
 
From: Board.Secretary  
Sent: Monday, September 12, 2016 7:22 AM 
To: VTA Board of Directors 
Subject: FYI: VTA Community Working Group Meetings for VTA’s BART Silicon Valley Phase II Extension 
 
VTA Board of Directors: 
 
For your information only.  Below are the upcoming Community Working Group Meetings for VTA’s 
BART Silicon Valley Phase II Extension.   
Attached are the agendas for the meetings.  
 
Downtown/Diridon Community Working Group Meeting  
Tuesday, September 13 
4‐6 PM 
SPUR’s office, 76 South First Street, San Jose. 
 
Alum Rock Community Working Group Meeting  
Wednesday, September 14 
4‐6 PM  
Mexican Heritage Plaza, 1700 Alum Rock Ave, San Jose 
 
Santa Clara Community Working Group meeting 
Thursday, September 15 
4‐6 PM 
South Bay Historic Railroad Society, 1005 Railroad Avenue, Santa Clara 
 
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 
3331 N First Street, San Jose, CA 95134 
408.321.5680   
board.secretary@vta.org 
Find us on Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, YouTube and LinkedIn 
 
 



 

 
Alum Rock Community Working Group (CWG)  

Agenda 
(Mexican Heritage Plaza, 1700 Alum Rock Avenue, San Jose) 

September 14, 2016 – 4:00-6:00 PM 
 

1. Welcome and Introductions     
 

2. Follow-up Items & Work Plan  
a. Follow-up Items    Facilitator 
b. Schedule Update Leyla Hedayat 
c. Work Plan Shifts:           

 
Topic New Date Original Date 
New Starts Project Development Removed September 2016
Update on City of San Jose Projects Removed September 2016
SPUR and the BART Corridor September 2016 - 
Lessons Learned from Phase I September 2016 - 
Impact of Transit on Station Area 
Communities 

September 2016 - 

Environmental Process: how to comment November 2016 September 2016
CWG Recap, Next Steps November 2016 

(additional) 
February 2017 

Discussion of Fare Setting Process February 2017 September 2016
Summary of Environmental comments 
received in Draft SEIS/SEIR 

February 2017 November 2016

BART’s station naming policy decision February 2017 November 2016
East vs. West Option for the Downtown 
station: VTA’s Recommendation 

February 2017 November 2016

   
3. SPUR and the BART Corridor                  Teresa Alvarado 

 
4. FTA Process: New Starts Funding           Kevin Kurimoto 

 
5. Impact of Transit on Station Area Communities          Abby Thorne-Lyman  

 
6. Lessons Learned from Phase I             Leyla Hedayat 

 
7. Project Updates  

a. Recap of June CWG Construction Outreach Poll Results Angela Sipp 
 

8. Next Steps Facilitator 
a. Next Meeting (November 16, 2016 – 4:00-6:00 PM) 
b. Confirm Action Items 
c. Review Work Plan 



 

 

 
Downtown/Diridon Community Working Group (CWG) Agenda 

(SPUR, 76 South 1st Street, San Jose) 
September 13, 2016 – 4:00-6:00 PM 

 
1. Welcome and Introductions     

 
2. Follow-up Items & Work Plan  

a. Follow-up Items  Facilitator 
b. Schedule Update Leyla Hedayat 
c. Work Plan Shifts:    

Topic New Date Original Date 
New Starts Project Development Removed September 2016
SPUR and the BART Corridor September 2016 - 
Lessons Learned from Phase I September 2016 - 
Impact of Transit on Station Area 
Communities 

September 2016 - 

Diridon Station Options Update November 2016 - 
Diridon Area Planning/Associated Projects November 2016 September 2016
Environmental Process: how to comment November 2016 September 2016
CWG Recap, Next Steps November 2016 

(additional) 
February 2017 

Parking Management in the Diridon 
Specific Plan (City to present) 

February 2017 June 2016 

Summary of Environmental comments 
received in Draft SEIS/SEIR 

February 2017 November 2016 

BART’s station naming policy decision February 2017 November 2016 
East vs. West Option for the Downtown 
station: VTA’s Recommendation 

