is that a reasonable
assumption?
Mr. Nafziger: We don’t have that understanding, that level of detail of their design at this point. We do
know that the wires will need to run underneath the crossmembers of the bridge so that the trains can
maintain power through the bridge.
Chair Bower: Typically in Europe, which is the only experience I have with this kind of train system, those
contact structures on top of the trains are actually sort of spring loaded and that they can move with the
wires as they go under or the wire increases in height, and I would assume it won’t be any problem to do
that here.
Mr. Nafziger: That’s our assumption as well.
Chair Bower: Okay. Sorry to interrupt.
Council Member Holman: No, I appreciate your questioning. I guess, let me underlay my next comments
by a suggestion which is, because this meeting is, no criticism here intender, because this meeting is not
terribly well staffed, then I would suggest that the Chair of the HRB go to the ARB meeting and staff
include the chair, if you’re available to do that, as an active participant in that. Like maybe sitting at the
staff table or something like that, so you’re actually a resource and not just sitting with the public and
listening in. If that can be accommodated?
Ms. French: Absolutely, I welcome and encourage and would love it if you or, the Chair (crosstalk)
actually, you’ll get to hear the presentation from the applicant, sorry, not the applicant, the ‘project
everything’ (team).
Chair Bower: Yeah, I think that will work. I’ll check and we’ll talk after the meeting.
Vice Chair Corey: The project, everything.
Council Member Holman: Underlying that, glad and if you can check your schedule, that would be terrific,
and thank you for, Ms. French, for being open to that. There are other things here having to do with El
Palo Alto, speaking personally I’ve been concerned about the latitude and lenience that’s being allowed
for tree pruning at various projects I’ve seen around town. And so, I guess the more precise and more
specific we can get about what exactly is going to be done with El Palo Alto ahead of time, and making
sure that those do satisfy really stringent health considerations for El Palo Alto, and a question for, I
guess Public Works would be, is Caltrain being required to put a bond up for El Palo Alto, and what would
the value of that bond be, I mean how many millions of dollars? But the reason I say that is because I
know with general construction projects around town, that, and I never think it’s enough because I’m a
tree fanatic, maybe, but sometimes or oftentimes applicants are required to put a bond, a two-year bond
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for certain dollar amounts for a project, if there is any damage to a given resource, a tree resource. So, it
kind of heightens the awareness and I think a regard for and respect for and requirements of the
jurisdiction over those trees. So, and my disappointment with and concern with bonds that the City does
require about trees. It’s like it lasts for two years. Well you don’t know what the impact is to a large tree
in two years. It’s sometimes ten years. So, I don’t know if the City has considered that. We don’t get very
much feedback from the Rail Committee at the full Council.
Vice Chair Corey: Not just the pruning either, Karen, but like if you, you know if they have to put these
big poles up, those trees that have had roots there for a thousand years, you know, they have to adjust
and try to compensate for that, and I question whether or not the builders will care.
Council Member Holman: Yeah, and I think if there’s…
Vice Chair Corey: To you point.
Council Member Holman: I don’t know if having – I’m just making up numbers here, let’s say it’s a $20
million bond for ten years, and I’m just totally making up numbers here, does that heighten the
awareness, because if you’re not going to know the impact for ten years, does that mean the
construction company is going to be looking and be more careful?
Vice Chair Corey: I would think that you’re right. Yeah, hopefully.
Council Member Holman: You would hope that if there is a liability that continues forward – it’s just a
suggestion. I don’t have the authority to do that, but it’s something I wish and hope that the City would
impose on Caltrain, if there’s the authority to do that and I would think that there would be. And I agree
with you, it’s not just the pruning. Pruning is what’s obvious, but it’s also the damage to the roots, which
is why we have bonds on construction projects. The comment about the – I’m commenting like an HRB
member here, so I apologize for that, but it’s kind of the only way to do this and the only opportunity to
do this. The station, University Avenue station, it says that there won’t be poles directly in front of the
resource. That they will be single poles and they will be, there won’t be any poles on the west side, but it
doesn’t mention east side, but poles on the east side would have just as significant an impact. Do you
follow what I’m saying? Yeah, okay. I appreciated the comment about, I think it was the Chair who said
this about the design, maybe it was the Vice Chair, the design of the poles themselves. Could there not
be some consideration that they not be more contextual, and that’s something that the ARB would
probably be very interested in. And then the other question, which surely is being addressed somewhere,
but these are fairly significant tall poles, is what is their stability in the case of an earthquake? Not only
just because of life safety, but also in terms of cultural resources. So, you get it. I don’t need to say more
than that. Those were really the things I wanted to highlight. I think if the Chair could be an active
participant in the ARB meeting and have some eyes on this, I think it would be, and ability to comment
directly, I think that would be a huge asset for this Board, and for the public.
Chair Bower: I’d like to makes some comments about your comments, but in the discussion session, if
that’s all right. No other questions for staff.
Vice Chair Corey: One other question. If, when they actually have plans, or more details for the bridge or
anything around the tree, will this actually come back to us? Because it’s like what happens many times
here, we’re kind of going to do this, and then we don’t actually see, because I’m still not clear, I kind of
visually am getting what they’re going to do, but to the bridge, but does that mean they can just change
that and put up whatever they want later, and they say oh, we went to the HRB and kind of vaguely told
them and idea we had? Is there any opportunity or is that actually going to come back here when they
have some real data, more than 65 percent? (crosstalk)
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Ms. French: We can certainly request to see those. We will be, those plans will be shared with us, or
whatever they call them, 85, 82, I don’t know.
Vice Chair Corey: Maybe when they’re 85 percent we’ll them? (crosstalk) Try turning it off.
Mr. Nafziger: There we go. There is another level of page-turn review with City staff and Caltrain staff at
the ready to issue for construction stage, so, essentially the 100 percent stage of drawings.
Chair Bower: That doesn’t allow much input if you’re getting it at the 100 percent complete time.
Vice Chair Corey: It’s kind of insulting to come when they have a vague idea and then say we’ll give it to
you when there’s 100 percent, and then they actually can say that they came to us when they really
came to us with nothing more than an idea.
Chair Bower: Calm down.
Vice Chair Corey: I’m not angry, I’m just saying it’s insulting, that’s all.
Chair Bower: It’s not required, so they’ve actually provided this opportunity without having to. I think it’s
a smart thing to do. I share your feelings about the completeness, so maybe we’ll figure out a way to
intervene or at least review prior to 100 percent.
Vice Chair Corey: That would be great.
Ms. French: Yeah, I think we are in an odd situation that finally the Environmental Impact Report was
prepared saying there will be impacts and we’re going to go ahead anyways and we don’t even have the
drawings that show exactly what the impacts are, but we know there are impacts and it’s okay. So, it’s
kind of like that’s where we are and we have to take, just take what we’re given, which is we get a
chance to comment when they allow us to.
Chair Bower: It’s what I think was termed a complementary review, courtesy, that’s it, sorry. I don’t see
Palo Alto on the plans anywhere, and do you have a sense of whether El Palo Alto is within their right-ofway or is it next to it, just where it is?
Mr. Nafziger: It is, as far as I understand, is not within the Caltrain right-of-way, but it’s very close, it’s 26
feet from the tracks.
Ms. French: 26 feet.
Chair Bower: 26 feet from the edge of their right-of-way?
Ms. French: The tree trunk is 26 feet from the edge of Caltrain right-of-way, and it says here the tree
branches and foliage are five feet, within five feet of their right-of-way.
Chair Bower: Well, I think that’s pretty reassuring because their work is essentially boring for concrete
piers, and that, at 26 feet, that probably makes that tree root system safe, because that would be on the
outer edges, I mean the root system. I only say that because I put a basement in in 1988 eight feet from
a redwood tree before anybody was thinking about trees, and that tree is thriving and that, the arborist
there said, well, he thought it would die, and it didn’t. So, if you’re careful and you’re not polluting or
damaging the root system in some way with chemicals or some other invasive stuff, I’m at least
somewhat encouraged. I’m not an arborist, but having had that one experience which, of course, I didn’t
understand until after the project was well under way, that’s why we now have tree (not understood).
So, it’s worth that consideration.
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Vice Chair Corey: Redwoods grow in strange ways, so they can actually go a big distance in one direction
or not. That’s why a lot of them might live on cliffs. It really depends on the tree.
Chair Bower: Yeah, right. So, I think, unless there are other questions, I’d like to hear from the public
and then we’ll come back and have a discussion and make recommendations. So, Martin, you’re our only
speaker today, and speaking as a property owner, not as a Board Member.
Martin Bernstein: Thank you Chair Bower. So, I read the report and I thought it was a very well written
report. I actually enjoyed reading it and all the diagrams. So, just to let the public know, as a Member of
the HRB I received a ruling from the Federal, I’m sorry, from the California Fair Political Practice
Commission, so I’m not allowed to participate in any of the decisions on this, because my personal
residence is within 500 feet of the right-of-way. But as a member of the public I am able to speak as a
member of the public with anything that’s regarding my personal property. I just want to make the
comment that I’m glad to see this electrification project move forward, because it will reduce the noise
impact on my personal residence. I take the train often to San Francisco and these poles and the
substructures are already installed in San Mateo County, so I find them actually pretty exciting to see
that. It reminds me of all the travel I do in Europe. But that’s the impact on my personal residence, just
the less noise with the electric, so I’m glad to see the project move forward. Thank you.
Chair Bower: Thank you Martin. Since there are no further public comment requests, I think I’d like to
bring it back to the Board now and let’s discuss recommendations that we want to make to, or responses
to this report. I have one staff question. I could not read, because, I couldn’t read how tall these towers
are because they were shrunk to such a small, I can’t read it. Do you have a sense of – the tower detail
is not in the plans that I could find in our materials, unless I missed it.
Ms. French; Packet page 16, I had done my level best in writing this to look through the plans and see
what was what. Packet page 16 (crosstalk) has a paragraph that says the different, the wide-phalange
design ones are basically 32 feet tall where those occur. The wide-flanged 4-A, the ones with the long
reach cantilevers are 45 feet tall. Most of them are 32 to 35 feet tall, and then you have the occasional
45 feet tall poles basically, or 38 feet in some cases.
Chair Bower: A question that maybe could be answered by our Public Works representative, at Homer
and Alma there are two high power poles that were installed recently by the City, they are steel. Do you
have any sense of what those, how tall those poles are?
Mr. Nafziger: I don’t. I am vaguely aware of those poles in previous meetings with Utilities staff, but I do
not know the height of those.
Ms. French: I should also state that - am I interrupting your thought, sorry.
Chair Bower: No, no.
Ms. French: I should also state on packet page 16, below all of those bullets that I combed through, the
JPB representative said that there’s going to be a 75 feet tall pole type that’s going to go in six or seven
locations. It’s undetermined the timing of the utilities undergrounding. So, that’s related to that, and so
that’s why we don’t know where those would go. We don’t have them in the plans. I don’t know if those
will show up in the 100 percent plans. Okay, so I guess that’s when we’ll know when we see those.
Chair Bower: So, I’m trying to find a building that would be comparable to say a 45-foot pole. Now, 805
Hight Street had a 55-foot height limit. Is that, you know, that’s the development between Channing and
Homer on High Street. I’m just wondering, is that the downtown height limit, 55 feet?
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Ms. French: 50 feet is the City-wide height limit.
Chair Bower: I think that building is taller than the 50 feet.
Ms. French: There’re a number of buildings taller than 50 feet.
Chair Bower: So, if that was just 50 feet, we’re talking about poles that would be five feet shorter than
those buildings, and those poles would overwhelm the Palo Alto Depot at University Avenue. I don’t think
that building’s more than 25 feet tall, and it’s just a guess. So, the reason I bring this up, Board
Members, is that part of what Councilwoman Holman has asked us to do is make some statement about
contextual or what I think the term we also could use is compatibility of these poles with Station – I can’t
imagine how they could use a pole that tall, why they need it. Anyway, so let’s consider that. I have a list
of…
Ms. French: Could I just, before you do that let me just resolve this. So, at the station, to have data, the
plans indicate the TT-1 and the TT-4 poles, which are 32 feet tall for the TT-1 and 32 feet tall for the TT4. So, I think at the Palo Alto Depot we’re looking at 32-foot tall poles. So, hopefully that stays that way.
I don’t know why they would change it.
Chair Bower: Okay, so to start the conversation off, I have five areas of discussion. One is what kinds of
attachments will be made to the historic bridge at San Francisquito Creek. The second one would be
where that parallel traction station is going to be located, because of its size and I don’t think it’s going to
be near any historic structures or properties, but we would like to know that. Certainly, all of the issues
surrounding El Palo Alto Tree should be, I think, clearly discussed. All mitigation measures listed and I
think in my experience, site observation of work around the tree would be more effective than a bond,
because a bond is just money, and typically you can just build money into your project to pay the bond
and then not have to worry about it. But, again, my experience, site observation meant a much more
thorough review and really, protection of the tree. So, that’s something I would like the Board to
consider. And then finally, the compatibility of the poles probably between San Francisquito Creek and
just south of the Palo Alto University Avenue station ought to be the same, and more contextually
appropriate or compatible. I had envisioned these poles as being steel, just for no reason at all, but
concrete is a little, you know, seems to be a little harsh as a material, even painted. So, those are the
five things that I would like the Board to consider. I welcome any other discussion, discussion of any
other topic, but if we could focus on those, oh and the color. I’m sorry, it was on my list, but not as a
bullet point. So, color would be the final one. So, a discussion, Board Members. Debbie.
Board Member Shepherd: So, as to color, the big chip is totally different than the little chip. I’m sure
they’re going to resolve that, but yellow doesn’t, you know, the yellow obviously doesn’t seem very
natural. Is the paint infused in the concrete, so this isn’t a maintenance issue? I don’t know, I’m sure that
somebody is going to address this. And other poles, there must be other poles that are contextual, so
these don’t stand out as much when we just want to make them go away visually as much as possible.
Chair Bower: So, just to answer your question about paint, the paint has been described to me as a
temporary sealant.
Board Member Shepherd: Not very reassuring.
Chair Bower: So, there’s never an end to the maintenance.
Board Member Shepherd: Okay, thank you.
Chair Bower: I don’t know how we answer that, because they are asking us for colors.

