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City Council Rail Committee Staff Report
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Summary Title: Written Report on Rail Program Community Workshop #1
Title: Review and Comment on the Draft Written Report on the Connecting
Palo Alto: Rail Program Community Workshop #1 Held on May 20, 2017
From: City Manager
Lead Department: Planning and Community Environment
Recommendation
Staff recommends that the Rail Committee review and comment on the draft written report on
the Connecting Palo Alto: Rail Program Community Workshop #1, which was held on May 20,
2017 at Mitchell Park Community Center (Attachment A).
Background and Discussion
On May 20, Staff and the Rail Committee hosted the Connecting Palo Alto: Rail Program
Community Workshop #1 at the Mitchell Park Community Center between 10:00am and
1:00pm. A draft written summary of this workshop has been prepared and is included in this
staff report as Attachment A.
Timeline
The schedule for the Rail Program and the context sensitive alternatives analysis process is
subject to modification, however a second community workshop has been tentatively
scheduled for September 2017. Staff will provide a draft context sensitive alternatives analysis
plan and schedule to the Planning & Transportation Commission, Rail Committee, and City
Council in August 2017.
Resource Impact
Funding for the context sensitive alternatives analysis process is included in the Fiscal Year 2017
Adopted Capital Budget in CIP PL-17001, Railroad Grade Separation.
Policy Implications
The context sensitive alternatives analysis process is consistent with the following
Comprehensive Plan goals, policies and projects:
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•

Policy T-7: Support plans for a quiet, fast rail system that encircles the Bay, and for
intracounty and transbay transit systems that link Palo Alto to the rest of Santa Clara
County and adjoining counties.

•

Program T-17: Support Caltrain electrification and its extension to downtown San
Francisco.

•

Program T-21: Study projects to depress bikeways and pedestrian walkways under Alma
Street and the Caltrain tracks and implement if feasible.

Environmental Review
The context sensitive alternatives analysis process is part of the required enviromental anaysis
under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
Attachments:
 Attachment A - Connecting Palo Alto Community Workshop 1 Draft Written Report
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City of Palo Alto Rail Program
Connecting Palo Alto: Community Workshop #1
Held on May 20, 2017

Draft Summary Report
Prepared by Circlepoint
June 13, 2017
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Workshop Overview
Palo Alto Rail Program
Connecting Palo Alto: Community Workshop #1
Mitchell Park Community Center, El Palo Alto Room
3700 Middlefield Rd, Palo Alto, CA 94303
May 20, 2017 10:00 a.m. – 2:00 p.m.
The City of Palo Alto (City) hosted a community workshop (Workshop) on Saturday, May 20, 2017 at the
Mitchell Park Community Center (MPCC). The purpose of the Workshop was to engage the public and
receive insight on the current challenges and future goals of the City’s Rail Program (Rail Program). The
purpose of this Program is to assess potential solutions to grade crossing traffic, safety, and congestion
issues with thorough consideration of public insight. The program area encompasses pedestrian and
vehicular infrastructure within a half-mile radius of the railroad corridor that bisects the City, in
particular four major at-grade crossings: Palo Alto Avenue, Churchill Avenue, E. Meadow Drive, and
Charleston Road. The Rail Program’s implementation is spurred by the recent availability of Santa Clara
Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) funding for grade crossing improvements in the region.
Project mailers were sent directly to local residents, City staff, and interested organizations and
stakeholders to notify them about the upcoming Workshop. The mailer (Appendix A) contained a brief
explanation of how the Rail Program came to be and past efforts; how the Workshop was structured;
and, and emphasized attendees’ key role in helping to define the challenges/successes for the Rail
Program. The mailer content was also made available online through the project website.
The Workshop began informally, as participants walked into the MPCC’s Palo Alto room, signed in and
made nametags, picked up Workshop handouts, conversed amongst themselves, and viewed various
exhibit boards of various rail efforts in the region (Appendix B). Attendees were invited to sit at a table
of their choosing, read the handouts that explained how the afternoon breakout session was going to be
conducted, fill out a comment form, and interact with the Project Team to ask questions and share
comments about the Rail Program. Project background was presented by City staff and consultant to
illustrate the history and data of previous grade-crossing related efforts in the area. A short brunch was
served before the second part of the Workshop commenced. After lunch, participants sat at designated
tables in order to take part in a dot exercise that would compile their perspectives on grade crossing
related challenges and goals for Rail Program efforts. Two surveys were administered using the
interactive, online surveying tool MeetingSift. Hard copies of the surveys were provided for those
without smartphones (Appendix C). One survey was conducted after the initial project introduction and
the other at the conclusion of the breakout session to wrap up the Workshop.
130 attendees filled out the voluntary public sign-in sheets (Appendix D). Most attendees seemed
supportive of the proposed Rail Program and how the Workshop was structured in a way that engaged
and listened to public insight on both the challenges and goals of potential Rail Program efforts. The
large majority of the 39 comments received during (23) and after (16) the Workshop matched the
2

overall positive feedback received during the Workshop (Appendix E) and were added to the project’s
stakeholder database. Photos were taken throughout the Workshop to register the event (Appendix F),
and all presentations and a video of the Workshop were shared with the public via the project website
(http://www.cityofpaloalto.org/ConnectingPaloAlto).
Five (5) City officials were in attendance: Greg Scharff, Mayor; Tom DuBois, Council Member; Liz Kniss,
City Council Member; Jim Keene, City Manager; and Hillary Gitelman, Director of Planning and
Community Environment. Members of the Project Team in attendance included:
City of Palo Alto
Joshuah Mello, Chief Transportation Official
Philip Kamhi, Transportation Manager
Sylvia Star-Lack, Safe Routes to School Coordinator
Mott MacDonald
Chris Metzger, Principal in Charge
Michele DiFrancia, Project Manager
Richard Davies, Circulation Study Project Manager
Olga Rodriguez, Project Engineer
Tina Hu, Transportation Planner
Circlepoint
Scott Steinwert, CEO
Maily Chu, Project Manager
Vitor Machado Lira, Project Associate
Graham Pugh, Project Coordinator

Workshop Preparation
In the months leading up to the Workshop, multiple media channels were used to inform the public
about the Rail Program. The cityofpaloalto.org/connectingpaloalto website was established with the
purpose of serving as the go-to source of information about the Rail Program throughout its
implementation. The website gave users background information on how and why the Rail Program
came to be, where and when the Workshop was set to take place, and how the Workshop was
structured; and, it continues to be updated with new information on a regular basis.
A social media post to NextDoor and 15,000 postcards (Appendix A) were shared with residents and
businesses within ½ mile of rail corridor to notify them about the Workshop. Like the website, these
notices informed the public about the Workshop schedule, namely the Rail Program’s background and
past efforts in the region, and attendees’ key role in helping to define the challenges at each grade
crossing and establish success parameters and evaluation criteria for the Rail Program.
Rail Program partners like Friends of Caltrain also helped the Project Team spread the word on the
Workshop by contacting their members. Pre-workshop stakeholder interviews were also conducted to
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assess key areas of interest in the community. Representatives of the following groups have been
interviewed thus far: CAARD, Friends of Caltrain, SPUR, Transform, PTA, past council members, etc.

Breakout Session Exercise
Overview
The meeting involved two breakout sessions. Upon registration, participants were randomly assigned a
table number, which would later be used to assign their breakout session group. Each group had
approximately 10-12 community members and one (1) facilitator. The job of each facilitator was to lead
the discussion in an organized fashion, ensuring that each participant had an equal chance to add his or
her input to the conversation.
Community members were provided ample explanation of the breakout session process, including a
verbal overview by the meeting facilitator and handouts providing further information (Appendix G).
Table facilitators were also available for questions.
Prior to the beginning of the breakout sessions, each community member was provided 6 dots.
Community members could identify their priorities by placing dots in each box of their table’s “Dot
Matrix” (Appendix H). The matrix allowed a community member to focus on only one issue (for example,
“Bikes/Peds”), or on only one crossing, or any combination thereof.