February 2017 November 2016 

 
3. SPUR and the BART Corridor                 Teresa Alvarado 

 
4. FTA Process: New Starts Funding           Kevin Kurimoto 

 
5. Impact of Transit on Station Area Communities              Val Menotti  

 
6. Lessons Learned from Phase I             Leyla Hedayat 

 
7. Project Updates  

a. Recap of June CWG Construction Outreach Poll Results Brent Pearse 
 

8. Next Steps   Facilitator 
a. Next Meeting (November 15, 2016 – 4:00-6:00 PM) 
b. Parking Lot Items 
c. Confirm Action Items 
d. Review Work Plan 



 

 

 
Santa Clara Community Working Group (CWG)  

Agenda 
(South Bay Historical Railroad Society, 1005 Railroad Avenue, Santa Clara, CA) 

September 15, 2016 – 4:00-6:00 PM 
 

1. Welcome and Introductions        
 

2. Follow-up Items & Work Plan    
a. Follow-up Items   Facilitator 
b. Schedule Update Leyla Hedayat 
c. Work Plan Shifts:           

 
Topic New Date Original Date 
New Starts Project Development Removed September 2016
Lessons Learned from Phase I September 2016 - 
Environmental Process: how to comment November 2016 September 2016
CWG Recap, Next Steps November 2016 

(additional) 
February 2017 

Summary of environmental comments 
received in Draft SEIS/SEIR 

February 2017 November 2016

   
3. City Related Project Update: City Place           John Davidson 

 
4. FTA Process: New Starts Funding          Kevin Kurimoto 

 
5. Impact of Transit on Station Area Communities              Val Menotti 

 
6. Lessons Learned from Phase I           Leyla Hedayat 

 
7. Project Updates    

a. Recap of June CWG Construction Outreach Poll Results          Angela Sipp  
 

8. Next Steps            Facilitator 
a. Next Meeting (November 17, 2016 – 4:00-6:00 PM) 
b. Confirm Action Items 
c. Review Work Plan 

 
 

 



 

 

From: Board.Secretary  

Sent: Tuesday, September 13, 2016 9:33 AM 

To: VTA Board of Directors 

Subject: VTA Correspondence: Letters of Support for SB 1128, SB 824, SB 998, AB 2374 and AB 1889 

 

VTA Board of Directors: 

We are forwarding you the following:  

From Topic 

Cindy Chavez, Chairperson Letters of support for SB 1128 (Glazer), SB 824 

(Beall), SB 998 (Wieckowski), AB 2374 (Chiu) 

and AB 1889 (Mullin) 

 

Thank you. 

Office of the Board Secretary 

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 

3331 N. First Street 

San Jose, CA 95134 

408.321.5680 

board.secretary@vta.org 
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August 29, 2016 

 

The Honorable Edmund G. Brown Jr. 

Governor, State of California 

State Capitol 

Sacramento, CA  95814 

 

Dear Governor Brown: 

 

The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) supports SB 1128 (Glazer) and respectfully requests 

that you sign this bill into law.  SB 1128 removes the sunset in current law pertaining to a Bay Area ordinance 

requiring certain employers in the region to offer commute benefits to their employees. 

 

In 2012, legislation was enacted to allow the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and the Bay 

Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), until January 1, 2017, to partner on developing and 

implementing a pilot ordinance requiring employers in the Bay Area with more than 50 employees to offer one 

of four specified commute benefits.  The goal of this regional commute benefit ordinance was to promote the 

use of public transit and other alternative transportation modes in order to reduce single-occupant vehicle 

commute trips, traffic congestion, and emissions of greenhouse gases and other air pollutants from motor 

vehicles.  The ordinance sought to achieve this goal by expanding the number of employers who provide 

commute benefits to their employees.  SB 1128 eliminates the January 1, 2017, sunset date, and allows MTC 

and BAAQMD to continue to implement the ordinance on a permanent basis. 