Packet Pg. 54

2.c

Vice Chair Corey: My only question would be if they plan to maintain it or not.
Ms. French: This question will be referred to, and of course they can see this meeting on the media
center, they being the JPB Team, and they perhaps will have some answers for next week’s ARB Meeting
and, David, if you can relay this back to the Board or however, we can do that.
Chair Bower: So, let’s talk about color. Is there any, are there any strong, any feelings at all about the
color by the Board Members? Let’s start down with Michael for a change.
Board Member Makinen: I don’t think really the color is that much of a relevant issue. It’s a structure, you
know.
Board Member Kohler: Is there a selected color already, I mean of the ones that are in the booklet here?
(crosstalk)
Board Member Kohler: Well, the black looks really good. Is this black or green?
Chair Bower: This is green.
Vice Chair Corey: They don’t have a sample of the brown though. I mean, they have yellow, gray and
black, and they have…
Chair Bower: The brown looks like green, yeah brown looks like black.
Vice Chair Corey: Oh, sorry. I thought it was the – okay, never mind. That’s the brown.
Ms. French: On the screen we have, and this is packet page 74 as well, that shows at the Palo Alto Depot
the poles, option one is the yellow-looking tan color. Option two is the gray and option three is the
brown. And it says option one is to match the color of the structure, the Historic Railroad Station. Option
two is to match poles and option three is to match the furniture. Are we matching furniture, station or I
don’t know, that’s what we got?
Vice Chair Corey: The benches, I think there’s benches out there.
Chair Bower: Debbie, what color are you, or what’s your feeling about colors?
Board Member Shepherd: Well, they call it yellow, but the big swatch looks like beige to me. It kind of
looks like the color of the station, and it just seems the least assertive, but I don’t know.
Chair Bower: It’s tan. It looks like tan to me, as Roger and Michael are saying. I guess my feeling is that
we ought to consider picking a color that’s consistent along the entire corridor because I think that will
eventually, my brain just looses the color, although it did see the color on those very tall power poles at
Homer and Alma, and it’s a green, a dark green color. Of course, that color has only been there for three
or four years, and yesterday for some reason I saw it. My inclination is to either do the tan one or the
green one, just because green is more like the trees, and there are a lot of trees that are along the
corridor, but I do understand that…
Vice Chair Corey: There are now.
Chair Bower: Well, I think, I don’t think they’re all going away. On the other hand, the tan color at the
Palo Alto University Avenue Station seems to make some sense. I don’t get any sense at all of what color
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should be at California Avenue because I can’t really think of what a color there, what colors are already
there. There are many of them. So, those are my feelings about it.
Vice Chair Corey: Yeah, I’m with you, consistency.
Chair Bower: Yeah. And they’re not talking about the colors of all the poles between the stations, so I
would…
(inaudible)
Vice Chair Corey: Yeah, costs extra.
Chair Bower: Well, I would like them to all be the same color in the corridor.
Mr. Nafziger: I believe their proposal is to have colored poles only within a certain radius of each station.
Chair Bower: Okay, I think we can still make a recommendation that they all be the same color in Palo
Alto for consistencies sake.
Vice Chair Corey: Across everywhere, not just at the stations, yeah.
Chair Bower: Yeah, I think so. That would be my preference.
Vice Chair Corey: Mine too, but I don’t know if they care.
Chair Bower: Well, we make a recommendation. That’s all we can do.
Vice Chair Corey: I like your idea of green, because that’s going to be the best probably if there’s all the
trees around there, right? Almost matching.
Board Member Kohler (inaudible)
Chair Bower: At the Palo Alto Station I can see green as being a significant contrast.
Vice Chair Corey: Use the tan at the Palo Alto Station.
Chair Bower: Councilwoman Holman.
Council Member Holman: I’m just nodding in acknowledgement.
Chair Bower: So, how we…
Council Member Holman: I will say one thing. So, because these swatches that are provided, there’s no
way to rely on them at all in terms of color. Board Member Shepherd brought out the difference even just
within the packet. So, it’s a stab in the dark literally. It’s almost brown might be safer because there’s
likely to be less deviation, but green could be all over the map. So, unless they an be pinned down to
matching some particular bin more 127 or something like that equivalent, I think green might be a little
bit of a guess work.
Vice Chair Corey: It could be lime green.
Council Member Holman: You never know.
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Ms. French: I might suggest next week, when we have the ARB, I can ask them if they have some actual
color swatches to bring them to the ARB, and since there’s five architects there, that might help things go
well.
Vice Chair Corey: Like actually even a sample of the cement with the color would be…
Ms. French: Well, that’s asking a lot.
Council Member Holman: Sample boards are typical for any applicant, as you all know, so it seems like
Caltrain could perform up to that standard, I would hope that (crosstalk) and we are at their mercy here.
Chair Bower: So, let’s have a sense, I’m not getting a sense of color from the Board, but not withstanding
the fact that these are not maybe going to be the final colors, I think what we could do is make a
recommendation of the tone range based on these swatches. So, I’m ambivalent about brown or green.
Green somewhat appeals to me more when I look at the screen here.
Vice Chair Corey: I think your thought on the green matches more the trees makes sense, right? I mean,
if you’re going to go with one of these, because that’s going to match the most, given that there will be
trees in the area. But, if you had to pick one and you had to be consistent, so I’ll still stick with that.
Chair Bower: Debbie.
Board Member Shepherd: The pole is analogous to a tree trunk…
Vice Chair Corey: You’d do brown?
Board Member Shepherd: …but a tree trunk with no branches is a really hideous experience, so I guess I
just struggle with going down that route at all. I just want it to be as neutral, and there must be
expertise out there about what make something go away visually.
Ms. French: I might weigh in just for fun, as a Caltrain rider. I think when you arrive at a station maybe
you’ve been seeing gray concrete and now you’re at a station and it’s, you know, subtly different than
the gray and you say, oh, here we are. So, having the tan, if you want to call it tan, is subtle but a
change, and now you’re in the station. So, I think, I don’t know why I’m weighing in, as a rider.
Chair Bower: All right. Well, so I think we’re all over the place here. So, I would like to suggest that we
adopt their option one for pole colors that’s not consistent across the corridor, but I think a lighter color
at the Downtown Station makes sense. Stanford, the green at that area, there are a lot of trees there.
Maybe they’re going to disappear. So, I don’t know, should we vote on this?
Ms. French: Yes.
Chair Bower: Yeah, right. All right, let’s hold that thought.
Board Member Kohler: I suggest we vote, take a vote to vote.
Chair Bower: I would like to list the things that we’re going to recommend and then let’s do one vote,
rather than vote on each one.
Vice Chair Corey: I love it.
Chair Bower: All right, so we’ll hold color for the moment. I think it would be easy for us to, going back to
my first point, that Historic Resources that should be untouched or touched as little as possible, and that