Dot Exercise
Community members placed a total of 508 dots. The top issues/topics
identified as areas of concern were bicycles/pedestrians, safety, and
autos/trucks. The least commonly identified areas of concern were noise,
visual, and other.
Crossing

Proportion
of Dots

Meadow Drive

29%

Charleston Road

26%

Churchill Ave

23%

Palo Alto Ave (Alma Street)

12%

Existing Grade Separations

10%

Issue/Topic

Proportion
of Dots

Bikes/Peds

29%

Safety
The top three crossings of
concern were E. Meadow
Autos/Trucks
Drive, Charleston Road, and
Churchill Avenue, while Palo Noise
Alto Avenue/Alma Street
Visual
and existing grade
separations were identified
Other
as a lower priority among
participating community members.

26%
24%
12%
5%
5%
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Counts of all dots are in the chart below, indicating attendees’ prioritization of each crossing and issue.
Green indicates more commonly selected priorities, while red indicates the opposite.

Concerns Identified by Crossing
Issue/Topic

Palo Alto Ave
(Alma Street)

Churchill
Ave

Meadow
Drive

Charleston
Road

16
8
13
14
4
8
63

39
27
6
40
4
2
118

44
30
23
36
8
6
146

29
40
18
32
8
4
131

Bikes/Peds
Autos/Trucks
Noise
Safety
Visual
Other
Totals

Existing
Grade
Separations
20
17
1
9
1
3
51

Totals
147
122
61
131
25
23
508

The dot matrix exercise also revealed top priorities for each crossing. For all five options (including
existing grade separations), Bikes/Peds and Safety were identified as within the top three priorities.
Autos/Trucks were identified as a top-three priority for all crossings except Palo Alto Avenue (Alma
Street), for which noise was the third priority. See below for more detail.
Palo Alto
Priority Ave (Alma
#
Street)
1 Bikes/Peds
2 Safety
3 Noise

Existing
Churchill
Meadow
Charleston
Grade
Ave
Drive
Road
Separations
Safety
Bikes/Peds
Autos/Trucks Bikes/Peds
Bikes/Peds
Safety
Safety
Autos/Trucks
Autos/Trucks Autos/Trucks Bikes/Peds
Safety

The following section includes an overview of the top three topic areas for each crossing. Crossings are
in the order used during the meeting, while the included topic areas are ranked according to their
importance for each street as revealed in the dot exercise.

Palo Alto Ave (Alma Street)
1. Bikes/Peds: In general, concerns for cyclists and pedestrians at this crossing tended to relate to
poor legibility of the street; community members found this crossing to be difficult to
understand as a pedestrian or bicyclist. Specific concerns included a chaotic and unintuitive
physical configuration, unclear sightlines, poor road striping, perplexing signage, and an unclear
differentiation between bike, pedestrian, and car rights-of-ways.
2. Safety: Safety was identified as a concern particularly for those traveling by walking and biking
through this corridor. A concern was expressed of an unusually narrow bike lane, which could
force bicyclists (especially students) to use the vehicular lane. Concerns of safety at this crossing
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were often brought up in light of the large number of Stanford students and other potentially
inexperienced cyclists using this crossing.
3. Noise: Noise was identified as the third priority for this crossing, which was the only instance of
noise being identified as a top-three concern.

Churchill Ave
1. Safety: Community members identified safety as the top priority for this crossing, apparently
due to its proximity to Palo Alto High School and the unique safety challenges that this proximity
presents. Many concerns stemmed from the dangers implicit in having a high proportion of
relatively inexperienced bicyclists, pedestrians, and drivers all interacting in a tight space.
Relating to this, safety concerns stemmed from the very high peaks of trips to and from schools
leading to capacity constraints for all modes. Community members expressed concern that
rights of way for active modes were too narrow, causing cyclists to have to mix with vehicular
traffic. In addition, concerns were expressed regarding unsafe vehicle speeds and driver
behavior, narrow rights of way for all modes, and insufficient separation of modes.
2. Bikes/Peds: Capacity constraints, caused primarily by the very high volume of students, were the
chief concern relating to bicycles and pedestrians. Additional key concerns included students
getting stranded on the traffic island and interaction between active modes and fast-moving
vehicles.
3. Autos/Trucks: The primary concerns related to autos/trucks for this crossing relate to traffic
congestion, its causes, and its effects. Community members pointed out that vehicular traffic
volume through this crossing has high peaks, along with pedestrian and bicycle travel, due to the
proximity of Palo Alto High School. At peak hours, a high volume of all modes leads to heavy
vehicular congestion, which community members say encourages unsafe driver behavior
(including violation of turning restrictions), funnels vehicular traffic onto residential streets,
excess noise (including honking), and long queues, especially for turning lanes.

Meadow Drive
1. Bikes/Peds: Limited capacity for cyclists and insufficient separation between active modes and
vehicular traffic were among the most significant concerns expressed by community members
for this crossing. Capacity for bicyclists and pedestrians is particularly constrained in an island
between Alma Avenue and the railroad.
2. Safety: Safety concerns relating to this crossing pertain to collisions between all modes, but
especially between cyclists and autos/trucks. At least one community member called for total
physical separation between all modes at this crossing. One important concern was of the grade
of the tracks themselves limiting visibility, causing drivers to become stuck in the tracks.
3. Autos/Trucks: Many of the concerns relating to autos/trucks at this crossing were due to
congestion. Specific complaints included an overly short left-turn queue to Alma Avenue, traffic
light phasing that seems uncoordinated with passing trains and other intersections, traffic
queuing across the tracks due to pedestrians crossing Meadow, and an overall shortfall in
capacity relative to demand.
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Charleston Road
1. Autos/Trucks: Community members identified excess congestion, wait times, and queuing,
especially for left turns, as the key issues facing autos and trucks at this crossing. Additional
concerns involved insufficient accommodation of turning movements (either short or nonexclusive turning lanes), particularly the left turn movement onto Alma from Charleston, as well
as blocking of north-south travel on Park Boulevard due to excess queuing while drivers wait for
trains to pass. A short merging area, where eastbound Charleston traffic merges from two lanes
to one, was also blamed for heavy congestion.
2. Safety: Safety concerns at this crossing stemmed mostly from the limited space provided for all
modes between the railroad crossing and Alma Street. Particular concern was expressed for
drivers getting stuck on the tracks while waiting for green signal on Alma.
3. Bikes/Peds: Many of the concerns regarding bicyclists and pedestrians resulted from excess
auto and truck congestion. Community members pointed out that crossing Park Boulevard on a
bike was often challenging due to the queue of cars waiting to cross Alma Street. Other top
concerns included poor legibility for cyclists and poor differentiation between the bike and car
rights of way.

Existing Grade Separations: General
1. Bikes/Peds: For this category, the most commonly held concerns were that the existing grade
separations create psychological barriers between neighborhoods at the pedestrian scale; have
confusing configurations for bicyclists that are not intuitively organized and feel dangerous;
interrupt bicycle routes and make routes feel non-contiguous; and have insufficient
signage/wayfinding.
2. Autos/Trucks: Congestion was the top complaint, and was often seen to be exacerbated by
short turning lanes.
3. Safety: For this category, the top safety concerns focused on students (both in grade school and
university) who may be inexperienced cyclists or pedestrians; constrained conditions at each
crossing forcing modes to interact with each other in potentially hazardous ways; and confusing
and illegible roadway configurations that lead to frustrated drivers, who then create unsafe
conditions for other users of the street.

