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TO:

HONORABLE CITY COUNCIL

FROM:

CITY MANAGER

DEPARTMENT: CITY MANAGER

AGENDA DATE: November 14, 2018
SUBJECT:

Rail Committee Agenda Item: Update on lnteragency Activities

Staff is providing supplemental information for the agenda item titles Update on lnteragency Activities:

1. October 25, 2018 - Letter from City of Palo Alto Rail Committee Chair Wolbach to Jeannie Bruins,
Chair, Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board
2.

November 5, 2018 - Letter and follow-up responses from Santa Clara Valley Water District
regarding an October 12, 2018 meeting between AECOM and City staff and the Santa Clara
Valley Water District on grade separation alternatives

3.

June 28, 2017 - Letter from former City of Palo Alto Mayor Scharff to Francisco Castillo Director
of Public Affairs, Union Pacific Railroad

Deputy City Manager

Ci!Jof Palo Alto
Office of the Mayor and City Council

October 25, 2018

Jeannie Bruins, Chair
Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board
1250 San Carlos Ave
San Carlos, California 94070-1306
Dear Ms. Bruins,
The City of Palo Alto and members of our community are actively working to identify a preferred
solution for our four existing at-grade rail crossings. While we are making progress there are
several recurring technical questions that we need answered by Caltrain for the City to be able
to evaluate the feasibility of alternatives under consideration. This letter requests your assistance
in responding to these time sensitive and highly critical questions.
The questions are generally: what are the economic, engineering, and regulatory constraints that
impact our grade separation options? Please clarity current constraints, and how and where
Caltrain might be flexible with design criteria exceptions? Specifically, the questions City staff,
community and consulting team have are as follows:
1. Under what conditions would Caltrain accept a grade variance from 1% to 2%, and what
would the approval process be?
2. Under what conditions would Caltrain accept a variance to the existing vertical clearance
for poles and wires, and what would the approval process be?
3. How are grade separation design criteria and constraints likely to change in the future?
4. What should the City of Palo Alto assume regarding freight on the Caltrain right of way in
the future?
5. What is Caltrain's criteria regarding Shooflies that are likely needed for several grade
separation under consideration (e.g. trench for East Meadow Ave and Charleston Road
alternative)
6. What level of funding support needed to grade separate because of the PCEP can or could
be expected from Caltrain?
7. The cost of maintenance for grade separation alternatives may vary greatly, what should
the City of Palo Alto assume regarding who will pay for the cost of maintenance?
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The City of Palo Alto appreciates your attention to these questions so that we can effectively and
efficiently proceed with our community focused effort to define a preferred solution for our four
at grade crossings.

Thank you,

Cory Wolbach
Chair, Rail Committee
On behalf of Mayor Liz Kniss
cc:

Caltrain Board of Directors
Palo Alto City Council

5750 Almaden Expressway, Son Jose, CA 95118-3614

I

1408) 265-2600

I

www.vulleywoter.org

File:

33812
Various

November 5, 2018

Mr. Jarrett Mullen, Senior Transportation Planner
Office of Transportation
City of Palo Alto
250 Hamilton Avenue, 5th Floor
Palo Alto, CA 94301
Subject:

6

Santa Gara Valley
Waler Dislrid

Palo Alto Grade Separation Study-Technical and Regulatory Factors for
Waterways

Dear Mr. Mullen:
Santa Clara Valley Water District (District) has reviewed the four conceptual design alternatives
for the subject project, presented at our October 12, 2018 meeting. The alternatives are varying
vertical alignment options along the existing Caltrain corridor, within the City of Palo, to replace
existing at-grade road crossings with grade separated crossings. The Caltrain corridor crosses
San Francisquito Creek, Matadero Creek, Barron Creek and Adobe Creek. The District has
easement rights over Matadero, Barron, and Adobe Creek across the Caltrain corridor, and any
modification to those creeks will require the District's approval and issuance of a Water
Resources Protection Ordinance encroachment permit. Although the District has no right of
way over San Francisquito Creek at the Caltrain bridge, the District has an interest in ensuring
that flood conveyance and stream stability is maintained. The District has the following
comments on the four design options presented:

Option 1: Citywide Tunnel
1a. San Francisguito Creek- This creek is not shown on the plans for this option, and the
crossing is assumed to be at-grade, similar to the existing bridge crossing. If the new crossing
does not constrict the channel and has a soffit elevation equal or higher to the existing bridge
soffit, then the District does not anticipate that significant hydraulic impacts will need to be
addressed.
1b. Matadero Creek and Barron Creek-The top of the tunnel would be at least 15 feet below
the invert of either creek; therefore, there should bend impacts to flood capacity. Impacts to the
creek during construction and any groundwater impacts should be studied.
1c. Adobe Creek-The Caltrain crossing is proposed to be in a trench which would intersect
Adobe Creek. Any modification to Adobe Creek would heed to:
• provide the same conveyance capacity as existing conditions;
• provide equivalent District maintenance requirements as the existing condition and not
increase District maintenance costs;
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•
•
•
•

be functional during all flow events with sediment and debris loading;
allow fish passage;
be designed to not increase the potential for flooding or adversely impact existing
flooding conditions; and
be permitted by various regulatory agencies (depending on the proposed creek
modification).

Option 2: Meadow Drive and Charleston Road Hybrid
2a. Barron Creek and Adobe Creek-The plan includes at-grade crossings at Barron Creek
and Adobe Creek, similar to the existing condition. If the new crossing does not constrict the
channel and has a soffit elevation equal or higher to the existing bridge soffit, then the District
does not anticipate that significant hydraulic impacts will need to be addressed.
2b. San Francisguito Creek and Matadero Creek-These two creeks are not shown on the
plans for this option, and the crossings are assumed to be at-grade, similar to the existing
bridge crossings. If the new crossings do not constrict the channel and has a soffit elevation
equal or higher to the existing bridge soffit, then the District does not anticipate that significant
hydraulic impacts will need to be addressed.

Option 3: Meadow Drive and Charleston Road Viaduct and Full Trench
The plan shows either a viaduct over or full trench through Barron and Adobe Creeks.
3a. Viaduct over Barron Creek and Adobe Creek-This plan would raise the crossing at Barron
Creek and Adobe Creek higher than the existing condition. If the foundations for the viaduct are
located outside the District's easement for each creek, then the District anticipates no direct
impacts.
3b. Full trench through Barron Creek and Adobe Creek-The Caltrain crossing is proposed to
be in a trench that would intersect both Barron Creek and Adobe Creek. See comment 1c,
above, for impacts that would need to be addressed for both the creeks.
3c. San Francisguito Creek and Matadero Creek- These two creeks are not shown on the
plans for this option, and the crossings are assumed to be at-grade, similar to the existing
bridge crossings. If the new crossings do not constrict the channel and has a soffit elevation
equal or higher to the existing bridge soffit, then the District does not anticipate that significant
hydraulic impacts will need to be addressed.

Option 4: Palo Alto Avenue Hybrid
4a. San Francisguito Creek-The Caltrain crossing is proposed to be at-grade or higher than
the existing crossing. If the new crossing does not constrict the channel and has a soffit
elevation equal or higher to the existing bridge soffit, then the District does not anticipate that
significant hydraulic impacts will need to be addressed.
4b. Matadero Creek, Barron Creek. and Adobe Creek-These three creeks are not shown on
the plans for this option, and the crossings are assumed to be at-grade, similar to the existing
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bridge crossings. If the new crossings do not constrict the channel and has a soffit elevation
equal or higher to the existing bridge soffit, then the District does not anticipate that significant
hydraulic impacts will need to be addressed.

In addition to the above comments, the District has provided responses to your questionnaire
dated October 29, 2018 (attached). If you have any questions, you may contact me at (408)
630-2319, or by e-mail at yarroyo@valleywater.org. Please reference District File No. 33812 on
future correspondence regarding this project.
Sincerely,

~~
Yvonne Arroyo
Associate Engineer
Community Projects Review Unit
Enclosure:
cc:

Completed Questionnaire provided in City's October 29, 2018 letter

U. Chatwani, S. Tippets, M. Richardson, Y. Arroyo, D. Mody, C. Houston, C. Grande, J.
Codianne, File

ENCLOSURE

Connecting Palo Alto
Follow-Up questionnaire to SCVWD & Hyperlinks to Grade Separation Design Options
1. What are the key regulations that apply to lowering or covering an existing creek corridor?
There are four creeks that are crossed by the Caltrain corridor (owned in fee title by the Peninsula
Corridor Joint Powers Board) being analyzed for grade separation. The District has no right of way at the
San Francisquito Creek crossing. The District has easement at the Matadero Creek, Barron Creek, and
Adobe Creek crossings. Modifications to creeks where the District has easement will require a District
Water Resources Protection Ordinance encroachment permit. Prior to issuance of a District
encroachment permit to lower or cover an existing creek, the District must make the findings defined in
Section 2.3.3A of the Water Resources Protection Ordinance, which may be found here:
https://www.valleywater.org/sites/default/files/WRPO.pdf
2.

What other regulatory agencies have oversight of creeks, such as the RWQCB and Army Corps of
Engineers?

Lowering or covering any of the four creeks will require regulatory approval from other agencies,
including but not limited to California State Department of Fish and Wildlife, San Francisco Bay Regional
Water Quality Control Board and the US Army Corps of Engineers. Additionally, in areas within a FEMA
floodplain, the City's floodplain administrator must follow National Flood Insurance Program regulations
to demonstrate the project will not adversely affect the risk of flooding or follow the process to modify
the floodplain limits.
3.

Have syphons or other engineering solutions been used to redirect creek corridors for projects
of similar magnitude?

District staff does not recall an instance where a creek corridor has been placed in siphons to
accommodate an infrastructure crossing (i.e. highway, road, utility, rail, etc.) or for any other reason.
The infrastructure crossings of creeks in Santa Clara County involve crossings over the top of the creek
via a bridge or culvert structure. Any creek modification will need to provide the same conveyance
capacity as existing conditions, provide equivalent District maintenance requirements as the existing
condition and not increase District maintenance costs, be functional during all flow events with
sediment and debris loading, allow fish passage, be designed to not increase the potential for flooding
or adversely impact existing flooding conditions, and be permitted by various regulatory agencies
(depending on the proposed creek modification). Additionally, a siphon design will need to address
flooding impacts which may result from sediment, debris loads, and blockages at or in the siphon during
high flow events.
4.

Can SCVWD remove sediment in the creek?
•
Does SCVWD have an existing permit for this type of maintenance? If yes, are there
restrictions?

3

The District has several permits to remove sediment from creeks in accordance with our Stream
Maintenance Program (SMP). Information on our SMP, including our permits to conduct the program,
can be found on our website at: https://www.valleywater.org/flooding-safety/stream-maintenanceprogram The SMP and our regulatory permits have several limitations, including how much sediment
can be removed, where it can be removed, when it can be removed, mitigation requirements, etc. A
siphon design will have to consider equipment access and address working in confined spaces in order
to remove sediment.
5.

What are the historic flows within Matadero, Barron, and Adobe creeks?
• Has there been historic flooding in these creeks? If so, when?
• What are the ordinary high water elevations at Alma Street?

Please see attached exhibit for recorded historic flooding limits (excluding the flooding limits from the
Christmas flood of 1955 prior to District flood protection improvements on each channel) on Matadero,
Barron, and Adobe creeks. Also, on the exhibit is a table of flows and corresponding water surface
elevations on each creek at a point just upstream of the Caltrain crossing for the 100-year flow and
"ordinary flow" or 2.33-year event. The District has completed improvements on each of the three
creeks to provide 100-year flood protection in areas that include the Caltrain crossing.
6.

Who owns the Matadero, Barron, Adobe, and San Francisquito creek right-of-way?
• Is flood control also in the SCVWD jurisdiction?

