
From: Cybele LoVuolo-Bhushan
To: Council, City
Subject: Better option for rail grade Separations
Date: Sunday, August 22, 2021 10:44:22 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

It seems that the citizen Committee that met to figure out Caltrain rail crossings not only
showed the usual favoritism to north Palo Alto, but also lacked imagination to come up with
the present configurations for the Charleston and East Meadow crossings. If it's too expensive
to tunnel (really the best option) then why not put Caltrain and High Speed rail in a tube, like
the BART tube that carries trains from SFO to East Bay under the bay, so easy! It will take 
engineering to figure out what materials to use for the tube as, apparently high speed rail
(when it comes) emits a high shrill sound as it speeds through the city: has no one even
thought about the effect of such a disturbance? Caltrain blasts its horn to a deafening degree
already. Think outside the box. Scrap the report and start again. 
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From: Arnout Boelens
To: Council, City
Subject: Grade separation
Date: Sunday, August 22, 2021 10:01:14 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Dear City Council members,

First of all, thank you for your decision earlier this month to move forward with the South
Palo Alto Bikeways project. This will bring some much needed safety improvements to South
Palo Alto.

This week there is another important infrastructure project on the agenda, grade separation. If
you decide to move forward with the underpass design we urge you to also approve the
"Design Refinement of Underpass Alternatives" for pedestrians and bicyclists. The staff report
mentions 90 degree angled turns, but some of these are actually 180 degrees, and nearly
impossible to navigate for less agile riders. This includes young riders, senior riders, and
families like ourselves (with a toddler in a cargo bike).

Thank you for your consideration. 

Kind regards,

Nicole, Arnout, & Ava Zoeller Boelens

mailto:ampboelens@gmail.com
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From: William Robinson
To: Council, City
Subject: Grade Separations: Train up or down, roads flat and safe!
Date: Monday, August 23, 2021 10:56:31 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Dear councilpersons, I applaud your courage in recommending next steps for
resolving rail versus road separation.
Australia has emphasized the correct approach in over 60% of 70+ separations in the
Melbourne metroplex: Train tracks go over roadways, roadways remain flat.
My rankings for Meadow and Charleston:

1. Viaduct: fast and least impact on adjacent circulation of motorized and non-
motorized. Road is flat for safety and visibility.

2. Trench
3. Hybrid
4. Undercrossing (The worst for circulation and compromised visibility)

 
William ‘Rob’ Robinson, 52 year resident in Charleston Meadows
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From: Ronald Pyszka
To: Council, City
Subject: InInput for August 23 City Council Meeting Agenda Item #5 (Charleston Meadow Rail Crossings)
Date: Thursday, August 19, 2021 2:47:22 PM
Attachments: Palo Alto City Council August 2021.docx

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious of opening attachments and clicking
on links.
________________________________

Please see attached document.
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									August 19, 2021





Charleston Grade Separation Options





To:  Members of the Palo Alto City Council



I would like to reiterate some points that I made previously and add some additional thoughts.  



Let me begin by addressing the Underpass option.  At first glance, the Underpass option is an appealing concept.  However, as it turns out, its implementation is highly problematic.  As the saying goes, the devil is in the details.  The disadvantages of the Underpass option far outweigh its advantages.



· The Underpass option would require the acquisition/seizure of at least two private residences, something the City Council has previously said that it wishes to avoid.  



· The impact on private property is not limited to the acquisition/seizure of these residences.  It would also require the seizure of parts of several back yards.  



· When the Underpass option was first proposed, it involved a U-turn at Wright place.  The U-turn has since morphed into a monstrous traffic circle.  It is possible that the design will grow even larger in scope once additional design work takes place. 



· Homes bordering the traffic circle, as well as those in the general vicinity, would suffer noise, pollution, and decreased property values.  This promises to be a very congested traffic circle.   



· Traffic on Charleston between Alma and the proposed traffic circle would increase dramatically because cars making left turns to and from Alma would be added to those going straight through on Charleston.  All of Charleston, this section included, has been designated a residential/school corridor.  Residents have worked for more than a decade to calm traffic on Charleston, not increase it by adding cars making convoluted left turns.



· The increase in traffic stemming from convoluted left turns also makes the Underpass option the most environmentally unfriendly option.  Each car making a left turn adds an additional city block of travel.  All these blocks of travel will add up to thousands of miles.  We should be taking steps to reduce global warming, not increase it.