Summary of Comments received during and after the Workshop
A total of 39 comments were received regarding the Workshop to date. 23 of these were submitted as
comment forms at the Workshop and 16 were submitted afterwards through email and mail. Their
subject matters are varied but include the following key themes:
Workshop format and presentations:
Positive feedback – multiple attendees mentioned they were happy to see this discussion and
willingness to include the public in the process. One attendee in particular wanted to applaud the City
for convening this workshop and being so open about planning this effort.
Potential improvements – a handful of attendees mentioned that portions of data presented did not
match activities they observed and that some of the background information on past efforts by the City
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was incomplete. Two people commented that more facilitators could have helped keep all table
members engage and maintain order in the breakout sessions when someone tried to control the
conversation. A handful of people also emphasized the need to assemble a Community Advisory
Committee to properly engage citizens. The most passionate comments received from a dozen
commentators questioned a) the implementation of the CSS process now after having already studied
the corridor and receiving recommendations, b) the timeliness of this process and why solutions and
comparative studies of alternatives implemented nearby and around the world are not on the table,
and, c) omission of High Speed Rail and Caltrain’s influence in the region.
Grade Crossing Concerns:
Most attendees reiterated the points they shared during the breakout sessions regarding what they
thought the main issues were in the region. Recurring sub-themes included: safety of grade crossings for
pedestrians, bicyclists and cars; pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure near grade crossings; traffic
interference; noise pollution; proximity of grade crossings to homes and schools; potential impacts on
properties during large construction activities; funding and timeliness of solutions; influence of High
Speed Rail and Caltrain Electrification in the future of Palo Alto.
Those who did not attend the workshop but provided comments also discussed points that fit into the
mentioned sub-themes.
Grade Crossing Solutions:
Almost all comments received included thoughts on potential solutions to the grade crossing challenges,
ranging from some broad requests to keep cost effectiveness and children’s safety in mind to others
sharing meticulous and robust reports on previous studies and elaborating on track design and traffic
frequency analysis.
The following came up most often, in no particular ranking: coordinate solutions with Caltrain
Electrification and High Speed Rail to avoid re-construction for those projects in the future; grade
separate various intersections; tunnel the whole Palo Alto corridor or streets that cross it to avoid
car/train collisions and other traffic issues; elevate Caltrain tracks to avoid traffic issues and suicides;
close various grade crossings or build overpasses near crossings that were poorly designed for
pedestrians and bicyclists; eliminate train horns by establishing quiet zones.
All comments will be added to the project’s stakeholder database for future reference:
http://bit.ly/2s6DH1e and will be taken into consideration by the Project Team when deciding which
challenges and goals will shape the Rail Program.
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MeetingSift Report
Two real-time surveys were administered using MeetingSift (www.meetingsift.com). For those without
smartphones, a physical copy of the survey questions was also provided and collected. Surveys were
taken immediately following the initial project introduction and at the conclusion of the Workshop.

Chart 1. Which grade crossing do
you live closest to?
Palo Alto Ave
(Alma St)

10%
27%

Most Workshop participants live closest to
Meadow Drive (34%), followed by Churchill Ave
(28%), Charleston Road (27%), and Palo Alto
Avenue (10%)(Chart 1).

Churchill Ave
28%

34%

Meadow Dry
Charleston Rd

Chart 2. How close do you live to
the nearest grade crossing?
Less than 1/4
mile
8%

Most attendees live within ½ mile of the nearest
grade crossing (31%), closely followed by 28%
living less than a ¼ mile and 13% living ¼ mile away
from the nearest grade crossing. 21% live within 1
mile, and 8% live more than a mile away from the
nearest grade crossing (Chart 2).

1/4 mile
28%

21%

1/2 mile
13%
31%

1 mile
More than 1
mile

Chart 3. Which existing grade
separation do you use the most?

20%

8%

4%

17%

51%

University Ave

Out of the existing grade separations, a majority of
people use Oregon Expressway most often (51%).
San Antonio Road is used most often by 20% of
attendees; Embarcadero Road is used by 17%,
University Avenue is used by 8%, and Homer
Avenue by 4% (Chart 3).

Homer Ave
(Bike/Ped)
Embarcadero
Rd
Oregon Expwy
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Chart 4: Rank the six following concerns regarding grade crossings:
Most people rank traffic
disruptions as the number one
concern near the grade crossings,
closely followed by safety and
bicycle/pedestrian access (Chart
4).

Chart 5: Did you find today's workshop
useful?
Yes, very useful
3%

5%

8%
34%

Yes, somewhat
useful
Indifferent
No, not quite

Most Workshop participants were
satisfied with the workshop, as 50%
responded they found it somewhat
useful, and 34% responded it was very
useful. Only 11% stated they would
prefer a different format or did not find
the format useful. 3% of people were
indifferent (Chart 5).

No, I would prefer a
different format

50%

Chart 6: Can we count on your
participation in the next workshop?

5%

95% of survey respondents replied they
would participate in the next workshop.
The remaining 5% want to receive Rail
Program follow ups (Chart 6).

Yes, count me in for
future events
No

95%

Maybe, but
different day of the
week/time
No, but please keep
me posted
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Chart 7: Rank the three best ways to keep you engaged in Connecting Palo Alto
The preferred
channel to receive
Rail Program
updates was
identified as being
email, website, and
mail follow ups
(Chart 7)

Chart 8: How often would you like
to be contacted with updates?
Bi-weekly
18%
6%

49%

27%

Monthly
Every three
months

Almost half of the participants (49%) stated that
they would like to receive monthly updates on Rail
Program developments. 27% wanted to receive biweekly updates, while 18% wanted to receive
information once key milestones had been
reached, and 6% wanted to be engaged every
three months (Chart 8).

Only at key
milestones -

Next Steps
The following are the anticipated next steps for Rail Program activities, as it relates to Community
Engagement:
•
•
•
•

Update website to reflect latest activities and milestones
Continue stakeholder interviews
Convene Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)
Hold the next Community Workshop in Fall 2017
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Appendices

Appendix A: Postcard Mailer

CONNECTING PALO ALTO
DESIGNING OUR RAIL CORRIDOR FOR THE FUTURE
Rail Program Community Workshop #1

Palo Altans have the opportunity to address long-standing
challenges associated with four grade crossings on the
Caltrain corridor which runs through our community.
The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) is making $700 Million
available for grade crossing improvements in our region, and the City of Palo
Alto has organized a Rail Program to develop plans for addressing traffic, safety
and congestion issues near our City’s grade crossings.

Your participation is vital! You are invited to the Rail Program’s

first workshop:

Saturday, May 20, 2017 10 a.m. to 2 p.m.
Mitchell Park Community Center, Palo Alto Room
3700 Middlefield Rd, Palo Alto, CA
Parking spaces (152) and bike racks are available on site
Public transit accessible via VTA bus line 35
Lunch will be provided
At this workshop, City staff will discuss the Program’s background, past
efforts, and issues in the region. Participants will help define the challenges
at each grade crossing and establish success parameters and evaluation
criteria for the program.
For more information, visit cityofpaloalto.org/ConnectingPaloAlto or
contact us with comments or questions at transportation@cityofpaloalto.org or
(650) 329-2520.

Palo Alto City Hall
ATTN Transportation Division
250 Hamilton Avenue, Floor 5
Palo Alto, CA 94301

Appendix B: Exhibit Boards

CA High-Speed Rail San Francisco to San Jose Section
Connecting Palo Alto: Community Workshop #1

P L A N N I N G & C O M M U N I T Y E N V I R O N M E N T - T R A N S P O R TAT I O N

Project Description
•
•
•
•
•

Part of California High-Speed Rail Project Phase 1 – connecting San Francisco to Bakersfield and Los
Angeles to Anaheim.
Approximately 51 miles (San Francisco to San Jose)
Proposed stations: San Francisco 4th Street and King Street (interim until the Downtown Extension
to the Transbay Transit Center is completed), San Francisco Airport (Millbrae), and San Jose (Diridon
Station)
Approach minimizes impacts on surrounding communities, reduces project cost, improves safety,
and expedites implementation
Incorporates passing track options, curve straightening, enhanced at-grade crossings, and corridor
safety improvements

Proposed Train Frequency

Schedule

The Authority is studying operating four
high-speed rail trains per hour per direction
during peak hours.