Packet Pg. 57

2.c

the attachments to the bridge at San Francisquito Creek should follow Secretary of Interior Standards,
which are basically you do as little as possible and if they have to be removed later, which they may be
because we’ll have Michael’s battery-operated trains, then there will only be holes. So, I think that’s a
pretty easy one for us to suggest. And since I’m not seeing any hands, I’ll consider that to be Item
Number One. El Palo Alto tree trimming, I would like to recommend that that be, that any work around
the tree be done with an arborist present period, and have an observer there. I’m not, I don’t know that
the bond issue is going to be effective or that they would do it at all, because that’s just another cost, but
I’m open to that suggestion. But at least that the tree, all the work when they’re working there, they
have to have an arborist on site.
(Female inaudible)
Mr. Nafziger: Yes, we’ve already discussed that with Caltrain and I believe that is our, that will happen,
City of Palo Alto arborist, Urban Forestry Department.
Chair Bower: Okay. And then the, I guess there are four things, because color – so the fourth one was
the poles at the Palo Alto Station, the University Avenue Station be more contextually appropriate or
more compatible than the concrete that’s there. That’s not very many, but I think it would make a
difference. And then the color. I would suggest color option one. So, those are the four things, right?
Vice Chair Corey: Option one on the Palo Alto…
Chair Bower: On their recommended ones. So, that’s going to be three different colors.
(inaudible)
Chair Bower: It’s the tan color for the University Station, it’s I don’t know what, the dark something color,
it’s filing cabinet black, wow.
Vice Chair Corey: That seems harsh.
Chair Bower: Really. So, maybe I would modify that to the brown 332 on page 81.
Ms. French: Sorry, did you say this is for the Cal Ave Station?
Chair Bower: Yeah, Cal Ave Station. And then the Stanford Stadium Station would be their green color.
Maybe to make it simpler we just make it green, make it tan at the Palo Alto Station and green
everywhere else. Sorry to prolong this. Is that acceptable, two colors?
Vice Chair Corey: I like it, and that’s for me.
Chair Bower: So, Amy, green everywhere else, all along the corridor. So, basically the entire corridor
would be green, the forest green or whatever this is, it’s marine green, although it doesn’t really look like
that on the monitor. And then at the Palo Alto Station it would be the tan/yellow. I’d like to use the term
tan and not use their yellow color. I don’t really want it to be yellow. So, can you read those back Amy,
just so we…
MOTION
Ms. French: So, as a group voting on these recommended motions; (1) the San Francisquito Creek bridge
attachment should touch the resources as little as possible and follow the Secretary of Interior Standards,
(2) the tree should have the Urban Forester review any work near the tree as an observer, Palo Alto’s
Urban Forester, and then (3) the poles at the Palo Alto Depot should be more contextually appropriate,
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and then at the Palo Alto Depot, use the lighter tan color or just the tan color at that station, option one
similar, and then (4) use green on the poles elsewhere in Palo Alto.
Chair Bower: And the one, actually the one I had on my list, the fifth one was that (5) the parallel
traction facility would be located in the California Avenue region, because I don’t think we have any
historic resources there. Not located in the south near Greenmeadow or in the north near the basically
Embarcadero Road, University Avenue or the San Francisquito bridge. That’s a big building. Okay, so…
Council Member Holman: Did you want to address the location of the poles near the University Station?
They said not within 40 feet of the front on the west side, but they don’t address the east side. Was that
of a concern?
Chair Bower: I think the poles are single there, so they’re spaced, they’re actually located between the
tracks, so I’m not quite sure what east and west would be, since there’s only one pole.
Ms. French: Yeah, that might have been the mitigation measure from back in 2014, when they adopted
this, but now we have rail plans that show single poles, so I think that was in case we were doing two
poles.
Vice Chair Corey: Right.
Chair Bower: I just think Council Member Holman’s remark about not placing the poles in the front of the
building would also be an important – it seems to me those poles could be located…
Vice Chair Corey: I thought they were in the middle.
Chair Bower: No, the poles are actually not in front of the building, but they would be at either end of the
building. (crosstalk) I can’t tell from the plans where the building is.
Ms. French: So, let’s look together. Sheet number 13, page number 13 of the set near the words “match
line MT-1” that’s where the single pole starts and that is, you can see the Palo Alto Station there just
below the grid marks, which is I guess the paving on the platform. So, it is, there is a single pole across
from the station building there, and the next pole occurs between the building and the kind of roundabout where the buses come, so that one is not in front of the station. There is one in front of the station
though, next to that match line.
Chair Bower: That’s probably driven by spacing and I don’t think we’re going to get anything, they’re not
going to change that. So, I guess what we could say is, we would like to encourage the Caltrain authority
to (6) position poles near this station in a way that minimizes poles in front of the building. So, one
probably has to be there, but if they could figure out a way to have zero, then that would be better. Is
that a reasonable request? I don’t know whether they will do it, but let’s add that to it.
Vice Chair Corey: We can add it.
Chair Bower: Yeah, let’s…
(inaudible)
Vice Chair Corey: (6a) Ideally zero poles, but minimize it in front of the building, poles in front of the
building.
Ms. French: Okay.
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Chair Bower: Okay. So, with, there are four of us. Michael just left. I’m worried about getting a ticket,
because at 10:00 my parking is up because I’m on the street. I could run out there.
Vice Chair Corey: Why don’t we make it a motion?
Chair Bower: Well, I’m actually making this, four is enough. All right. So, with that, all in favor?
Vice Chair Corey: I’ll second.
Chair Bower: I’m sorry, yeah, yeah. I made the motion, Brandon is seconding.
Vice Chair Corey: I will second.
Chair Bower: See, I’m getting rusty because it’s been so long between meetings.
Vice Chair Corey: That’s your problem.
Chair Bower: Among many other problems. All right, so Michael is back, good. So, I moved and Brandon
seconded those five items as a motion, and so, if there is no other discussion, I’ll call for a vote. All in
favor. All opposed. None, good.
MOTION PASSED WITH A VOTE OF 5-0, 2 ABSENT.
Chair Bower: I hope that’s helpful. I will meet with you and discuss attending the meeting next week.
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ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD
EXCERPT MINUTES: November 15, 2018

City Hall/City Council Chambers
250 Hamilton Avenue
8:30 AM

Present:

Chair Wynne Furth, Vice Chair Peter Baltay, Board Members Alexander Lew, Osma
Thompson and Robert Gooyer.

Action Items
2.