 

According to a report prepared by MTC and BAAQMD on the effects of the regional commute benefit 

ordinance since the two agencies began implementing it a year ago, a total of 3,910 Bay Area employers are 

registered and participating in the program, with 55 percent offering commute benefits for the first time.  This 

translates to approximately 472,000 individual employees who are eligible to receive such benefits.  Of these 

employees, MTC and BAAQMD indicate that an estimated 205,000 are actually using the benefits.  The report 

further notes that the ordinance has resulted in 4.3 million fewer vehicle trips in the region during its first 12 

months of implementation, thereby reducing vehicle miles traveled by 86 million miles.  In addition, it has 

resulted in 36,000 fewer tons of carbon emissions, or 2.7 percent of MTC’s greenhouse gas reduction target 

under the region’s sustainable communities strategy. 

 

Because there is great potential to build on these gains if the Bay Area’s commute benefit ordinance is made 

permanent, we respectfully seek your support for SB 1128.  Thank you for your consideration of our request. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Cindy Chavez, Chairperson 

Board of Directors 

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 



 

 

 

August 30, 2016 

 

The Honorable Edmund G. Brown Jr. 

Governor, State of California 

State Capitol 

Sacramento, CA  95814 

 

Dear Governor Brown: 

 

The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) supports SB 824 (Beall) and respectfully requests 

that you sign this bill into law.  This legislation, which VTA is co-sponsoring along with the California 

Transit Association, would provide a few more tools and a little more flexibility to enable public transit 

agencies to more effectively manage and utilize their formula shares under the Low Carbon Transit 

Operations Program (LCTOP).  The modest changes to LCTOP proposed by SB 824 would put public 

transit agencies in a better position to maximize reductions in greenhouse gas emissions by allowing them to 

expend their formula shares in a way that makes the most sense for their individual systems and their unique 

set of circumstances.  This bill is particularly apropos in the case of LCTOP because the annual formula 

shares for many public transit agencies under this program tend to be relatively small. 

 

In essence, SB 824 is the product of lessons learned from both the Proposition 1B Public Transportation 

Modernization, Improvement, and Service Enhancement Account (PTMISEA) Program, and from the first 

rounds of programming of LCTOP funding.  The bill includes suggestions offered by public transit agencies 

throughout California based on their experiences with those two programs.  The key provisions in SB 824 

can be summarized as follows: 

 

1. LONPs:  Similar to provisions in current law relating to other state transportation funding programs, 

allows a public transit agency to obtain a Letter of No Prejudice (LONP) for LCTOP expenditures.  An 

LONP would enable the public transit agency to advance its project or begin operating its service 

enhancements immediately using local dollars, and then to be reimbursed with LCTOP funds when they 

become available.  Without an LONP, a public transit agency would have to wait until it was allocated 

its LCTOP money by the Controller’s Office.  Where allowed, LONPs have proven to be beneficial for 

those local agencies that want to use their own money to expedite the delivery of transportation 

improvements in advance of receiving their state or federal funding.  Given this past positive experience, 

it seems to make sense to allow LONPs to be used for LCTOP expenditures, as well. 

 

2. Operating Assistance:  Provides that a public transit agency that has used its LCTOP formula share for 

any type of operating assistance in a previous fiscal year may use LCTOP funds to continue the same 

expenditure in any subsequent fiscal year, so long as the agency can demonstrate that greenhouse gas 

emissions reductions will be realized.  Given that current law requires LCTOP dollars to be used for 

expenditures supporting new or expanded public transit service, operating assistance arguably may not 

be an eligible expenditure under the program after the first fiscal year of implementation because the 

service could be construed as no longer being new or expanded service, but rather existing service.  

Therefore, the public transit agency could find itself in the position of having to cut the service in the 

second year if it does not have the local funding in its operating budget to support it.  SB 824 would fix 

this problem. 
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3. Zero-Emission Buses:  Allows a public transit agency to use its LCTOP formula share to purchase zero-

emission buses, including electric buses, to replace diesel buses currently in its fleet, and to install the 

necessary infrastructure to support the operation of clean vehicles.  While these types of expenditures 

would result in immediate greenhouse gas emissions reductions once the buses are delivered and put into 

service, they are not eligible for LCTOP funding under current law, unless the public transit agency also 

increases service.  Unfortunately, a public transit agency may not have the funding in its operating 

budget to be able to do so.  SB 824 would fix this problem. 