•
•

2017- Draft EIR/EIS
2018- Final EIR/EIS

•

Identify a Preferred Alternative (PA) in
summer 2017

Train Speeds
Up to 110 MPH

Proposed Passing Track
Locations
•

•

Short Middle 4-Track Passing Track Option
»» Least environmental impacts compared to
other build passing track alternatives.
»» 6-miles long and extend from south of 9th
Avenue in San Mateo to north of Whipple
Avenue in Redwood City.
No Additional Passing Track Option
»» Avoids construction, right-of-way, and
aesthetic impacts of new passing tracks.

Dumbarton Transportation Corridor Study
Connecting Palo Alto: Community Workshop #1

P L A N N I N G & C O M M U N I T Y E N V I R O N M E N T - T R A N S P O R TAT I O N

Study Area

Transit Alternatives Carried Forward
San
Francisco

SHORT TERM
280
5

•

580
5

Bike/ped on peninsula

880
5

PI

CA

LONG TERM

TO
CO

Pleasanton

ID

RR

Daly
City

580
5

L

101

Livermore
ACE

O
R

San Francisco Bay

280
5

•
•

BRT from Union City BART to Redwood City Caltrain
Commuter Rail from Union City BART to Redwood City

Hayward
Union City

84

92

680
5

San
Mateo

101

Fremont
Newark

1

880
5

Half
Moon
Bay

Approach Packages

Ber

92

ryes

Menlo
Park East
Palo Alto
Atherton
Palo Alto
280
5

sion

xten
sa E

Redwood
City

237

SHORT TERM

LONG TERM

•

•

680
5

CA

LTR
A

Pacific Ocean

•

101

IN

Mountain
View 85

•

San Jose

35

•

280
5
84

82

•

87

0

5

101

10 Miles
1

Park and Ride
Study Area

Caltrain Alignment and Stations
BART Alignment and Stations
Other Rail Corridors and Stations
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85

•

*Study Area Includes All Tier 1 Cities
**Tier 2 Cities Include: Mountain View, Sunnyvale, Santa Clara, San Ramon, Dublin, Pleasanton, &
Livermore

•

Dumbarton Transportation Corridor Study Area

Bike/ped approach
improvements
Manage/expand park-andride
Carpool/toll direct access
ramp at Newark
Extension of FasTrak lane
eastward
Open road tolling at FasTrak
lanes
Transit signal priority or
queue jump lanes on Decoto
and at Bayfront/Willow,
Bayfront/University
Bus lanes on Bayfront

•
•
•
•
•
•

All electronic tolling for cash
lanes
Add eastbound carpool/toll
from toll plaza to Decoto
Managed lanes on US 101
Carpool/toll direct access
ramp at US 101/Marsh
Grade separations at
Bayfront/Willow and
Bayfront/University
Willow Express lanes
I 880/SR 84 direct connector
ramps

Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project (PCEP)
Connecting Palo Alto: Community Workshop #1

P L A N N I N G & C O M M U N I T Y E N V I R O N M E N T - T R A N S P O R TAT I O N

®

MARIN

Berkeley 24

Project Description
•
•
•
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San Francisco

Caltrain ridership has doubled over past decade and quickly outpaced the system’s capacity
Scheduled to be implemented by 2020/early 2021
Converting existing Caltrain from diesel-hauled to Electric Multiple Unit (EMU) trains from services between 4th and
King Street Station in San Francisco and Tamien Station in San Jose.
Project includes installation of new electrical infrastructure along Peninsula corridor and purchasing new electric trains
Goals include electrifying and upgrading the performance, operating efficiency, capacity, safety and reliability of
Caltrain’s commuter rail service.

•
•

Walnut Creek

San Francisco

PS1

SAN
FRANCISCO
COUNTY

Legend
CONTRA

CO S TA
COUNTY

Oakland

22nd St.

Caltrain South of Project Area

Alameda

Existing Caltrain Station
Proposed Paralleling Stations (PS)

PS2

Bayshore

Daly City
280

101

Proposed Switching Station (SWS)
Proposed Traction Power Supply
Substations (TPS)

San
Leandro

South San Francisco

680

Note: Locations of all facilities are approximate.

TPS1

1

0

2

4

San Bruno
®

PS3

Walnut Creek

What is the Peninsula Corridor Electriﬁcation Project (PCEP)?

CO S TA
COUNTY

Milbrae Transit Center
Broadway
Burlingame
San Mateo

Project Overview

PS4

Peninsula
Corridor
Electrification
• Distance: 51 miles (San Francisco Caltrain Station at 4
• Improve Train Performance
Project Purpose and Need

Caltrain South of Project Area
Existing Caltrain Station

STATUS UPDATE
| May 2017
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Connecting Palo Alto: Community Workshop #1
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City of Mountain View, Castro Street At-Grade Crossing
Connecting Palo Alto: Community Workshop #1

P L A N N I N G & C O M M U N I T Y E N V I R O N M E N T - T R A N S P O R TAT I O N

Castro Street Grade-Crossing Alternatives
• Castro Street Grade Crossing improvement is part of the
Mountain View Transit Center project, which serves as the
City’s key multi-modal transportation node.
• In 2015, City of Mountain View began the process of
creating a master plan for Mountain View Transit Center,
to make recommendations with the objectives to improve
safety, capacity, and multi-modal circulation through the
existing rail at-grade crossing of Castro Street, at the
entrance to the transit center and downtown.
• Final concept plan and report of the master plan will be
released in mid 2017.

City of Mountain View, Rengstorff Street At-Grade Crossing
Connecting Palo Alto: Community Workshop #1

P L A N N I N G & C O M M U N I T Y E N V I R O N M E N T - T R A N S P O R TAT I O N

Rengstorff Grade-Crossing Alternatives
• The Rengstorff Avenue at grade crossing of the Central Expressway
and the Caltrain railway is a perceived and real barrier to
comfortable pedestrian and bicycle travel.

• This project has a long-term planning horizon with anticipated

implementation of a grade-separated intersection in approximately
15 or more years from 2014.

• In 2004, the City of Mountain View completed a feasibility study for

a grade separated crossing at the intersection of Rengstorff Avenue
and Central Expressway. The study identified an alternative
supported by the Mountain View City Council that would depress
Rengstorff Avenue and Central Expressway under the Caltrain
tracks.

• In 2014, the city completed the final design report as a part of

a Master Planning effort for Rengstroff Crossing, finalizing the
alternatives considered to Concept A – Complete Streets.

Track Watch and Project Safety Net
Connecting Palo Alto: Community Workshop #1

P L A N N I N G & C O M M U N I T Y E N V I R O N M E N T - T R A N S P O R TAT I O N

Project Safety Net
Our Mission
Project Safety Net is a collaborative community
network held together by a common interest of
fostering youth well-being in Palo Alto.
Our mission is to develop and implement an effective, comprehensive, community-based
mental health plan that includes education, prevention and intervention strategies that together
provide a "safety net" for youth in Palo Alto, and
defines our community’s teen suicide prevention
efforts.

psnpaloalto.com

City of Menlo Park, Ravenswood Ave Railroad Crossing
Connecting Palo Alto: Community Workshop #1

P L A N N I N G & C O M M U N I T Y E N V I R O N M E N T - T R A N S P O R TAT I O N

To SF

To San Jose

Alternatives at Ravenswood Ave
Project Description
• In 2013, the San Mateo County Transportation Authority (SMCTA) issued a
call for projects for the Measure A Grade Separation Program.
• This Project seeks to advance the previous work on potential grade
separations along the Caltrain railroad tracks within the City to increase
safety of all modes of travel.
• The scope of this Project includes evaluation of the three preferred
alternatives:
A. Ravenswood Avenue underpass alternative
B. Hybrid (partially lowered roadway and partially raised railroad tracks)
alternative with two grade separated crossing
C. Hybrid (partially lowered roadway and partially raised railroad tracks)
alternative with three grade separated crossings

Underpass

Rail tracks would remain at the existing elevation and Ravenswood Avenue
would be lowered to run under the railroad tracks.