PUBLIC HEARING: Architectural Review Board Input on Peninsula Corridor
Electrification Project (PCEP) Overhead Contact System Foundation & Pole Layouts
Design for Installation Within Caltrain Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board (JPB)
Right of Way in Palo Alto. Environmental Assessment: The JPB Certified the Final
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and Adopted a Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Plan (MMRP) in January 2015, Following Publication of the Draft EIR in
February 2014 for Public Comment. For More Information Contact the Chief Planning
Official Amy French at amy.french@cityofpaloalto.org

Chair Furth: That takes us to item number 2 on our agenda, which is a public hearing. The Architectural
Review Board is being asked for comment on the Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project, overheard
contact system, foundation and pole layouts design for installation on the CalTrain Peninsula Corridor
Joint Powers Board right-of-way. And EIR was certified for this project in 2015, in January 2015, and
numerous statements of overriding considerations were made at that time, acknowledging that there will
be adverse environmental effects from the project, but they are worth it on balance. May we have the
staff report? Oh, I should also mention that we are not being asked to make a recommendation to the
City because the City does not have approval rights here. It's consultation rights. Thank you.
Amy French, Chief Planning Official: Good morning. Amy French, Chief Planning Official, and ARB liaison
of the day.
Chair Furth: Every week a new one. Thank you. Nice to have you back.
Ms. French: Thank you. Today, we have the CalTrain Electrification OCS design project. I have a
PowerPoint, and so does the applicant. We have from CalTrain JPB two members, Stacy and Brent. The
PCEP -- as it's known in acronym form -- is going to convert diesel train to electrically-powered trains.
They will tell you more about that, from the CalTrain staff. We have 3.8 miles in Palo Alto, and we will be
seeing these appurtenances and poles and wires and one paralleling station in the city of Palo Alto. As
Chair Furth mentioned, we do not have any permitting authority outside the JPB right-of-way, but we do
have some input on requested items per a mitigation measure of the Environmental Impact Report. And,
we also have some permitting authority over trees to be pruned and removed within the City right-of-way
that's outside of the JPB corridor. I apologize for the slide issues here. The PCEP Final EIR was approved
in January of 2015, and there are mitigation measures. Those were contained in your staff report. We are
seeing 65 percent plans today and commenting on those. The City Council will be looking at an
agreement between the City and CalTrain on November 26th. We do have a schedule coming up. The
applicant will tell you...I'm sorry - the project team will tell you more about that. Tree work has begun to
some limited degree, but it will proceed very shortly, and about 25 percent of that tree work in the Palo
Alto segment has been completed. Here is the tree work, and again, the project team will tell you more,
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but you can see within these segments of Palo Alto, there are quite a few tree removals and trimmings,
and just listing here the ones in the right-of-way, there are about 296 trees to be pruned in the right-ofway of CalTrain, and 52 trees to be removed and replaced at a 1-to-1 ratio. The paralleling station, there
were three options in the Environmental Impact Report. Option 2 is the one that's preferred and being
studied further at this time. There are some aspects that are contained in the area. It's not a 40 by 80
foot building as reported prior staff report; it is a fenced area within which there are several items I'll
show, as will the project team. Here is the Park Plaza site, showing the landscaping of that project. The
paralleling station will be adjacent to this landscaping, but not on top of the landscaping. That
landscaping will remain, to the best of the City's understanding. We will be seeing the paralleling station
items in 2019, but we are requesting comments on the location. And then, also, there is opportunity to
weigh in on color, for the painting of the control house. You can see here, this is a different site, but this
is roughly what the transformer would look like here. The control house would be a shed, and then,
there's something called gantries that, I don't know what they are, but I’m sure the project team does.
The ARB had asked some questions last week at their public hearing, and these are answers to some of
the questions. We sent those onto the HRB so they are aware of the answers. Let's see. I'll come back to
that if anyone is curious. The HRB did make comments last Thursday, as well, so the concern was about
the San Francisquito Creek bridge; concern about, you know, was it going to be affected. There were
some answers there, regarding how close the wire and all of that would come to the bridge. The Urban
Forester was requested to be called out as an observer for any work around Palo Alto. We have our
Urban Forester, Water Passmore, here today for questions on that. The HRB thought that the poles
should be contextually appropriate with the Palo Alto depot, which is an historic resource. And, they
selected a tan color, they recommended that color ; but then, they suggested that everywhere else, the
green color would be just fine. That's it. Let's see. The JPB had considerations for pole configuration. I
believe I was able to get those into the staff report. Here they are if you want to come back to them. We
had overriding considerations in the EIR statement, and there were a number of them. Those are also in
the report. Just for laughs, a couple of images, although the project team will provide more detailed
images. We have the single and the cantilever and, you know, double pole. We have the long reach
cantilever, and a portal; there are about four of those in Palo Alto, according to the plans. The colors.
Three stations, three colors to be painted, on metal poles, not concrete. And, let's see. This was the
report given to the HRB, so, also in the staff report, there are a number of historic resources within the
JPB right-of-way, and there are mitigations about those. These are kind of fun images, so I'll just show
them to you, as well. We have our bridge. These are the treatments and the Finding of Effect from back
in September of 2015. A lot of information here. The El Palo Alto, when it was two stems, and now it's
just one. There were mitigations and Findings of Effect that were prepared. The Palo Alto Depot, here is
an image of the depot, a Streamline Moderne. And this is one location where the center poles are
proposed. They are actually center poles with cantilevers so as to minimize the impacts of the visuals. We
have a few old images of the underpasses, which are also historic, at University and Embarcadero. The
project team...Yeah?
??: (inaudible)
Ms. French: Oh, did you want to actually read stuff? Okay. It's kind of hard to read because it's cut off on
this side. Yeah, we have a few underpasses. If anyone wants me to go back to any slides...
Chair Furth: Thank you.
Ms. French: ...I'm happy to do that, as well. I'm not expecting everyone to speed read. The center pole
feasibility was something that CalTrain was looking at. You know, CalTrain prefers the double poles
because they minimize the risk of failure in the event of a knock-down. And then, of course, Palo Alto,
aesthetically speaking, we would prefer the single poles, less poles, but there are considerations there.
Also, in the right-of-way, there are stringing wire, and there's this tree replacement, which has mitigation
measures. So, the point of the trees is to try to screen the residents and park users from the right-ofway. And I apologize for so many words. This was a late-breaking commitment on my standpoint, too. I
learned about the project and trying to regurgitate for everybody. But, the great thing is we have our
project team here, we have aesthetic mitigation measures here, and they can elaborate on those, or not.
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We have a comprehensive agreement, which is coming forward. There are some timelines there that
relate to this work, this agreement between Palo Alto and CalTrain. That's what I've got. I'm going to
escape and let them present.
Chair Furth: Are there any questions of staff? I have one question, Amy. Do we have color swatches, or
samples, or anything, other than that slide?
Ms. French: No.
Chair Furth: Thank you.
Board Member Gooyer: I do have one comment that I thought was rather humorous, that El Palo Alto is
91,000 years old.
Ms. French: Oh, did I have a typo on the screen? Yeah. Apologize. A thousand. Yeah, that would be quite
something. It is quite something at a thousand, as well. Let's see...Let's see if this is it. No. Trying to find
the CalTrain presentation.
Male??: (inaudible)
Ms. French: Is this it? Okay. My eyes are not what they used to be. How do I get to the big...?
Male??: (inaudible)
Ms. French: I'm trying to find the bottom thing that tells me how to pan in.
[Locating presentation.]
Chair Furth: Good morning. If you could introduce yourself and spell your name for our transcriber.
Brent Tietjen: Oh, sure. Good morning. Brent Tietjen, Government and Community Relations Officer for
CalTrain. [spells name]
Chair Furth: Thank you.
Mr. Tietjen: Thank you. I'm here today to give you an update on the CalTrain Electrification Project.
Thanks, Amy, for that introduction, and for a lot of detail on that. I'll try to go through these slides pretty
quickly, but we're here to answer any questions that you have and talk in more detail on anything you'd
like to. First, I'll give a...
Chair Furth: You have 10 minutes automatically, but do not rush.
Mr. Tietjen: Sure. I'll give a quick overview of the CalTrain system, which I'm sure you're familiar with. I'll
talk about the project in general. Talk about the electric trains, which we are procuring. And then, go into
more detail about what's actually going to happen here in Palo Alto, the project elements, construction
impacts, etc. As I mentioned, I'll talk about the CalTrain system. We run 92 trains on an average
weekday from San Francisco down to San Jose. We also operate down to Gilroy. It's important to note
that we only own the tracks from San Francisco to Tamien station, or just south of Tamien station. We do
not own the tracks south of Tamien to Gilroy. Those are owned by UP, but we do operate on those. We
have a number of at-grade crossings, viaducts and bridges that have to be maintained in the city, good
repair. And we have one of the most robust on-board bike commuter programs, with over 5,000 bikes on
board every day. Since the introduction of the Baby Bullet in 2004, we've seen our ridership grow
exponentially, and continue to see that growth. In 2018, we had over 65,000 average weekday riders in
our count. As you can see on these trains, on a Giants day, or on just any regular peak commute hour,
it's packed. We are at or above seat capacity. Some of our trains are above 130 percent capacity.
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Carrying those 65,000 riders is an aging fleet. Our older cars, the gallery cars and locomotives, were built
in 1985, some of them, and they are at or past their useful retirement age, or useful life. Quick
description of the project in general. For CalTrain Electrification, we are electrifying the corridor from San
Francisco to just south of Tamien. We are, as part of the electrification project, the infrastructure is the