· To the east of the proposed traffic circle, residents would find it extremely difficult to back out of their driveways since there would no longer be traffic lights to provide an occasional break in traffic.  This is a serious problem for some of us who are seniors.



· With its twists, turns, and ramps, the Underpass option is also very unfriendly to seniors, mobility-impaired pedestrians, people pushing strollers, etc.  The Underpass option favors one population (physically-fit bicyclists) at the expense of others.



· Mode separation is the primary selling point for the Underpass option.  As someone who commuted to work across the Charleston crossing for more than 25 years, I am keenly sensitive to bicycle and pedestrian safety.  However, I do not believe that the Underpass option offers a significant advantage over the Trench, Hybrid, and Viaduct options.  As a bicyclist, I would be happy with any of them.  In fact, as an older bicyclist, I would prefer them.



· Lastly, with only one lane in each direction beneath the railroad tracks and with a traffic circle that promises to be congested from the outset, the Charleston Underpass option is the one that is most prone to becoming obsolete if automobile traffic continues to increase in coming decades.  We all hope that traffic growth can be constrained, but we also need to be realistic, particularly since a large portion of the automobile traffic on Charleston originates outside of Palo Alto and is unlikely to be influenced by Palo Alto’s traffic initiatives.  A certain amount of foresight and prudence is called for when making infrastructure investments of this magnitude.



There is no possible configuration of the Underpass option that can overcome the above issues.  As such, it seems that this would be a good time for the City Council to eliminate the Underpass option from further consideration and to instead focus on the remaining three options.



The Trench option has much to be said in its favor.  It is the most esthetically pleasing and unobtrusive of all the options.  Additionally, with the railroad tracks underground, pedestrian and bicycle lanes could be widened and separated by bowing them out.



There are cost and engineering obstacles to be overcome.  However, as the XCAP discussions showed, other cities have built railroad trenches for substantially less money than the amount that has been projected for Palo Alto.  The Trench option is worthy of further study.  If it can be made to work, it would be a wonderful investment in Palo Alto’s future.



If after further study the Trench option turns out to be unworkable, the Hybrid option is the most compelling choice.  It represents a reasonable compromise at a relatively affordable cost.



The projected cost of the Hybrid option for the Charleston/Meadow crossings is $190-230 million, whereas the projected cost of the Underpass option is $340-420 million.  This is a substantial difference.  And the Churchill and Palo Alto Avenue crossings need to be funded as well.



The Viaduct option would be the fastest and least disruptive to build.  Nevertheless, it is substantially more obtrusive than the Hybrid option without the cost advantage of that option.   The Hybrid option is a much better choice.  



The above comments represent my personal opinions.  However, all of the Walnut Grove neighbors with whom I have spoken are in agreement with the points that I have made in this letter.



Thank you very much for your consideration as you face the difficult task of sorting through the various options.  



Ronald H. Pyszka, Ph.D.

284 East Charleston Road













1





From: Deborah Ju
To: Council, City
Subject: Meadow/Charleston Rail Options
Date: Sunday, August 22, 2021 11:59:14 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Dear City Council members. This has been a long road. My neighbors and I
have written many letters and attended many zoom meetings regarding this
issue because we genuinely feel that the raised option proposals would be
reviled by our neighborhood and would cause great damage for generations
to come.  We hope that our concerns have been properly heard and that you
will remove the raised options from considerations for these crossings.

I have lived at 371 Whitclem Drive, in the Charleston Meadows
neighborhood for 35 years.  I am speaking to urge you to eliminate the
raised options from your consideration and to approve the trench option.
 
Our neighborhood has been engaged in this process from the beginning. The
overwhelming majority of residents oppose a raised option.   We submitted
a Petition early in this process, in May 2018, with 600 signatures in support
of the trench and tunnel options and in opposition to the raised rail options.
That opposition has not waned.  Neighbors have submitted letters and
spoken at every stage in the process to the point of exhaustion.    
 
I participated in the XCAP Zoom meetings.   It was my impression that the
XCAP members favored the trench design but were concerned about the
cost estimate prepared by the consultant.  Significant questions have been
raised about the accuracy of the cost estimate of the trench option vis-a-vis
the raised options. Similar trench projects have been built in other locations
at much, much lower costs. Many residents feel that the consultants went
into this project intent on pushing an elevated option and that the stark cost
differential between the raised options and the trench reflects that bias. An
independent cost review is needed to have any confidence in the analysis.
 