Hybrid with two grade separated crossings

Grade separations would be constructed at Ravenswood and Oak Grove Avenues. The
rail tracks would be raised approximately 14 feet from existing elevation at Ravenswood
Ave and 6 feet at Oak Grove Ave. Ravenswood Ave would be lowered 8 feet and Oak
Grove 15 feet at the railroad tracks. A maximum rail elevation of 17 feet from existing
grade would occur across from the Library and Arrillaga Family Gymnasium parking lot.

Hybrid with three grade separated crossings

Grade separations would be constructed at Ravenswood, Oak Grove and Glenwood
Avenues and the railroad profile elevation would be generally flatter than Alternative B.
The rail tracks would be raised 10 feet at Ravenswood and Oak Grove Avenues and 15 feet
at Glenwood Ave. Ravenswood Ave would be lowered 12 feet, Oak Grove Ave 11 feet, and
Glenwood Ave 5 feet at the railroad tracks. A maximum rail elevation of 10 feet from existing
grade would occur from Ravenswood Ave to Oak Grove Ave including the station area.

Appendix C: MeetingSift Survey (Hardcopy)

MeetingSift Survey 1 – Welcome

MeetingSift Survey 2 – Meeting Wrap-Up

Question 1 – Which grade crossing do you live closest to?
□ Palo Alto Ave (Alma St)
□ Churchill Ave
□ Meadow Dr
□ Charleston Rd

Question 5 – Did you find today’s workshop useful?
□ Yes, very useful
□ Yes, somewhat useful
□ Indifferent
□ No, not quite
□ No, I would prefer a different format

Question 2 – Which existing grade separation do you use most?
University Ave
Homer Ave (Bike/Ped)
Embarcadero Rd
Oregon Expy
San Antonio Rd

□
□
□
□
□

Question 3 – How close do you live to the nearest grade
crossing?
□ Less than a ¼ mile
□ ¼ mile
□ ½ mile
□ 1 mile
□ More than 1 mile
Question 4 – Rank the Six following concerns regarding grade
crossings
____ Bicycle/Pedestrian Access
____ Safety
____ Traffic Disruptions
____ Community Connectivity
____ Visual Impacts
____ Noise

Question 6 – Can we count on your participation in the next
workshop?
□ Yes, count me in for future events
□ No
□ Maybe, but different day of the week/time
□ No, but please keep me posted
Question 7 – Rank 3 best ways to keep you engaged in
Connecting Palo Alto
____ Email Updates/ Newsletters
____ Website
____ Social Media
____ Mailers
____ Phone Calls
____ Text Messages
Question 8 – How often would you like to be contacted with
updates?
□ Bi-weekly
□ Monthly
□ Every three months
□ Only at key milestones

Appendix D: Sign-in Sheets

Appendix E: Comment Forms Received During and After the Workshop

From: stevebisset73@gmail.com [mailto:stevebisset73@gmail.com] On
Behalf Of Steve Bisset
Sent: Tuesday, June 06, 2017 3:19 PM
To: Transportation <Transportation@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Subject: Rail Corridor Question

Dear Palo Alto Transportation,
I was not able to attend the May 20 workshop. Perhaps you can
answer a question:
Has anyone proposed, or have you considered, a two-level viaduct as
an option?
I have seen proposals for grade separations, underground, trench, and
raised berm ("Berlin Wall"), but never the double-deck viaduct.
I do NOT know the cost as compared with underground or berm, so
this is a question for you.
It seems to me that if the cost is comparable, a two-level viaduct
results in a very nice solution in many respects:
1) It can be very attractive (or not - it's a choice). Here are some
examples of the architectural style that could be built:
<image001.png>
<image002.png>
<image003.png>
<image.png>
The last one is not to my taste, "L" style, but there are many other
options that are visually attractive.

2) The configuration could be 2x2, with a 1st-level elevated doubletrack for fast electric commuter trains and perhaps midnight freight,
with the 2nd-level double-track for HSR.
3) It would open up as many separated crossings as we want, reconnecting Palo alto. And people will be able to see through it from
one site to the other, making not only transportation connections but a
striking visual connection. With only double-track width, it can be
light and open, in contrast to the 4-track elevated option.
4) Since it would be only 2 tracks at each level, it would eliminate
completely the need for eminent domain land seizures or expensive
land acquisitions (and endless legal battles). At ground level we can
have level and fully grade-separated crossings for cars, bikes and
pedestrians, also highly-accessible stations. The real estate under the
tracks would be high value so some could be sold or leased to help
pay for the project. Some parks would be nice.
5) A little research will make it clear that it's possible to make
elevated rail very quiet, even for HSR at full speed.
6)) From a rider's point of view, the view itself would be an attractio
as opposed to the dark claustrophobia of an underground rail. More
riders means better economics.
So, to restate my question: Given that this kind of structure has been
done before and is clearly feasible, why is it not on the list of
options?
Did we just not think of it, or is there a specific and decisive reason to
reject it?
It seems to meet everyone's desires and address all objections, except
those who will inevitably say it would be unsightly, but I claim that it
could be made beautiful and a landmark attraction. Your comments?
I have zero expertise in the matter.
Steve Bisset
Palo Alto

From: Maria Li [mailto:mariakli@yahoo.com]
Sent: Sunday, May 21, 2017 2:58 PM
To: Transportation
Subject: Rail Program

To: City Staff of Palo Alto
From: Maria and Mark Li

We own a house on the 3000 block of Emerson Street off East MeadowDrive, we like
to send you our comments regarding the grade crossings that City of Palo Alto and
VTA are working on.
We think that all four Palo Alto rail crossings should be "Grade-separated Crossings"
for the following reasons:
1. The Meadow Drive crossing was the site of several suicides in recent years.
Elevating the track to above ground
would mitigate the suicide attempts and accidents.
2. It would make economic sense to extend the Grade-separated Crossing from
Oregon Expressway to Meadow
Drive and Charleston Road while the improvement project is going on. It would be
more costly later.
3. Grade-separated Crossings in the south end of Palo Alto would ease traffic
between 101, El Camino Real and
280
4. Saving money by not having to station cross guards at the At-Grade Crossings.
Thank you,
Maria & Mark Li

From: Jacqueline Lee [mailto:jlee1@bayareanewsgroup.com]
Sent: Friday, May 19, 2017 4:29 PM
To: Transportation
Cc: Keith, Claudia
Subject: Rail Program community meeting

Hello,
Will the Rail Program community meeting on Saturday be recorded and available for viewing
on MidPen later on?
Thanks,
Jacqueline
-Jacqueline Lee Reporter | Editorial
jlee1@bayareanewsgroup.com
650.391.1334 Direct
@jleenews

-My preference is for tunneling or trenching the train to do away entirely with the division that
the rail line produces through our city. The difficulties are in the expense, but stretching the
cost over its 100-year life span (or greater) the cost is not really great per year.
-My second option would be for a Homer-Ave tunnel solution. A tunnel which separates the
rails from the car-pedestrian level by about 12 feet rather than about 25 feet, as the tunnels at
Embarcadero and Oregon do. That way they are less disruptive and more pleasant. This would
not allow for trucks or buses to pass through and perhaps tall cars, and would be limited to 2
lanes, but as long as bikes, pedestrians and small cars are allowed, it would do the job in a
more neighborhood-friendly way.
Steve Eittreim
1975 Ivy Lane