installation of concrete foundations, poles on top of those foundations, and then, wires which will connect
to the electric trains. We are also building 10 traction power facilities throughout the corridor, one of
which is in Palo Alto, and I'll talk about later. We are procuring 96 electric vehicles, which will convert 75
percent of our fleet to electric service. We do have funding to convert additional from the state, as well.
This project will not increase the speed of the trains. It will remain at 79 miles per hour. But, it will allow
them to start and stop more efficiently, and it will allow us to increase service to an additional train per
hour, per direction. Currently we have five trains per hour, per direction, during the peak. After this
project, we will have six trains per hour, per direction, during the peak. This project will help us restore
service both to Atherton and Broadway stations, which currently only get weekend service, and we will
continue to have our tenants operate on the railroad. UP, ACE Corridor, Capital Corridor, will all continue
to operate on CalTrain tracks. A quick look at what service benefits could be as part of this project. If you
see that we have, on a Baby Bullet, we have five to six stops, if we want to retain those stops, right now
it's 60 minutes, but with this project, it could go down to 45 minutes. Or, if we wanted to retain that 60minute headway, we can more than double the stops at the stations for each train. This project has a
number of key regional benefits for the region. One of those is a reduction of greenhouse gas emissions
on an annual basis of over 176,000. Also, general clean air, and reduced noise, and just overall capacity
increases for the corridor, as well. In 2016, there were a lot of decisions that were made about the new
electric trains that we're procuring in terms of the layout, on the bikes, on the bike-to-seat ratio, on the
bathrooms on board. There will be one bathroom on each train, as well as upper doors not being
precluded. In 2017, that design progressed, with the exterior design, seat information, all with a lot of
public input. In 2019, we hope to have a virtual reality tour where folks throughout the public can put on
a Google Cardboard and see what the new trains will look like. Now we will talk more about the actual
construction activities for the project, and for Palo Alto in particular. As I mentioned, we do have 51 miles
of corridor that we are electrifying. That includes over 3,000 poles being installed along those 51 miles.
And we are installing 10 traction power facilities. I'll talk about those in a minute. We do have the
construction broken out into phases. Segment 1 is from San Francisco down to South Francisco/Brisbane.
Segment 2 is from South Francisco down to Menlo Park. Segment 3 is from Menlo Park to Santa Clara.
Segment 4 is from Santa Clara to San Jose. In terms of the phasing, we currently see the Segment 2
portion being done, which there is a lot of construction going on right now. Then moving down to
Segment 4, and then, moving back up the corridor to Segment 3. A quick overview of the Palo Alto work
segment. As Amy mentioned, it's over 3.8 miles, and there are two stations and one paralleling station,
which is a traction power facility, which helps regulate power to the train. In terms of actual field work
status right now, a lot of utility Geotech work has been done on the corridor and in Palo Alto, and they
are currently doing foundation potholing throughout the whole corridor, and including in Palo Alto. They
have done quite a bit of potholing already. Once they have the findings of the potholing, they will go
back and do any redesign that's necessary to make sure the conflicts are clear. Looking to the future,
they will come back and do tree pruning/removal, foundation installation, pole and wire installation, as
well as paralleling station construction. A quick overview of schedule, and this is always subject to change
as we have a design/build contract, but this is our best guess right now. For potholing, they are doing
that currently and have been doing it since the summer of 2018 in Palo Alto. They will come back and do
tree pruning later this year, so late fall for tree pruning and removal. For spring and summer, we're
looking at foundation installation, so that's the actual concrete foundations that are drilled and poured
into the ground. And in summer 2019, we're looking at the installation of the paralleling station
construction. And then, late 2019 would be the pole and wire installation. I want to talk in more detail
about each of those activities. I'll give you a general sense of what they include. You can see here for
potholing, it's just a basic big vacuum truck on the tracks that comes in, sucks out the dirt on each
foundation location. They do clear every location from utilities to make sure when they go in and drill,
they don't have to stop for any reason. They can continue to drill, and then, move down the line. For tree
pruning or replacement, we do have to remove or prune trees within 10 feet of any electrified component
of the project. You can see a quick diagram here of what that looks like. Here is a summary of the tree
pruning and replacement that will happen in Palo Alto. I won't go through these in detail, but happy to
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stick around and answer any questions. There will be 120 trees replaced in Palo Alto. If a tree is removed
on JPB property, it's replaced on JPB property. Same thing for city. If it's removed on city property,
replaced on city property, and for public, as well. We have worked with the City on the replacement
locations for any city trees. Here is a quick summary of the tree work in Palo Alto, just to give you a
general sense of where the bulk of the tree work is happening, and just broken up into major sections of
the city. For foundation construction, it's basically excavating, drilling, and then, filling with rebar, and
then, pouring concrete, and then, curing. You can see on the right here, that's what the rebar cages look
like. They are quite long, 10 to 20 feet, or longer. They go into the ground, so there's about three feet
that protrudes out of the ground, not this rebar cage that you see. For full installation, as I mentioned,
there are 3,000 poles installed throughout the corridor. About 196 will be installed in Palo Alto. That's at
the current design; that could change going forward. But, that's a general sense. Pole heights range
between 30 to 45 1/2 feet, depending on the type of pole. The type of pole is dictated by the utility real
estate needs and just general operation needs of the project. Here's a quick view of what the poles look
like. On the left-hand side, you can see a single-track cantilever that goes over one track only. The righthand side, that's one of the taller poles at 45 1/2 feet, two track cantilevers, and spans two tracks. The
center pole is on the left, and then the portal -- which there are a few of -- on the right. Here are the
station color options, for the pole colors. Apologies, we don't have the swatches now, but we're happy to
give those to the staff for your review, as well. Just a quick picture of what the pole installation looks like.
A lot of this work does happen at night because we do have 92 weekday trains that run and need to
serve our customers. But, as I mentioned, the pole are about 180 feet apart, so we hope they are not in
the back yards of any homes for too long. After the poles are installed, they come back and string the
wire, which is a pretty quick process. Our contractor has a wire train, one of the only ones in the nation,
to move along the corridor pretty quickly. And I will note that there are additional wires that will be
installed where utilities cross above our track, above the poles. Those are called shunt wires. For the
traction power facilities, there will be 10 installed throughout the corridor. Some facility components of
those facilities are transformers, gantries, which are steel A-train structures, which help hold the wires
across the tracks, and then, a control house, which basically just houses the controls. The facilities
provide electric power to the trains. There are two traction power substations, which are the larger
substations, one in San Jose and one in South San Francisco. Those actually provide the power from
PG&E to the overhead contact system. The one in Palo Alto is called a paralleling station, and that helps
just boost and regulate the power to the overall system. The power actually comes in through the lines
and then is just boosted, and helps regulate the power to the system. This is an unmanned, secured,
lighted facility. For paralleling station #5, which is the one that will be installed in Palo Alto, this location
is south of Page Mill Road and on CalTrain property. I'll show a diagram in a second. We did have
coordination with the City on the location during the EIR in 2015. Vegetation screening will be
implemented and reviewed by City staff, and the control house color is also to be selected by the City. A
quick map of what the paralleling station will look like. This is a rough estimate of what it will look like.
It's at 65 percent design right now. It could change, but this should give you a good idea of the elements
of the project and their location. You can see in the green, there is a transformer, which actually takes
the power and boosts it. There is a control house, which is a 10 by 10 house that I'll show in a second,
what that looks like. And then there are gantries, one on each side of the track. The gantry within the
facility footprint has disconnect switches. The gantry on the other side does not. It's just a basic A-train
structure that holds the wires across the track. Here is a picture of a paralleling station at the Amtrak
northeast corridor. This is a good sense of what they will look like. I'll show here on the right, you can
see the control house, the larger element there. In the middle is the transformer, and then, on the far
left is the gantries with the disconnect switches. Behind this one, you can see the other, what are called
strain gantries, which just hold the wires, which will be on the other side of the tracks. You can see,
these colors probably don't show up too well, so we will get samples to staff for these control house
options. These are general options of what the color selection the City has. For general construction
impacts, work will occur...I should say, for the traction power facility, that will be done mostly during the
day as it won't impact the rail, but there will be some work that is done at night. For all the other work, a
lot of it is done at night so we don't have impacts to our regular customers on CalTrain, but we do move
along the corridor pretty quickly for foundations, which are spaced, again, 200 feet apart. They can get
five to eight foundations done in a night, so they can move a couple hundred or even 1,000 feet down
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the line. We do have a dedicated hotline for construction, which I'll leave up after this. Not specifically
related to Palo Alto, but we do have some work that is happening...
Chair Furth: (inaudible)
Mr. Tietjen: Sure. Yeah. I would encourage folks to go to calmod.org to learn more about the project.
There is a tab on the top right-hand side called "Get Involved." If you sign up and you enter your city
Palo Alto, we send out regular notices about construction activities particular to Palo Alto, as well as
weekly construction notices for the project overall. We do physical notices to about a fourth a mile of the
tracks on any new phase of work and on meetings, and we do door hangers for more discreet impacts.
I'll leave this up here as we answer any questions, how to get in touch with us. We encourage folks to