See answer to Question 1 on District right of way at the crossings owned in fee title by the Peninsula
Corridor Joint Powers Board. In accordance with the District Act
(https://www. va lleywate r.org/ sites/de fa ult/fi les/Santa%20Cla ra%20Va Iley%20Water%20D istrict%20%20District%20Act. pdf ), the District provides flood protection to Santa Clara County, in addition to
providing wholesale water supply and advancing stream stewardship.
Hyperlinks to Remaining Design Options
1. Citywide Tunnel: https://pagradesep.com/wp-conte nt/u ploads/2018/08/Citywide-Tun ne 1-WBPProfile. pdf
2. Meadow Drive & Charleston Road Hybrid: https://pagradesep.com/wpco nte nt/up loads/2018/08/M ea dow-D r-Ch arlesto n-Rd-Hybrid-M CL. pdf
3. Meadow Drive & Charleston Road Viaduct & Full Trench: https://pagradesep.com/wpcontent/uploads/2018/08/Meadow-Dr-Charleston-Rd-Viaduct-Full-Trench-MCV-MCT.pdf
4. Palo Alto Avenue Hybrid: https://pagradesep.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/08/Palo-Alto-AveHybrid-PAH.pdf
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City of Palo Alto
Office of the Mayor and City Council

June 28, 2017

Francisco castillo
Director of Public Affairs
Union Pacific Railroad
Via Email: fcastlllo@up.cqm

Re: Cities' Letter to Union Pacific to Inform Short-Haul Freight Operator Request for Proposals (RFP)
regarding Peninsula Grade Separations

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on your RFP process. We look forward to the opportunity to
develop a close relationship with a smaller, specialized short-line freight operator. We believe that this
change will facilitate a collaborative passenger-freight relationship and also allow Union Pacific Railroad
to focus Its resources on the operation of Its extensive mainline network.
The Peninsula cities consider the Caltrain corridor to be a vital resource for a vastly improved passenger
operation, as well as a coordinated and complementary rail freight service. We note three concurrent
actions along the right-of-way that create significant opportunity:
•
•
•

Electrlflcatlon of caltrain - which will allow higher levels of train service at lower cost;
Assignment of freight rights to a short-line operator- allowing a coordinated and locally-based
collaboration between passenger and freight service; and
Eventual grade separation of the caltraln right-of-way from San Francisco to San Jose, as
appropriate.

We believe that these projects and changes are complementary, and to achieve the most benefit for all
parties, all the parties should work together to develop new uground rules" that strengthen the
economy and enhance the quality of life of our dynamic region.
The electrlflcatlon of Caltraln will allow for higher grades, as electric service can easily deal with up to a
two percent grade. At the same time, the short-line operator will be starting service with a "clean
slate." Past design criteria have considered long, heavy freight trains that need limited grades. Shortllne
operators generally operate short trains during limited windows of operation, and the grade
restrictions are less severe.
Grade separations, which are In everyone's interest, are more easily and thoughtfully dellvered If the
engineering criteria allow for grades in excess of those provided for today (one percent). The existing,
restrictive criteria create large projects that consume huge sums and create significant neighborhood
Impacts.
In anticipation of Caltraln electriflcation, the Peninsula cities expect to work with Caltrain to amend the
design criteria to provide for a two percent grade design standard. Grades exceeding two percent are
likely to require design exceptions.
P.O. Box 10250
Palo Alto, CA 94303
650.329.2571
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Cities' Letter to Union Pacific Railroad
June 28, 2017
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We ask that Union Pacific, as part of your RFP, indicate to potential bidders that this change Is likely and
that the short-line operator wlll be expected to operate on a system that Includes grades up to two
percent. Projects exceeding this standard will still require a design exception, for which the short-line
operator will have significant consultation rights.
We wish to see the at-grade crossings eliminated along the entire corridor, to promote the
safety and health of the railroads, enhance the safety and quality of life of residents and businesses
along the corridor, and create opportunities for smart growth In the historic centers of Peninsula
communities.
Separating train traffic from other modes at Intersections wlll take many year and even more capital
investment than electrification itself, and It will be led by the cities where those crossings remain. To
complete corridor-long grade separation, we wish to partner with Union Pacific, its designated short-line
operator, Caltraln, and regional agencies.
We see the selection of a short-line operator as an opportunity to modernize and improve freight rail,
possibly Including an electrified fleet, as well as to make Improvements that will benefit everyone along
the corridor.
Working together, we can support the short-line operator, as well as the new Trackage Rights
Agreement, when the matter comes to the Caltrain Joint Powers Board as well as the federal Surface
Transportation Board.
Respectfully,

/)H. Gregory Scharff
Mayor

C IT Y OF

PALO
ALTO
cc:

City Council
James Keene, City Manager
Hillary Gitelman, Director Planning, Community & Environment
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