From: "Gitelman, Hillary" <Hillary.Gitelman@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Date: May 19, 2017 at 1:24:06 PM PDT
To: "Shepherd, Nancy" <nlshep@pacbell.net>
Cc: "Keene, James" <James.Keene@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Subject: Re: Rail Interview
Thanks for these thoughts Nancy. It's always difficult to recapture momentum
after pausing a planning effort and I think the time it takes to bring new people up
to speed will be well spent. Hope to see you Saturday, Hillary
On May 19, 2017, at 9:27 AM, Nancy Shepherd <nlshep@pacbell.net> wrote:
Hi Jim and Hillary,
I wanted to give you my impression of the interview I had with Josh
last week. I understand some of the background as to why the City is interviewing community members
today since I met with Nadia a few weeks ago. She explained that there was good news, the city engaged
MOT and was going through the CSS process. Although I do consider this good news, I also shared
concerns, which became the evident during the interview session.
Also, Michele did reach out to me for more names of community members to interview, I suggested going to
the members of the stakeholder group from the Rail Corridor Study, now under the transportation element in
the Comp Plan. She said that they no longer had those names, so could not interview. I repeated this request
during my session with Josh, and learned from Gail Price she also made this recommendation during her
interview.
My comments here are based on a blistering 4 years as a member of the Council Rail Committee 2010-2013,
where we covered much of the concerns by residents and the community with rigor. Two significant
outcomes were the Rail Corridor Study and the Grade Separation feasibility Study by HMM. There is a lot to
harvest from this work, which took significant staff and community time and emotions. Based on the
questions I was asked during my session with Josh, it appears that none of the recommendations from the
Corridor Study were brought forward or considered, and some questions were inaccurate assumptions based
on the Grade Sep Study. For example when asked if the costs were too high for considering preferred options
for Grade separation, would I consider an elevated berm or arial design option, or traditional Grade
separation. Had information from the Grade Sep Study been incorporated into the list of questions, staff
could have learned that traditional Grade sep options would require significant land acquisitions which, when
calculated into the costs, would make these options as competitive as preferred under grounding options.
In general, I felt that this initial inquiry session with Josh was not balanced. It's as though the intense work
already performed, and the options already identified didn't exist. And, there was no unity or continuum from
former work.
When I questioned Josh on this he indicated that this is how CSS works, starting from scratch. When means
that all prior work by the community would not be considered or even used as a base line for consideration.
In my opinion, it is a mistake to ignore the existing and available work already performed, and will lead to a
failed process.

I hope that the meeting tomorrow could take into consideration the long and expensive process the
community spent so much time working on from 2009-2013. And, I'd also like to remind you both that
during this time homeowners along Mariposa and Park Blvd had troubles refinancing or selling their homes
due to the uncertainty of the future rail corridor. Banks required paydowns of loans when refinancing, and
realtors had to disclose the possibility of eminent domain concerns. People were frightened and shaken by
worry and concern. Realtors today remember this period, and are grateful that the city changed the
experience. Today home are getting remodeled or rebuilt along the rail corridor.
My concern here is that by entering the CSS methodology by ignoring the prior rigor will bring this
experience of insecurity back to households and neighborhoods living along the tracks. Also, it will
frustrate community members like me that have already spent time and made milestones related to the
corridor that helped create security along the corridor.
As I left Council, the direction to staff for rail work was to establish a stakeholder group to consider the
Grade Sep and Rail Corridor studies and advise Council on how to proceed based on the following
determinations 1) the preferred option to underground the train, 2) the possible time frame to trench the
train of about 2 years and disruption issues, and 3) further identify trenching costs and consequences. I
understand that staff did not follow this direction, but now has jumped into CSS (also a preferred
methodology, but some of that work had launched with these studies) and appears to have ignored all the
findings from prior work.
Is there a way to consider blending this work from the period of 2009-2013 and today? If so, it will help
the city create a smooth process, with lessons learned and data on hand for those familiar with the studies
and prior process.
I worry the city is entering a new period of insecurity for those neighborhoods along the rail line. In my
opinion this could be avoided by connecting the work, and creating a basis of launching the community
discussion from the findings of the 2009-2013 period as a beginning of our discussions today, and self
correct if interests have changed. I hope this can be accomplished.
Thank you,
Nancy Shepherd

From: Chris Kantarjiev [mailto:kantarjiev@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, May 22, 2017 4:20 PM
To: Transportation
Subject: Rail corridor workshop 5/20

Hi I wasn't able to attend this workshop, but I wanted to let you know some of my thoughts. I live
in Southgate, on Portola Avenue. I understand that the Churchill at-grade crossing is a
problem, and I know that there is a lot of discussion in many places about what to do about it.
It seems to me that any project that retains the intersection at Alma and Churchill is going to
be hugely disruptive - not only because it will involve a long construction process, but because
the traffic engineering is going to require taking land (and houses) surrounding the
intersection. The only "good" solution is to trench and bury the rails, and that seems really
unlikely.
May I suggest (though I can't be the first) to close Churchill at the railroad tracks? I'm sure
that some of my neighbors will protest - and that I'll see more traffic on my block as people
find their way to/from the access at Miramonte and El Camino.
Despite that, I would support such a closing.
I would also suggest the construction of a bike/pedestrian underpass, since there is a lot of
bike traffic to Paly HS.
I *might* also suggest considering/studying the removal of the road block at Castilleja and
Park, to provide another access between Southgate and El Camino, but I'm certain that my
neighbors in Evergreen Park would throw a fit about that (and it would probably mean a lot of
through traffic to/from the HS, which I would not appreciate).
Best wishes,
Christopher Kantarjiev

From: Len Filppu [mailto:lenfilppu@earthlink.net]
Sent: Monday, May 22, 2017 8:53 AM
To: Transportation
Subject: Rail corridor comment

I attended the Rail Corridor Community Workshop and hope that the City will establish a citizen’s
committee of interested volunteers to continue working on this most important subject. What is
decided will change the very nature of Palo Alto, and it is critical that citizens/residents are deeply
involved in every step of the process.
Thank you.
--Len Filppu
Fairmeadow neighborhood

From: Arthur Keller [mailto:arthur@kellers.org]
Sent: Friday, May 12, 2017 3:35 PM
To: DiFrancia, Michele <michele.difrancia@mottmac.com>
Subject: Re: Palo Alto Rail Program community workshop May 20
Hi Michelle, here are some notes I put together for Caltrain. I’ll see you soon.
Best regards,
Arthur
1. Matadero Canal (i.e., channelized Matadero Creek) runs just north of El Carmelo Avenue and then passes under the train tracks. It then
turns north for about 500 feet before crossing Park Blvd near Fry’s Electronics. It could turn north before crossing the train tracks allowing
the train tracks to descend a little bit earlier. There would be about 3100 feet between Matadero Creek and Barron Creek along Alma. That
compares favorably with the about 2500 feet distance between the two creeks in their existing locations. I don’t know how much change in
top of rail is needed to go above Matadero Creek and below Barron Creek. If that number is 50 feet, then it is a 2% grade for the existing
2500 feet distance. At a 3100 feet distance, then the grade improves to 1.61%. If we can shift the two creeks by 450 feet each, then a 4000
feet distance gives a reasonable 1.25%. That might be enough.
2. A traffic light at Oregon Expressway and Alma Street would result in significant increases in delay for both routes.
There is no estimation of the delay in traffic.
3. There may be enough right of way on Alma Street at East Meadow and at Charleston to keep the two through lanes in each direction at
grade and to have one turning lane in each direction depressed to meet a depressed cross street. The center lanes (one in each direction)
would be depressed to form an intersection with four way traffic light (each direction gets to go in a round robin sequence). Such an approach
might have fewer impacts.
4. The question of whether the existing overpass at San Antonio Road is high enough to handle electrified Caltrain. This is raised at the end
of the second paragraph of file page 11 of the attachment Roger cited. "As the trench returns to grade at Rengstorff Ave, it will pass under
San Antonio Rd, which will need to be raised several feet to accommodate 24.5’ of clearance over the rail. This alternative will not require
any design exceptions.” This is the first I’ve heard of this issue. Raising San Antonio Road overpass is an exceedingly expensive proposition.
It may well be cheaper to lower the rail sufficiently. Consider the potential for the trains to continue in a trench beyond Rengstorff and
eliminating that grade crossing as well. The trains could return to grade south of Rengstorff.
5. One possibility that does not appear to have been studied is a bike and pedestrian only underpass under Alma and the Caltrain tracks at
Churchill and closing vehicular access. Churchill could still have an intersection from the east with Alma without lowering Alma or
Churchill. A bike and pedestrian only underpass would affect far fewer houses and be much cheaper. Also remove traffic light at Churchill
and Alma.
6. Another possibility to consider is this complex combination:
a. Lower Caltrain under Embarcadero, raise Embarcadero to grade with multiway traffic light at Alma with turns in all directions and four
through lanes on both Embarcadero and Alma.
b. Remove bike/pedestrian light on Embarcadero between Caltrain and Paly/Town and County and replace with
bike/ped under crossing adjacent to Caltrain tracks.
c. Combine with #5 above. Since we would remove traffic light at Churchill and Alma, the traffic light would essentially be shifted to
Embarcadero.
7. I’m not sure what the concept is for the Palo Alto Avenue grade crossing (which people think of as Alma Street). Is that proposed to be
closed? It wasn’t clear from the report.
8. Note that the ambient grade at Embarcadero Road and Alma is about 20 feet higher than at California Avenue and Alma per page 17 of
Appendix B of the March 17, 2010 DRAFT Preliminary Vertical Alternatives Discussion. It’s about another 20 feet higher at San
Francisquito Creek. It be a less than 1% slope to go from an at grade California Avenue Station to below Embarcadero Road (which has
been brought to grade) and then below University Avenue, an underground Palo Alto Caltrain station, and then continuing under San
Francisquito Creek into Menlo Park, where it could continue in a trench into Atherton.