 

4. Loaning Funds:  Allows a public transit agency that is not ready to move forward with an expenditure in 

a particular fiscal year to loan its LCTOP formula share to another eligible recipient within the same 

region that is trying to advance a project or implement new service in the near term, but cannot fully 

fund it with its own LCTOP share.  This tool would help put LCTOP funds to use by facilitating 

partnerships between two public transit agencies that otherwise would be “forced” to make the decision 

to hold on to their formula shares.  Loaning was included in the implementing statutes for the 

Proposition 1B PTMISEA Program and provided another option for public transit agencies to help them 

effectively manage their formula shares under that program.  However, loaning has not yet been 

incorporated into the guidelines for LCTOP.  SB 824 would provide clear statutory direction/authority to 

Caltrans to include this tool when the department does the next revision of its LCTOP guidelines. 

 
5. Banking and Transferring:  Codies into law provisions currently in the LCTOP guidelines that allow a 

public transit agency to:  (1) “bank” its LCTOP formula share, so that it can save up and accumulate a 

sufficient amount of money to use for a more meritorious expenditure at some later date; or  (2) transfer 

its formula share in a particular fiscal year to another eligible recipient within the same region if the 

agency never intends to use its money.  Banking and transferring proved to be valuable tools for public 

transit agencies under the Proposition 1B PTMISEA Program, and it may be worthwhile to codify them 

into statute for LCTOP to ensure that future versions of the program’s guidelines developed by Caltrans 

continue to include them. 

 

The modest changes proposed by SB 824 would result in a more desirable outcome because they would help 

public transit agencies maximize the total amount of greenhouse gas emissions reductions that could be 

achieved with their LCTOP formula shares by increasing their options for how to expend these funds.  

Therefore, we respectfully seek your support for this bill.  Thank you for your consideration of our request. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Cindy Chavez, Chairperson 

Board of Directors 

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 



 

 

 

 

 

September 7, 2016 

 

The Honorable Edmund G. Brown Jr. 

Governor, State of California 

State Capitol 

Sacramento, CA  95814 

 

Dear Governor Brown: 

 

The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) supports SB 998 (Wieckowski) and respectfully 

requests that you sign this bill into law.  SB 998, which VTA is co-sponsoring with the Alameda-Contra 

Costa Transit District (AC Transit), prohibits motorists from stopping, parking, leaving standing, or driving 

their vehicles in a roadway lane that has been designated for the exclusive use of public transit buses. 

 

An increasing number of public transit agencies in California are currently operating, developing or 

constructing bus rapid transit (BRT) projects where either the entire corridor or a portion of the corridor has 

or will have lanes dedicated for the exclusive use of their buses.  BRT is an emerging public transit bus 

service that is intended to more effectively accommodate longer-distance passenger trips occurring in 

transit-intensive corridors in urbanized areas.  By constructing bus-only lanes along these corridors, thereby 

separating buses from the normal, congested flow of traffic, public transit agencies are able to decrease 

travel times, increase reliability, and make their service a more attractive mobility option for these longer-

distance trips. 

 

While the Vehicle Code prohibits motorists from parking, stopping or leaving standing their cars at a 

curbside bus stop, there are no comparable provisions in state law relating to roadway lanes that have been 

designated for the exclusive use of public transit buses.  Therefore, public transit agencies have no 

enforcement authority to ticket motorists who are inappropriately using bus-only lanes and obstructing the 

operation of their BRT service.  SB 998 would address this problem by merely listing in the Vehicle Code 

that stopping, parking, leaving standing, or driving a vehicle in a designated bus-only lane is a violation, 

thereby allowing enforcement officers to issue citations for these offenses. 