One point I want to stress is that there has not been an adequate noise
analysis.  The consultants only addressed noise level for the 2 rows of houses
closest to the track, which represents a very small fracture of the affected
homes. Their report assumed  that 2nd story homes would buffer noise
beyond the second row of houses.  Clearly, the consultants' analysis is

mailto:dsju371@gmail.com
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misinformed.  Had they visited the neighborhood, or done any research at
all, they would have learned that there is a one-story overlay over much of
the neighborhood (as there is in Greenmeadow on the other side of the
tracks). There are very few two-story homes and none located where they
will buffer noise for the affected area. Thus, the noise analysis is sloppy,
inaccurate and invalid.  I live in one of the few two story homes.  I can attest
that the train noise is much louder on our second story where there is
nothing to buffer it than it is downstairs. An elevated train would affect all
the homes in the neighborhood in this fashion--there would be nothing to
buffer the noise for many, many blocks in both directions.
 
I urge you to remove the raised options from consideration.  They are
strongly disfavored by the public.
 
Large concrete viaducts and overpasses are ugly and not compatible with a
residential neighborhood in a green community. Palo Alto would be
embarrassed and ashamed by such a structure and future generations will
wonder how in the world a City full of smart engineers let this happen.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Deborah Ju
371 Whitclem Drive
Palo Alto



From: Deborah Waxman
To: Council, City
Cc: Reckdahl, Keith
Subject: RAIL: NO RAISED OPTIONS, PLEASE
Date: Saturday, August 21, 2021 4:44:02 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Dear City Council,
I am writing to add my voice to those strenuously objecting to raised rail options.
 
After living with train noise early mornings, daytimes, and late nights for more than a decade, I am
painfully aware of the increased noise and disruption that trains on a viaduct would impose on my
neighborhood. Please, please choose an option that puts the tracks below ground. Why would anyone
want to see and hear even more of the trains than we currently do? And why is cost the only factor
that seems to drive the consultant’s recommendations?
 
We will have to live with your decision for a very long time. In this innovative, lovely city, surely
we have the resources and ingenuity to find a solution that does not polarize neighborhoods and
drastically lower our quality of life.
 
Thanks for your attention,
Deborah Waxman
 

mailto:deborahwaxman8558@comcast.net
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From: carlin otto
To: Council, City
Subject: Railroad: NO RAISED OPTIONS
Date: Saturday, August 21, 2021 12:30:54 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Dear City Council

As you consider the options for grade separations for southern Palo Alto
(Meadow and Charleston), I ask you to remove the two raised options 
from considerations. Here are my reasons:

1. Raised options (the viaduct and the hybrid) will have the trains operating
 ABOVE the roofs of the homes in our large single-story overlay neighborhoods 
of Greenmeadows and Charleston-Meadows. The train will operate above
all single-story houses which make up MOST of the houses in southern Palo Alto,
even those that do not have single-story zoning 

By themselves the newly-installed electrification poles are creating
an ugly wall. These poles will be placed ON TOP of the viaduct or hybrid berm.
These raised solutions would create a huge visual barrier stretching
through the middle of our entire city. 

2. Raised structures push their noise much wider / farther than below-grade or at-grade options
so the train noise will affect many more people than the current train does. Building a raised
train guarantees that noise across much
of Palo Alto for the next 100 years. NOTE: the noise expert's report is seriously flawed. Many
people have written about this issue.

3. Over time, as Palo Alto builds more housing, the train noise will operate in a direct line to
the windows of apartments on stories 2-4. This will affect more and more of our residents as
time goes by..

4. Viaducts all over the world, over time, become dirty and ugly and poorly-maintained. It will
be no different in Palo Alto. Why build something that you know will become ugly and dirty
with litter and garbage collecting on the wasted land under the structure.

5. Cities around the world who have built raised solutions come to hate them
well before the structures reach their end of life. Many cities have even torn them down.

Please remove the viaduct and the hybrid options from consideration.

Carlin Otto
231 Whitclem Court
Palo Alto

mailto:carlinotto@gmail.com
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