So I would like to see costing of the following:
Caltrain below Rengstorff, continuing north under Charleston and Meadow and rising between Barron Creek (shifted
south) and Matadero Creek (shifted north for a 1.25% grade.
Caltrain at grade over Oregon Expressway and California Avenue station, gradually lowering to go under Embarcadero
Road (which has been brought to grade with a traffic light), University Avenue, and San Francisquito Creek into Menlo
Park. Replace Churchill grade crossing with a bike and pedestrian only underpass under Caltrain and Alma and remove
traffic light.

From: Lee The <bizthe@comcast.net>
Date: Thu, May 4, 2017 at 8:31 AM
Subject: Re: Note on bicycling for the transportation subcommittee
I bicycled to work from our South Palo Alto home for 15 years; some jobs took
me the length of Palo Alto and farther, in one case to Foster City. Other jobs took
me the other way, for years to downtown San Jose. So I'm speaking from
substantial experience.
The bicycle element of any transportation plan lumps together these
constituencies:
1. Students going to/from school/summer school, libraries etc.
2. Adults commuting to work, either exclusively by bike or in combination with a
car and/or trains. .
3. Adults and children cycling around town and to nearby towns for shopping,
medical appointments etc.
4. Recreational cycling by adults, subadults, and families.
Note that the first three categories especially have the potential for replacing a car
with a bicycle for many trips, to the benefit of all.
All these stakeholder categories have overlapping needs. All benefit from smooth,
well-maintained pavement (something in short supply in Palo Alto and
surrounding towns), safe bike paths, bicycle/pedestrian bridges where appropriate,
and intersection design that takes bikes into account (such as ensuring that
green/yellow lights across major thoroughfares last long enough for older and
younger cyclists to get across before cross-traffic starts). The biggest challenges
are on roads passing freeway onramps and offramps and associated tricky areas
such as Page Mill and Sand Hill roads crossing under 280.
Smooth pavement isn't just for comfort. Upheaved pavement caused by tree roots,
and large potholes caused by poor roadway maintenance, can toss a rider off his
bicycle--especially at night. And since few bikes have suspension systems, rough
pavement has much more effect on cyclists than on people in motor vehicles.

One innovation that endangers cyclists is the installation of rows of white domes several
inches high and half a foot across near intersections along Middlefield and perhaps elsewhere.
If a cyclist accidentally runs over one of these rows they will be tossed off their bike. Hard to
imagine that the city got input from cyclists before installing these.
But after that, needs diverge. Adults commuting to work aren't going to go out of their way to
use bike paths like the one that passes next to Gunn High School. They're going to want to
take the most direct route possible, which often isn't the most scenic, and rarely matches to
routes students take going to their neighborhood school.
Adult commuters also need "bike boulevards" to be coordinated with adjacent municipalities,
which students don't need. Also, adult commuters ride at night especially during winter
months, which students are unlikely to do, and for night commuting street lighting can be
important.
For shopping, cyclists need safe, secure places to lock their bikes. The facilities for locking
bikes should be usable with bike locks, especially U-locks, which are vastly more secure than
cable locks. For commuting, employers should be incentivized to provide safe, secure places
to leave their bikes on the employers' premises. Large employers should provide showers as
well. Incentives to do these things help everyone by reducing parking needs, but we cyclists
recognize that no matter what we do most people still won't commute on bikes.
The thing that could change this would be a very expensive investment, but I saw how well it
worked in the Netherlands when I spent a week there: bike roads physically separated from
auto roads by curbs and grassy swards and the like. The danger of being hit by auto and truck
drivers or being doored by them keeps many from commuting and shopping by bike. This has
proven cost-effecting in the Netherlands, which is as flat as Palo Alto but has much worse
weather. The abundant, reliable trains are a part of this--you see enormous numbers of bikes
parked at train stations by commuters and shoppers.
No matter how many bike lanes and bike boulevards are provided, as long as bikes and cars
have to share the same space it's going to make bicycle commuting something for single digit
percentages of employees. Invest a little, get a little. Invest a lot, get a lot. The way Palo Alto's
bike boulevards are set up to prevent through traffic is good, and certainly helps. I just wish
our Powers That Be could all spend a little time in the Netherlands or Denmark and see how
much bicycles could contribute to urban design when they're truly supported.
Note that a new generation of electric bicycles are here--I was looking at them at Mike's Bikes'
new location on Middlefield just south of San Antonio Road. Even those who aren't athletic
could easily get around on these, for vastly less than other forms of powered personal
transportation.
The bike bridge over 101 that exists and the one that I suppose is going to be built toward the
south end of town are mainly for recreational cyclists wanting to visit the Baylands. That
could change if businesses get built on the far side of 101 in the future. There are large
employers on the other side of the freeway in Mountain View, including Google, already, but I
suppose it's up to Mountain View to provide a safe means for cyclist commuters to cross 101.
--Lee Thé
777 San Antonio Rd. #83, Palo Alto

From: Joey Primiani [mailto:jprimiani@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 23, 2017 4:32 PM
To: Transportation
Subject: Designing Our Rail Corridor for the Future

Hi City of Palo Alto,
I am a designer living in Palo Alto and was curious to know if you are still open for design
concepts for the Caltrain:
http://www.cityofpaloalto.org/gov/depts/pln/transit/railways.asp
I'd also be interested in learning more about the project. Thank you!
Best,
Joey
@jp

From: Robert Ohlmann [mailto:rohlmann@aol.com]
Sent: Saturday, May 06, 2017 1:43 PM
To: Transportation
Subject: Comment on Grade Crossing improvement workshop

Dear Transportation Staff.
I would like the following approach to the railroad grade crossings be addressed at
the workshop on May 20.
I would strongly prefer the railroad tracks, upon passing the San Antonio station going
North, descend into a below ground excavation or tunnel so it passes below the
Charleston and Meadow crossing. It then can ascend to ground level to pass over the
existing Oregon Expressway crossing and over the Embarcadero Road crossing and
reach the Stanford Station which is at ground level. That design has advantages for
the many students who cross the tracks at those crossings, and also for better traffic
flow along Alma. Unfortunately it still leaves the Churchill Ave. and Palo Alto Ave.
crossings at surface level.
I would like to see a grade crossing improvement at Churchill Ave. for the safety of
Palo Alto High students and to relieve traffic congestion at that intersection with Alma,
but that location may be too close to the Embarcadero Road crossing to have the
railroad descend again under Churchill and come up again at Embarcadero, nor is
there room at that intersection to have Churchill Ave. descend under the railroad as is
done at Embarcadero Road.
Ideally, a completely underground rail line through Palo Alto would be ideal, but that
would be too expensive as it would require rebuilding the California, Stanford and
Palo Alto Stations and the Oregon Expressway and Embarcadero Road crossings.
Our city does not have the population density to make that a worthwhile affordable
expense.
Thank you.
Robert C. Ohlmann PhD
372 Creekside Dr. Palo Alto.