 

As you know, California continues to encourage and support the expansion of public transit options to meet 

the mobility needs of our communities, as well as the state’s air quality goals.  Updating the state’s traffic 

laws to match innovations in public transit service, such as BRT, is important to achieving success in this 

regard.  Therefore, we respectfully seek your support for SB 998.  Thank you for your consideration of our 

request. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Cindy Chavez, Chairperson 

Board of Directors 

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 



 

 

 

 

 

September 8, 2016 

 

The Honorable Edmund G. Brown Jr. 

Governor, State of California 

State Capitol 

Sacramento, CA  95814 

 

Dear Governor Brown: 

 

The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) supports AB 2374 (Chiu) and respectfully requests that 

you sign this bill into law.  AB 2374, among other things, deletes provisions in current law that limit the use of 

the Construction Manager/General Contractor (CMGC) delivery method for expressway projects to only those 

included in a voter-approved expenditure plan, thereby allowing VTA and other regional transportation 

agencies, as defined, to use CMGC for any expressway project, as long as it is not on the state highway system. 

 

CMCG is an emerging procurement tool that combines elements of both design-bid-build and design-build to 

enhance project delivery.  Under CMGC, a public agency engages a construction management firm to act as its 

consultant during pre-construction work and as the general contractor during construction.  During the pre-

construction phase, the construction management firm serves in an advisory role, providing constructability 

reviews, value engineering suggestions, construction cost estimates, and other construction-related 

recommendations.  When project design has progressed to a sufficient point that construction may begin, the 

public agency and the construction management firm work out mutually agreeable terms and conditions for the 

construction contract.  If the price and other terms of the contract are acceptable to both parties, the construction 

management firm then becomes the general contractor, and construction of the project commences before 

design is entirely completed. 

 

There are a number of benefits to CMGC.  For instance, it allows for continuity and collaboration between the 

design and construction phases of the project, provides earlier cost certainty and ensures project 

constructability.  Moreover, under CMGC, the public agency does not sacrifice control over the design of the 

project.  Finally, during the construction phase, the general contractor is very familiar with the project design, 

resulting in fewer disputes over design issues. 

 

VTA is very interested in having the ability to take advantage of as many different and innovative tools as 

possible for delivering transportation projects.  CMGC is one such tool that we believe has merit in terms of 

helping transportation agencies deliver their projects in a cost-effective and expeditious manner.  We 

respectfully seek your support for AB 2374 because it would remove an unnecessary restriction in current law 

and, thus, allow regional transportation agencies to use CMGC for any expressway project that is not on the 

state highway system.  Thank you for your consideration of our request. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Cindy Chavez, Chairperson 

Board of Directors 

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 



 

 

 

 

 

September 12, 2016 

 

The Honorable Edmund G. Brown Jr. 

Governor, State of California 

State Capitol 

Sacramento, CA  95814 

 

Dear Governor Brown: 

 

The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) supports AB 1889 (Mullin) and respectfully requests 

that you sign this bill into law.  AB 1889 facilitates the expenditure of $1.1 billion in Proposition 1A bond 

proceeds previously appropriated to the California High-Speed Rail Authority for projects in the northern- and 

southern-most portions of the state’s high-speed train system. 

 

As you know, SB 1029, which was enacted in 2012, provided approximately $8 billion in spending authority for 

California’s high-speed train system.  Of this amount, $1.1 billion in Proposition 1A bond funding was 

appropriated to the High-Speed Rail Authority for early investments in the Bay Area’s Peninsula Corridor and 

in the Los Angeles Basin, the so-called “bookends” of the high-speed train system, to prepare for “blended” 

operations between high-speed trains and the existing commuter rail services in those areas—Caltrain in the 

Bay Area and Metrolink in Southern California. 