call us to learn more about the project, or if you're experiencing anything on the railroad that you'd like
to learn more about, please let us know. I'm happy to answer any questions, and Stacy Cocke with our
team is also here.
Chair Furth: Thank you. Are there any questions of the applicant...? Not the applicant, the rail project,
before we hear from the public? Or should we just hear from the public? Okay. Vice Chair Baltay.
Vice Chair Baltay: Good morning. Thank you. I'm trying to understand what the poles are going to look
like. I'm reading the package of drawings I was given. I'm looking at, for example, the poles in by the
train station, or where Palo Alto is the big tree. And as I read the chart here very carefully, I can sort of
make out, it says, "Pole type WF4A," for example. What does that look like? There's no drawing in the
package. I've been given nothing.
Mr. Tietjen: Sure.
Vice Chair Baltay: And then, what color choices do we have? Again, I don't have any color choices in
front of me.
Mr. Tietjen: Sure. For color choices, for things outside of the station areas, those will be either marine
green or galvanized steel. For within the station area, we will have color samples. We will bring those to
staff for your selection and your...
Vice Chair Baltay: To be clear, the samples are not here right now...
Mr. Tietjen: Correct.
Vice Chair Baltay: ...at the public hearing. Thank you.
Chair Furth: All right.
Vice Chair Baltay: I'm sorry, but what is the pole going to look like? What's the design?
Mr. Tietjen: These are our general sense of what the poles will look like. We're happy to share actual
design drawings, which I think Amy kind of flashed earlier as part of her presentation.
Vice Chair Baltay: So then, some of the poles that are labeled TT for a tapered pole, presumably it's a
different design style pole.
Mr. Tietjen: Correct. There are...
Vice Chair Baltay: These drawings represent a pole, but what...? I mean, is there any more detail than
that here?
Mr. Tietjen: There are details in the plan. I'm not sure if we shared those with...?
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Board Member Gooyer: They emailed them to us yesterday. They emailed them to us yesterday.
Vice Chair Baltay: It's not in the drawings.
Chair Furth: And are there copies of them over there for the public?
Vice Chair Baltay: Were they made available?
Ms. French: We only had...These were the only drawings that were printed out, that staff printed out. We
didn't get a packet of drawings. We printed these out, but we emailed the other set that looks just like
this, only it has pictures of poles. That was an email.
Chair Furth: Can you put those up on the screen, so the public can see them? And us?
Ms. French: Okay. I don't know how to do that.
Chair Furth: Well, while you're thinking, why don't...
Vice Chair Baltay: I have no other questions. Thank you.
Chair Furth: Why don't we hear from the public? We have some speaker cards? Let's see, these are
for...? Does anybody care to speak on this project? Going once...? Okay, hearing no public comment, I'll
bring it back to the Board.
Board Member Thompson: I have a couple more questions...
Chair Furth: Yes?
Board Member Thompson: ...of the applicant.
Chair Furth: Board Member Thompson.
Board Member Thompson: Thanks. In terms of what will be painted, just looking at what we're looking at
right now, are we considering just the pole to be painted, or is it the pole plus the stuff that's
cantilevering over?
Mr. Tietjen: It is just the vertical pole.
Board Member Thompson: And the stuff that's cantilevering over will be what we're looking at, just a
metal...?
Mr. Tietjen: Correct.
Board Member Thompson: Okay, great. And the wires, I'm assuming will be black?
Mr. Tietjen: They will be steel color.
Board Member Thompson: Okay. Because I know in San Francisco, those overhead cables look like they
are kind of dark in color. Are we assuming something along that line?
Mr. Tietjen: Yeah, I don't know if you'll be able to determine the color. You can see there are wires on
the two-track cantilever here. It's a basic gray color, not black.
Chair Furth: Do we have a representative of the HRB here today? Would you care to address us?
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David Bower: Good morning, David Bower, current chair of the HRB. As you may have seen in Amy's
email that she sent to you and to our HRB members, we had a few questions that had been answered.
The primary concerns the HRB had were what the attachments were going to be on the bridge that
crosses San Francisco Creek, the protection of El Palo Alto, the color and the compatibility of the poles in
front of the main University Avenue station, and then, in general...Well, in the location of the
supplementary power station, which we did not want to be located near Greenmeadow/Eichler
neighborhood or near the train station. The current siting solves that, or satisfies it.
Chair Furth: You're supportive of their current proposal. Proposed location.
Mr. Bower: Right. We didn't see that when we had our meeting, but we just wanted it in the middle part
of the city, so that satisfies that. And then, one other Board member had a question about whether an all
battery-operated train system had been considered. Basically...
Chair Furth: Not, I think, within our jurisdiction here.
Mr. Bower: No, right, not in our jurisdiction. I think the last issue is that we wanted to have the poles all
painted the same color throughout the right-of-way, with the exception of the University Avenue station.
We thought that would be more consistent, and it would also be less noticeable than having steel some
places, painted, especially two different colors of paint, one at the California Avenue station, one at the
North University section. I think that's...That's what we reviewed. Did I forget anything, Amy? I don't
think so.
Chair Furth: Thank you very much for coming this morning.
Mr. Bower: If I could say one other thing. I went out yesterday to look at El Palo Alto, to actually see it
again, and it's not likely that any damage to this tree could be done by construction equipment because
it's actually adjacent to the bridge. Since all the work will be done on track, you couldn't actually reach it
without damaging the bridge structure. That was reassuring to me, and I'm sure it would be to you, as
well.
Chair Furth: Thank you. I should ask, did anybody do field inspections on this project? Alex, Peter. Osma,
no. Robert, no. My field inspection primarily consists of living in the area and seeing it frequently.
Ms. French: May I speak? We do have on the screen now the plans that were sent out on Tuesday to the
Board. The other thing I wanted to mention is we do have Walter Passmore in the audience, our Urban
Forester, if anyone had questions about the El Palo Alto and our negotiations on that.
Chair Furth: Thank you, to you and Mr. Passmore. Okay. I had a question of the train folks. Back in 2014
when we were writing a comment letter on the EIR, it talked about measure AES -- I can give you the file
number on the report if you want -- requiring aesthetic treatment for project for years when selecting
pole design, no unpainted metal surfaces, color-matched paint, and paint tones darker than the
surrounding visual area. That was the proposal from the rail folks. And our comment letter from the City
asked that you consider different metal finishes in addition to different paint tones and pole sizes. For
example, with galvanized steel, or weathered steel finish, better fade into the background and reduce the
visual impact and reduce maintenance costs. The letter recognizes the effort to find the most
aesthetically-pleasing OCS poles -- that's overhead (inaudible). But notes that these measures would not
mitigate for the addition of cantilevers or wires themselves to be visible, and there's a concern about
long-term maintenance if they are painted. Could you comment on the alternatives considered and the
durability of the coloring you're proposing?
Mr. Tietjen: I cannot. I'm going to look to Stacy Cocke from our team, as well. She has a lot of history
with this project, particularly around the EIR and alternatives considered.
Chair Furth: Thank you.
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Stacy Cocke: Good morning. I'm an 11 veteran of the electrification project.
Chair Furth: If you could spell your name for our transcriber.
Ms. Cocke: Sure. First name is Stacy [spells first name], last name is Cocke [spells last name]. Good
morning. I'm deputy director for the project on the program management and environmental compliance
side. I think I understood your question to be considerations on the different pole types and colors
relative to painted and galvanized.
Chair Furth: Pole materials, basically.
Ms. Cocke: Sure. We were trying to balance aesthetic impacts, cost of the project, so where we landed
was, we wanted to do the tapered poles in the station areas, and then, those would be color-selected by
the cities. And then, kind of the next tier would be poles adjacent to digitally-sensitive receptors, so,
residents, parks, and things like that. Those would be that marine green color. When we've got areas
that are industrial or commercial or not particularly visually-sensitive, that's where we were looking at the
galvanized steel, so there wouldn't be maintenance required for those poles. From what we understand,
they've got about a 10-year repainting cycle. It’s not an insignificant cost when we're looking at this and
the number of poles, so it really was a balancing act of trying to minimize visual impacts, but consider
what the long-term maintenance budget would be associated with these. That was our thought process
and where we landed.
Chair Furth: And so, in Palo Alto, where are you proposing galvanized unpainted steel?
Ms. Cocke: That's a good question. I actually don't have that, but I can certainly provide it.
Chair Furth: You do understand that we think the entire city is visually sensitive.
Ms. Cocke: I certainly do understand that perspective. But, yeah, we can provide that. We actually have a
breakdown by mile post, so we can provide that.
Chair Furth: Any other questions?
Board Member Thompson: Yeah, I have some.
Chair Furth: Osma?
Board Member Thompson: What was the thinking behind having a center, a center platform pole versus
double poles? I noticed, at least in the plans, some of the pole are going through the middle of the
station platform for some of the stations, like California Avenue. I'm just thinking about, why wouldn't
that be something center-mounted?
Ms. Cocke: I think what...Brent mentioned a little bit, but just kind of the general considerations, and
then I'll get to your question, is we're looking at if there are any underground utilities that we need to
avoid, or minimizing right-of-way costs. Probably the biggest driver of what is the preferred configuration,
the two outside poles, which in the case of the station would be, yes, the poles would be mounted, you
know, on or at the edge of the station platforms. It gives us the most flexibility in terms of operations
and maintenance, so, if you have something that happens with the wires, or some of the poles are
impacted, you still can have electrified revenue service on the opposite track. You can do what we call
single-tracking, and it allows for that flexibility. The center pole, which does minimize visual impacts, we
acknowledge that, does put us in a compromise operations and maintenance situation. That's why, in
each case, there may be center poles in... For historic stations, we wanted to make that commitment,
even though that was a trade-off from the operations side. But generally, the preferred, kind of more
robust configuration would be the two outside poles.