From: Mike Forster [mailto:mike@mikeforster.net]
Sent: Sunday, May 07, 2017 12:35 PM
To: Transportation
Cc: mlf2
Subject: RE: Caltrain Grade Separation in Santa Clara County - Entirely elevated, much less than $700M

Everyone,
Attached is an addendum to the document sent with the previous message below, containing
the following:
1

A depiction of two options for elevated grade separations for Palo Alto.

2
Two artist depictions of elevated grade separations from the previous round of
discussions of CA HSR in 2009-2010.
Thanks again for your consideration of this approach.
Mike Forster

From: Mike Forster [mailto:mike@mikeforster.net]
Sent: Friday, May 5, 2017 9:44 PM
To: 'transportation@cityofpaloalto.org' <transportation@cityofpaloalto.org>
Cc: 'Mike Forster' <mike@mikeforster.net>
Subject: FW: Caltrain Grade Separation in Santa Clara County - Entirely elevated, much less than
$700M
Importance: High

May 5, 2017
City of Palo Alto Transportation Staff
Ladies and Gentlemen,
I received the postcard today announcing the community meeting on May 20.
I have been considering Caltrain grade separations for over a year. I have sent versions of my
analysis report to the following:
April 30, 2017 - to the VTA Citizens Advisory Committee - the message below and my latest

analysis report
April 16, 2017 - to the Rail Committee members of the Palo Alto City Council - a slightly
different version
Earlier - to the Caltrain Board of Directors - earlier versions
Your staff might be interested in this report (attached).
I look forward to participating in the meeting on May 20.
Thanks.
Mike Forster, Evergreen Park, Palo Alto
mike@mikeforster.net
www.mikeforster.net
650 464 9425

From: Mike Forster [mailto:mike@mikeforster.net]
Sent: Sunday, April 30, 2017 11:39 PM
To: board.secretary@vta.org
Cc: 'Mike Forster' <mike@mikeforster.net>
Subject: Caltrain Grade Separation in Santa Clara County - Entirely elevated, much less than $700M
Importance: High

April 30, 2017
Valley Transportation Authority
Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC)
Ladies and Gentlemen,
I encourage the CAC and VTA seriously consider completing Caltrain grade separations in
Santa Clara County with the approach of:
· elevating Caltrain tracks;
· leaving all current road crossings at grade level;
· except for closing two crossings (Castro St and Sunnyvale Ave).
This approach provides a solution that is:
· Visually attractive (see worldwide examples below)
· Less expensive than trench / tunnel / road underpasses
· Faster travel times than grade-level crossings
· Quieter operation than grade-level crossings
· Safer operation than grade-level crossings
· Recovers up to 3 miles of land under the elevated track useful for other purposes, such
as low-cost housing
· Feasible sooner than other options

and that should
· Precede electrification to avoid rework
This approach avoids the complexities and expenses of:
· lowering roadways, interactions with intersecting and parallel roads,
· eminent domain acquisition of private property and the resulting negative public
relations,
· potential interactions with creeks and existing road underpasses (with a trenching or
tunneling approach), and
· pursuing additional sources of funding.
An initial cost estimate for 5.17 miles of elevated track, 1 new elevated boarding platform (at
Stanford / Embarcadero), and 6 new pedestrian underpasses, is less than $250M.
The chances for success of this approach are enhanced if freight traffic on the Caltrain corridor
is limited to "light freight" (or no freight traffic at all), by enabling lighter elevated track
structures and higher gradients for track inclines. Such freight limitations are under
discussion.
The full analysis report is attached, and is also available at http://mikeforster.net.
Thank you for your consideration of this approach.
Mike Forster
Mikeforster.net
mike@mikeforster.net
650 464 9425m
=====
Elevated viaduct examples (All images are from Google Earth / Streetview [GoogleEarth].)

Appendix F: Photos Taken at the Workshop

Appendix G: Breakout Session Handout

COMMUNITY WORKSHOP – MAY 20, 2017
BREAKOUT SESSION – USER GUIDE
BREAKOUT SESSION 1: IDENTIFYING THE CHALLENGES
Purpose: Clearly define the challenges/problems at the four at-grade rail crossings in Palo Alto
Questions to be addressed for each Grade Crossing: (See Matrix on next page)
1. Bikes/Pedestrians: What are the current challenges/problems relative to Pedestrian and Bicycle Access? Is gate down time a
problem? Is the rail “hump” and tracks difficult/unsafe to cross? Are pedestrians/bikes vs cars a problem (not enough space, too
close together)?
2. Autos: What are the current challenges/problems relative to automobiles? Trucks? Do cars back up into the neighborhood? Do
cars cut through neighborhoods to avoid down railroad gates? Does this cause a safety problem in neighborhoods away from the
grade crossings?
3. Noise: Is noise a problem? Are there specific times of the day when noise is especially problematic? Are freight trains more
noisy? Less noisy?
4. Safety: What are the safety concerns at this grade crossing? Is it bikes/pedestrians vs trains? Bikes/pedestrians vs cars?
5. Visual/Aesthetics: Are there aesthetic or visual problems? Are the trains highly visible from residential areas? Are the grade
crossing lights visible? Do they cause glare in the evening and nighttime hours?
6. Other: Are there other concerns that haven’t been mentioned?

WHAT ARE THE CHALLENGES/PROBLEMS?
ISSUE/TOPIC
Bikes/Peds

Autos/trucks

Noise

Safety

Visual

Other?

PALO ALTO AVE
(ALMA STREET)

CHURCHILL AVE

MEADOW DRIVE

CHARLESTON ROAD

EXISTING GRADE
SEPARATIONS

University, Homer, Embarcadero,
Oregon Express., San Antonio Rd.

BREAKOUT SESSION 2: DEFINING SUCCESS
Purpose: Define what success would look like at each of the four at-grade rail crossings in Palo Alto
Questions to be addressed for each Grade Crossing: (See Matrix)
1. Considering the challenges and problems identified in Session 1, how would you define a successful project at each of the
grade crossings? We are not looking for specific solutions. We want to define the end goal(s). For example
a. A goal is some like - “owning your own home”. We’re not trying to define the “How”, just the end goal.
b. More specifically – a goal may be to “reduce traffic on neighborhood streets”. There may be many ways to
accomplish this. Today we want to define if this is a goal, at what crossing, and how it fits within other goals in terms
of priority.
2. Bikes/Pedestrians: A goal might be “improve bike and pedestrian paths” Or “increase east/west capacity”. Others?
3. Autos: A goal might be “reduce traffic on neighborhood streets” or “eliminate backups at rail crossings”. Others?
4. Noise: A goal might be to “reduce noise in surrounding neighborhoods”. Others?
5. Safety: A goal might be to “prevent or deter suicides” – Others?
6. Visual/Aesthetics: A goal might be “reduce visibility of trains from surrounding neighborhoods”. Others?
7. Other: Other goals may be “fix all the grade crossings at the same time”, or “implement improvements as quickly as possible”
To start the discussion let’s discuss broad goals for the rail corridor.

HOW WOULD WE DEFINE SUCCESS? WHAT ARE OUR GOALS?
ISSUE/TOPIC
Bikes/Peds

Autos/trucks

Noise

Safety

Visual

Other?

PALO ALTO AVE
(ALMA STREET)

CHURCHILL AVE

MEADOW DRIVE

CHARLESTON ROAD

EXISTING GRADE
SEPARATIONS

University, Homer, Embarcadero,
Oregon Express., San Antonio Rd.

Appendix H: Breakout Session Dot Exercise