 

Proposition 1A includes a provision that requires the High-Speed Rail Authority to prepare a detailed funding 

plan for a specific corridor or usable segment prior to committing any appropriated bond proceeds to projects in 

that corridor or segment.  Among other things, such a plan must certify that a corridor or usable segment is 

“suitable and ready” for high-speed train operations.  This requirement applies to the investment of Proposition 

1A bond funding for any “bookend” projects in the Peninsula Corridor and in the Los Angeles Basin.  While 

these investments would benefit the existing Caltrain and Metrolink Commuter Rail Services immediately, 

high-speed trains are not expected to operate in the Peninsula Corridor or in the Los Angeles Basin until some 

point in the future. 

 

AB 1889 clarifies that Proposition 1A bond proceeds expended for early investments in “bookend” projects that 

could be used by existing commuter/intercity rail services in the short term, but that facilitate high-speed train 

operations in the long term meet the “suitable and ready” test.  We believe this is consistent with the 

Legislature’s intent when it appropriated $1.1 billion for “bookend” projects in SB 1029, including 

electrification of the Peninsula Corridor. 

 

We respectfully seek your support for AB 1889.  Thank you for your consideration of our request. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Cindy Chavez, Chairperson 

Board of Directors 

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 



From: Board.Secretary  

Sent: Friday, September 16, 2016 4:44 PM 

To: VTA Board of Directors 

Subject: VTA Correspondence: Support Letter for SBX1-1, VTA's Next Network Plan, and Comments on 

Caltrain Modernization Project 

 

VTA Board of Directors: 

We are forwarding you the following:  

From Topic 

Cindy Chavez, Chairperson Letter of support for SBX1-1 (Beall) 

VTA Office of the Board Secretary Staff response to email from Penny Ellson, 

member of the public, regarding VTA’s Next 

Network Plan 

Member of the Public Comments from Roland Lebrun regarding 

September 14, 2016 MTC Programming & 

Allocations Committee Meeting Agenda Item 

#3b, Caltrain Modernization Project Status 

Update  

 

Thank you. 

Office of the Board Secretary 

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 

3331 N. First Street 

San Jose, CA 95134 

408.321.5680 

board.secretary@vta.org 
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SANTA CLARA 

® Valley Transportation Authority 

September 14, 2016 

The Honorable Jim Beall, Chairperson 
Senate Transpotiation & Housing Committee 
State Capitol, Room 5066 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Chairperson Beall: 

The Santa Clara Valley Transpotiation Authority (VTA) supports SBX1-1, your comprehensive 
and well-thought-out measure that would raise new revenues to address various transportation 
funding needs and put in place a number of impotiant transpotiation policy reforms. 

As you know, there has been considerable discussion about transpotiation funding ever since the 
Governor highlighted in his FY 2016 budget that California has a shortfall of $59 billion for 
maintenance and rehabilitation work on the state highway system over the next 10 years. For 
local streets and roads, the gap over the same period has been estimated at $78 billion. Without 
immediate legislative action to address these funding shotifalls, pavement conditions will 
deteriorate at a faster rate, resulting in increased costs to the state and cities/counties, as well as 
impacts to public safety and California's economic competitiveness. 

Similarly, public transit is facing significant funding shortfalls. According to a needs assessment 
commissioned by the California Transit Association, the state's p·ublic transit systems face a $72 
billion funding gap over the next 1 0 years, $3 9 billion of which relates to deferred maintenance 
and vehicle/facility rehabilitation. Left unaddressed, these shortfalls will degrade the quality, 
frequency and reliability of public transit service, depressing ridership and limiting access for 
people who rely on our bus and rail systems for their mobility needs. 

VT A believes SBX1-1 is an impotiant piece of legislation for the following reasons. First, it 
would generate new revenues through a variety of sources to: 

• Begin closing the funding gaps for state highway and local roadway maintenance and 
rehabilitation. 

• Improve mobility in key goods movement conidors. 
• Provide additional investments in public transit. 
• Supplement existing resources for active transportation. 

Second, SBX1-1 tackles a number of lingering challenges that have been plaguing transpotiation 
funding for years. Specifically, the bill would: 

• Fix the volatility of the variable gasoline excise tax, which, in recent years, has resulted 
in large decreases in funding for the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), 
the State Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP), and local streets/roads. 