City of Palo Alto

Page 9
Packet Pg. 69

2.d

Chair Furth: Board Member Lew.
Board Member Lew: I have a question about the fencing. We have some new fencing that has been
installed this year. I was wondering, is that going to happen on both sides of the right-of-way
everywhere in town? The ones that I'm thinking of that are really most noticeable to people is, like, sort
of like, in back of Town & Country shopping center and Palo Alto High School, we have a multiuse
pedestrian/bike path right along there. It seems like changing it to a tall fence with barbed wire on the
top would have a big visual impact. I was wondering what your thinking is on the fencing.
Ms. Cocke: Sure. The fencing that we have as part of the CalTrain program is actually not included as
part of this project, but we do continue to work with jurisdictions to provide fencing. Our ultimate goal is
to have a completely-fenced corridor for, just kind of security purposes. We want to minimize folks
trespassing, and being in the right-of-way where they shouldn't be. The only fencing that would be
included as part of this project would be if there are, you know, we have small slivers of property that we
need to acquire, and if we need to kind of move that fence. But there's not any scope of budget included
with the corridor-wide fencing program. That's part of just our regular capital program.
Board Member Lew: Thank you.
Chair Furth: Any other questions? Just to confirm. We worked long and hard, I think, with you all to get
the fencing we do have along that bike path. You have no plans to change that design or that fencing?
Ms. Cocke: I'm not specifically aware of that effort. I can follow up with Robert Scarpino, who is our
liaison for that. I'm not informed enough to speak to that.
Chair Furth: When we finally negotiated the pedestrian underpass, there was a lot of fencing installed...
Ms. Cocke: Okay.
Chair Furth: ...to reassure the International Brotherhood of Railroad Engineers.
Ms. Cocke: Okay.
Chair Furth: One other question.
Board Member Lew: I have one last question. Are you aware of any projects to change the lighting at
either University Avenue station or the California Avenue station? I ask because they have very different
fixtures. I was just wondering if there are any plans. I do know a lot of cities are changing to LED light
fixtures, which look completely different.
Ms. Cocke: I don't. As part of this project, there's not. I don't know, Brent, if you know any...
Mr. Tietjen: Yeah, in general, we are looking to convert to LED, just in terms of more sustainable. I can
check about those particular stations. I know San Carlos (inaudible) originally got LED lights. I'll check on
these two, as well.
Board Member Lew: Okay. And I ask because my thinking is that that could have an impact on how I
think about the colors of the poles, of this project. Thank you.
Chair Furth: Okay. Any other questions? Thank you very much.
Ms. Cocke: Thank you.
Chair Furth: Okay. Staff? Amy? Could you remind us of the timeline on this project? The next steps in
terms of the City?
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Ms. French: There is an agreement going to the City Council on November 26th.
Chair Furth: Right.
Ms. French: And the project team had reported out on the actual construction that's happening. But the
next stage will be 100 percent drawings, is my understanding.
Mr. Tietjen: Yeah, this is a design-build contract, so each phase or each section of the work is being done
in phases. Currently, we are at 65 percent for the OCS poles and 65 percent for PS5, paralleling station
#5. Those have...
Chair Furth: Thank you.
Mr. Tietjen: ...OCS poles have been shared with the City, and we'll come and share the PS5 with...
Chair Furth: Thank you. And the reason I'm asking, Amy, is because we don't have any actual samples of
the colors. We do not have, have not had good drawings of the poles. Ordinarily, if somebody was going
to be putting up structures of this height, which are going to dominate our view for a large section of the
town, we would have, you know, photographic, we'd have computer-generated illustrations of what it's
going to look like. We don't have any of that at this point, which may make our recommendations less
useful than they might be.
Ms. French: Yes, and I apologize because I had thought the packets would be printed in color. But
because there are color samples that were, you know, not real, but you can see them on the internet.
Chair Furth: Right, but I don't think we like to make decisions about colors based on electronic images.
Basically, we need to have our recommendations and thoughts to the City Council for this next meeting,
or is there some room?
Ms. French: Well, you're not providing a recommendation to City Council because they are not
considering the colors or anything else. They're just looking at other items. It's a timeline that is flexible,
I think, before they paint the colors.
Mr. Tietjen: Sooner than that, but we do have time.
Chair Furth: Okay. And this is another question. I guess you answered it. There's about a 10-year
repainting schedule...
Mr. Tietjen: Yeah.
Chair Furth: ...if these are painted. Thank you. Who would like to start? Vice Chair Baltay.
Vice Chair Baltay: I would like to echo Chair Furth's comments, perhaps stronger. In the joint
comprehensive agreement with the City, the JPB, I guess, the agency we're working with, has agreed to
provide the following information regarding a project to the City ARB for review. It says right here: Pole
design, color, location and configuration. I'm sorry, but that information hasn't been provided. You're
assembling the public, you're assembling the Board, asking us to give feedback, and you're not telling us
what we're supposed to give feedback on. You're making a great presentation of the public outreach, and
we support your project, but I'm sorry, I can't make comments. I just want you to hear the position I feel
that I’m in.
Mr. Tietjen: Yeah, I hear you, and we're happy to come back. It sounds like there's a lot more
information you would like. We're happy to work with staff to make sure we have the right information
for you.
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Chair Furth: This is probably the..."most impactful" is not a phrase, is it? This is probably the biggest
aesthetic change we're going to see in the city for some years. I think we're probably all very thrilled
about electrified trains and better train service, and raise some very interesting issues about level
crossings. But that's not before us today. But, I too don't feel that I have a very good idea of what I
would be looking at. I keep thinking, maybe it should be Golden Gate orange. I mean, if it's going to be
that visual, maybe we should call it an art statement and get on with it. But, let's hear from everybody
else.
Board Member Lew: Thank you for your presentation. I did bicycle down Alma and Park and I looked at
the whole thing, of the right-of-way yesterday. To me, it was very useful in sort of informing me about
how to think about the project. I didn't really get very much from the set of drawings. I guess I have a
couple...I think my observations are that the California Avenue station, I think my recommendation would
be to do, like, a grayish color. All the existing handicap railings, light existing, like, bell-shaped light
fixtures, I think they're all in that, kind of a fairly neutral color. I'm thinking that the poles maybe should
just blend in with all of that other stuff. I think I can understand, I think, the HRB's recommendation to
match the building color. I think I get that. But I'm thinking that all the pole stuff in the middle of the
tracks should probably all coordinate with each other. I think the single, having the single-poles there will
help minimize the impacts, visual impacts at that location. At the Cal Avenue station, all of the light
fixtures...There are, I guess you call it, like, a bus shelter, a little glass enclosure. There's a metal picket
rail, all the newspaper racks. Everything there is a dark brown/bronze color. My thought was there is just
to match that. I think that that color is not in our options list.
Chair Furth: Your first comments were on which...?
Board Member Lew: University. University Avenue station.
Chair Furth: Ah. I got it backwards.
Board Member Lew: And the second was the California Avenue station. My thought is just to match all of
that. If the light fixtures aren't, if they're not changing, I would just try to match that. The Embarcadero
station, right? Just, like, the stadium station. My main concern is actually the fencing. That seemed to me
to have the most impact from the Alma side. The new fencing is really unattractive with the barbed wire.
It really stands out. My thought was maybe to try to paint that new metal fence black or something, to
help make it disappear. It's very noticeable from Alma. And then, on the pathway side, on the west side,
I was worried about having that same, the new fence on that side. But if that's not changing, I think I'm
okay with that. There is some green railings over there on the bridge between Paly and Town & Country,
so that might be an option to consider, is to match that color. There are a lot of, in downtown north,
there is not a lot of shrubs at all along Alma, and I'm thinking maybe in the City's right-of-way, that we
add shrubs. There are also a lot of dying redwood trees, and maybe we need to reconsider the street
planting there. In Old Palo Alto, it seems like there's been a lot of tree trimming there, and it seems to
me maybe shrubs would help fill in the gaps there. And then, down in Fairmeadow/Greenmeadow, it
seems like there are large gaps in the landscape screen there, and it seems to me the gaps are new. I
did see some gates there in the new fencing, and I do understand there are some creeks that cross
through there, so maybe that explains some of the gaps. It seems to me...I'd like to fill in the
landscaping there in the City right-of-way. And then, I think my last comment is on, in the Ventura
neighborhood. I was looking through some of the people's yards, and I was looking at some of the aerial
photos, and it seems like the houses that back up onto the tracks don't really have very much
landscaping at all. It's hard to generalize for everybody, but it seems to me like a lot of those houses
have rear garages, so they don't have a lot of opportunities to minimize the impact. I'm thinking that
they are going to have the most, the biggest...Potentially, it would have the biggest visual impact. I didn't
look at it carefully, but I would...If I had more time, I would look at pole placement with regards to
people's back yards. And if they're not able to landscape it in their own backyard just because of their
layout, then maybe there's a way of doing it in the right-of-way, in the CalTrain right-of-way, if there is
space. That being said, we need the actual color samples. I did look at all the pole drawings that came by
email. I did look at that, and I did review the HRB minutes. That's all I have.
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Chair Furth: Thank you. Robert?
Board Member Gooyer: Yeah. I didn't go into it as much as far as figuring out exactly the planting off,
along the way as you did, mainly because of the fact I'm looking at this as more of a...I think the whole
process of electrification is a big step in the right direction, and the realty of it is, these are just a
necessity when you electrify a train system. I guess having spent a lot of time in Europe, you just get
used to these things. They are all over the place. I mean, almost all the trains in northern Europe are
electrified. As far as the...I find it interesting that you mentioned, you know, you showed variations of the
types. I prefer the typical, or I should say, the center unit, and I noticed that your comment was we
prefer using the double pole because of single-tracking. But the reality of it is, if you've got a batch of
center poles in the middle, you can't single-track anyway, because if you have a problem there... That's