3331 North First Street· Son Jose, CA 95134-1927 ·Administration 408.321.5555 ·Customer Service 408.321.2300 · www.vla.org 
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• End the erosion of purchasing power of both the gasoline and diesel excise taxes by 
indexing them to the Consumer Price Index. 

• Ensure the repayment of all outstanding loans owed by the General Fund to various 
transportation accounts over the next two years. 

• End the diversion of vehicle weight fee revenues to the General Fund over a five-year 
period, thereby recapturing these dollars for transportation purposes. 

Finally, SBX1-1 includes several key policy reforms, such as: 

• Creating an Office of the Transportation Inspector General to ensure that state agencies 
are expending transportation funds efficiently, effectively and in compliance with the 
law. 

• Re-establishing the California Transportation Commission (CTC) as an independent 
entity within state government. 

• Permanently extending a California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) exemption in 
current law for certain types of roadway projects occurring within existing rights-of-way. 

• Establishing an Advance Mitigation Program to improve the success and effectiveness of 
actions implemented to mitigate the environmental impacts of future transpmiation 
projects. 

SBX1-1 is perhaps the most significant transportation bill to be introduced in Sacramento in 
years. We commend you for your leadership, and look forward to working with you to ensure 
the passage of this impmiant measure before the transpmiation funding special session of the 
Legislature ends on November 30. 

{1y, 
Cind~~on 
Board ofDirectors 
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 



VTA Board of Directors: 

VTA’s Next Network Plan, which Ms. Ellson references in her letter, is VTA’s next two-year 

transit service plan which would be implemented in the fall of 2017.  Staff is currently presenting 

the project throughout the county and asking the community how they would balance various 

aspects of transit service.  Most importantly, staff is asking how VTA should balance spending 

on ridership-purposed services and coverage-purposed services.  The input received as well as 

direction from VTA’s Board will guide a Draft Transit Service Plan that will be released in 

December of 2016. 

We appreciate Ms. Ellson’s comments.  Her attendance and enthusiasm at a Palo Alto 

Community Meeting led VTA staff to invite her to attend a Leader Workshop in Mountain View.  

We note Ms. Ellson’s preference for retaining community-serving routes as opposed to moving 

to a more ridership-purposed network. 

In her letter to the Board of Directors, Ms. Ellson has implied that VTA has proposed to 

eliminate transit service—routes 35 and 88 specifically—as well as paratransit service in Palo 

Alto.  No such decisions have been made.  We would like to emphasize that the three network 

concepts are merely concepts, not proposals, and are intended to help the community envision 

possible directions for VTA’s future transit service.  We note that routes 35 and 88 appear in the 

70/30 and 80/20 network concepts.  The paratransit service area can only be changed by VTA 

Board policy, which currently exceeds ADA minimum requirements. 

Palo Alto is not unique in that it could lose coverage services if VTA pursues a more-ridership 

oriented network—every city faces that possibility.  The objective of VTA’s current 

conversation is not to ask which cities deserve transit more, but rather to ask if the current 

balance of ridership and coverage services is the right fit for Santa Clara County’s current 

transportation needs.  These are difficult questions and are meant to frame the choices before 

VTA in very real terms. 

In December of 2016, VTA will release a draft transit service plan that will, for the first time, 

contain specific proposals for route changes.  The input collected from the public during the 

current wave of outreach will be incorporated in the draft plan.  Following the release of the draft 

plan, VTA will undertake a second round of community outreach—more extensive than the 

first—speaking with residents, city councils and city staff with the goal of identifying the right 

balance of transit service decisions for Santa Clara County travelers. 