like saying, you know, I've got 1,000 feet of double poles, and then, 300 feet of single poles. You can't
very well use it anyway. I'd rather see the single pole used almost exclusively, than if you had to do the
double pole for a curve or something like that, where you change the modification. I'd be happier with
that. As far as the color, you know, this is one of these things where...I hear all these discussions about
color, mainly because it's as though, if we paint it a certain color, it's going to disappear. Well, it's not.
And especially considering maintenance on any public facility. I'd rather just see these things gray
because that's the reality of what they are. Then, if you don't paint it after 10 years, nobody's really
going to know the difference, because the patina you get on the metal is really, people just get used to
that. I mean, it's one of these things. I'd rather see a natural patina like that, than after 10 years, the top
of the pole is gray because the paint has come off and the bottom of it is green, or whatever the color is.
And it's just one of these things that, as with so many things like this, people may be upset initially, but
it's the kind of thing that...I mean, I hate to say it, people just get used to it. That's the reality of what's
there. I think from a maintenance standpoint, I'd prefer just to go with the gray, probably. I mean, I'd
love to see actually colors, but any time you paint something to try and artificially hide it...That's like
HVAC units on the roof. They paint them light blue to match the sky. It's like, come on. I mean, it doesn't
work. And, I think the pole should be in the center.
Chair Furth: Thank you. Osma.
Board Member Thompson: Hi. I Just wanted to start by saying I really appreciate Board Member Lew's
research on the track. That's really great. And a lot of stuff gets noticed, like foliage that we would not
otherwise think of. Thank you for that. In terms of, I'll start with the pole color. I think you might get a
grab bag of responses here because I actually feel a bit differently. I'm sort of more of the opinion of
they are here, let's paint them bright...something. You know, like Golden Gate red, or something that's
interesting, that is a benefit to...I don't know. I'm less about hiding and more about, this is transit, this is
what we're doing, this is going to be great. Let's make these things beautiful if we can. For that reason,
yes, color samples. But then, also, it seems like there are two different types. One is tapered, one is not
tapered. Maybe next time you guys come back to us, sounds like you have a laundry list of things to
bring, but one of those things could just be, like, what is...You know, when you paint a pole, stuff comes
in front, stuff goes to the back. I would be nice to see some ideas of how this thing could be great, or
how are we making a statement here that is kind of this icon for transit in the city. I think it's going to
transform the city anyway, you know, like everyone is saying, it's going to change regardless of whether
you paint it, so let's make it really beautiful. For that reason -- and I’m open to hear the Board's opinions
on this -- but the paralleling station, the images that you showed us look pretty terrifying in terms of
aesthetics. I understand you can't do much in the way of foliage because it's dangerous, but even the
colors for the control room look pretty bleak and sad. I'm more of the opinion, like, is there an art
program? Can we make something that makes that building interesting? You know, like, let people graffiti
on it, or something. But, like, good graffiti. Something really pretty. There's a lot of opportunity here that
I’m not seeing being taken advantage of. And I understand maybe this is...I'd like to hear my Board
members' opinions on this. I'd appreciate next time you come around, to see some ideas about that. I
think this Board is all about what will benefit aesthetically the city. And I haven't seen anything in the
way of doing that. That's the long and short of my response.
Chair Furth: Peter.
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Vice Chair Baltay: Thank you. I fairly well echo the comments of my colleagues on the Board. I'll be very
clear that I think that...This is based on not really having much of a design, but I think the centermounted poles are by far the better option as far as an aesthetic choice goes, up and down the tracks.
To the greatest extent possible, I would recommend they be center-mounted poles. As Board Member
Gooyer pointed out, it's nice to paint these poles, but I doubt you're going to paint them every 10 years.
The difficulty of doing that in the middle of an ongoing railroad track is challenging. I think if you take the
approach that they're not likely to be maintained, what is the best finish on them? And something that is
a naturally-weathering metal finish like galvanized steel is probably the best choice. The reality is that
they exist, and we want them to be there. We want the train to be electrified. We don't want to look at
poles that are half-painted, that are corroded, that make us think the railroad is operating on a
shoestring and can't afford to pain the equipment. I'd recommend strongly that you find a finish that will
weather into the background and not need to be painted, ever. Save the money, buy better trains
instead. Lastly, as Board Member Thompson was pointing out, you really are just not trying to design this
from an aesthetic point of view. It's strictly an engineering operation so far, and it could be more than
that. Whether the poles are tapered or (inaudible) in sections, really, just the slight effort to, what does it
look like? These paralleling stations, what she said is true. What you're showing there is just the worst
PG&E transformer station in the world, without any effort to think that there's...how many? Twenty
thousand people a day, riding by? An hour, probably? Why not hire an architect and just make one effort
to do something to make it look better? Why not consider painting in a bright color? Just do anything,
something, to just try to design it a little bit from an aesthetic point of view. These are visible, not only
from outside of the right-of-way, but also people on the train, who go by these things. Try a little bit to
design it. That's the extent of what I think. Thank you.
Chair Furth: Thank you, and thank you for your presentation. I share my colleagues' feelings, that we are
so glad that this project is happening. But I don't think that it's ready for prime time here, the aspects of
which we're being asked to comment on. I mean, this is not something to be ashamed of. This is
something to be proud of. And at the same time, for people who are going to be living very close to all
this, our local aesthetic says that where we can plant plants, you know, lower plants, higher plants, to
soften the interface between residences and parks and schools and a transit facility -- anything, really -we should do that. I also think of all the possible looks, peeling paint is the worst. It's just depressing.
And I, too, have been fortunate to travel on newly-built and beautifully-designed roadways, and trains,
and what-not, and seen beautiful, you know, blue, metal finishes, on guardrails. I think the main things
that I think are that we need closer, more detailed and coordinated between the City and the JPB,
landscaping. When you think about planting, we've had to chance a lot of our standard plant palates
because of climate change, so we can't plant the same kinds of oak trees that we used to, for example.
And we need to know that the plants you're thinking about take that into consideration. We need to know
the actual colors proposed. And, I very much appreciate Alex's taking his life in his hands, if you're
bicycling on Alma...
Board Member Lew: Sidewalk.
Chair Furth: Sidewalk, good. Smart. And his detailed thoughts, which I think is the kind of work that you
all need to be doing, as well. And I agree that in terms of thinking about what's the appropriate material
for these structures, it's better to think about the stations. It's better to think about, what are the
accessories? What do the other poles, rails, metal pieces, what kind of finishes are they? Rather than,
what's the color of the building? Because that's not going to actually match. Sort of like in a house, if
you've got, you know, if you've got antique bronze door handles, you're not going to switch suddenly to
stainless steel around the color. So, in terms of aesthetics, you'd be looking at the...You'd be following
Alex's approach. Again, if there was some...I think this is a project to be celebrated. If you came back
and told me there's a really durable, baked-on color that will last for 40 years, that's some wonderful,
celebratory color, I'd say that would be fine. My choice. I share Osma's feelings on that. I also think that
a project that can't be, what I think of as the transformer, but I realize is more than a transformer, again,
that should look like it's intended to be there. That should look like we know it's there. That should look,
in some industrial way, gorgeous. I mean, I have a bunch of photographs taken by a relative back in the
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30's, celebrating all these industrial structures, and I think we all like well-done industrial design. I look
forward to seeing you again. Staff, do you need more from us?
Ms. French: I don't think we need anything. It's all just a relationship with the project team, so...
Mr. Tietjen: Yeah, I would just like to say, thank you for your time this morning. We'll talk with staff.
There were a lot of comments here. We wrote down lots of notes, both Amy and I, and I know Stacy, as
well. Appreciate all the comments. We'll take them into consideration and work with staff.
Chair Furth: Well, we appreciate all your work. Osma, do you have another comment?
Board Member Thompson: I did. I had a question for some of my board member here, in terms of the
color for the pole. Galvanized steel can look really terrible, so, I wonder, for fear of peeling paint, why
would we choose a bad option as an alternative? I mean, it seems like the JPB is committed to
maintaining the paint. Why wouldn't we want to argue for something that looks better?
Vice Chair Baltay: Well, I think there's other weathering metal finishes that could look acceptable, and I
hate to see that much money spent on painting electric poles up and down the corridor. Every 10 years,
for a long time, just means more expensive train tickets. Why not pick something that will be durable
industrially for a long time?
Board Member Thompson: And you think galvanized steel is the answer for that?
Vice Chair Baltay: I don't know. I think there are other finishes on metal industrial pieces that are
available. It probably does have a gray look, though, yeah.
Chair Furth: And we don't have any actual data on your costs, so, when you come back with alternatives,
that would be good to hear. Anything else? Thanks so much for coming. Thank you for all your work on a
complicated project. It's exciting to think we're actually going to get electric trains. We're going to take a
five-minute break before our next item. We'll be back at quarter to.
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Attachment E
PCEP OCS Pole Colors

Note to ARB and HRB members:
Staff received painted metal samples of the powder-coat paint colors. These samples will be available at
the January 10th meeting.
The attached paper submittal reflecting color options (yellow, brown, light grey) for the Palo Alto Station
shows a bright yellow on the table (second page); whereas, the larger yellow image (page 4) is closer to
the color on the actual sample received, and the light gray is also similar to the actual sample.
Because the green, black and brown color options for the California Avenue Station and Stanford
‘Station’ did not show well on the paper submittal, staff did not duplicate that portion of the submittal
for board members.
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