 

Office of the Board Secretary 

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 

3331 N. First Street 

San Jose, CA 95134 

408.321.5680  

board.secretary@vta.org 
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From: Penny Ellson  
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 1:59 PM 
To: Board.Secretary 
Subject: Next Network --North County Outreach Failures 

 
Honorable VTA Board Members, 
] 
I view the recently presented Next Network Concepts as hostile to transit support of Palo Alto school 
commuting students and seniors.  City of Palo Alto already has called on VTA to discuss how they will 
replace the important 88 and 35 lines (and associated paratransit) in Palo Alto which support people in 
our community who cannot drive.  These lines reduce hundreds of trips each day from very congested 
arterial streets, especially during the school year. We depend on this service. Charleston-Arastradero 
Road serves more schools, senior residences and affordable housing units than any other single street in 
Palo Alto, I have to wonder what VTA staff is thinking. Are they looking at the specific uses along this 
corridor?  VTA staff appeared not to know these facts at the meetings when asked. 
 
Recent VTA Next Network community meetings in Palo Alto and Mountain View were an enormous 
disappointment.  Though Palo Alto residents were specifically invited, VTA staff was unprepared to 
discuss specifically how Palo Alto would be affected.  The information they presented related primarily to 
south county. They provided isochromes for almost every community in the count except Palo Alto at a 
meeting held in Palo Alto.  They have failed at the two community meetings I have attended to answer 
simple questions about how bus cuts would effect local paratransit.  Their outreach felt like a deliberate 
effort to “Check the box” so they could say, “Yes. We did a community meeting in Palo Alto.” They 
presented information that was relevant to other communities and they did not answer specific questions 
about how our community might be affected by these changes. 
 
VTA already reduced our bus service in 2007.  We are at bare bones service now, and the network 
concepts would divert even more resources from north county to south county, though VTA is asking for 
more of our tax dollars.   
 
As a long-time transit supporter, I am profoundly disappointed in VTA.  More than half of the recently 
approved ballot measure funds are slated for auto improvements despite pleas from community members 
to move more of that money into transit and alternative modes. Further, VTA won’t make bus network 
decisions until AFTER the election. VTA has lost its way.  
 
Look at the network concepts for Palo Alto.  Two of the three concepts leave Palo Alto with almost no 
VTA bus service at all. Let me be clear. The headway increases on 522 and 22 lines will make no 
difference at all for ridership in our community. These concepts clearly will divert resources to south 
county without concern for local north county needs.   
 
We must have a conversation.  The current reports fail to address our needs and concerns. I hope I can 
rely on you to direct VTA staff to meet with local staff and community representatives to identify better 
solutions for Palo Alto. Please reach out to us to understand our concerns. There are many people who 
need these buses in our community. 
 
Thank you for considering my comments.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
Penny Ellson 
Palo Alto, CA 

 



From: Roland Lebrun  
Sent: Monday, September 12, 2016 5:30 AM 
To: MTC Commission 
Cc: CHSRA Board; SFCTA Board Secretary; Board.Secretary; Nila Gonzales; Caltrain Board; SFCTA CAC; 
Caltrain CAC Secretary; Caltrain BAC 
Subject: 9/14 P&A meeting item 3.B 

 

Dear Chair Wiener and members of the Programming & Allocations Committee, 
 
Please find attached my comments on item 3.B Caltrain Modernization Update. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Roland Lebrun 
 
California High Speed Rail Authority 
San Francisco County Transportation Authority 
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 
Transbay Joint Powers Authority 
Caltrain Board of Directors 
SFCTA CAC 
Caltrain CAC 
Caltrain BPAC 
 



 

 
 
 
 

Metropolitan Commission 
Programming & Allocations Committee 9/14 Meeting 
Item 3.B Caltrain Modernization Project Status Update 

Roland Lebrun  
 
September 11 2016 

 
Dear Chair Wiener and members of the Programming & Allocation Committee, 

 
Thank you for agendizing an update on the Caltrain Modernization Project. 
The intent of this letter is to highlight emerging issues not covered by the staff presentation. 

 
Capacity 

 
I would like to thank MTC for providing relief for the so-called “Caltrain capacity crisis”. 
Six of the eleven Metrolink cars parked behind the CEMOF maintenance facility have been 
put into service and half of the Caltrain fleet now consists of 6-car (762 seats) trains. This 
reconfiguration has resulted in a significant reduction in standing-room-only trains during 
peak. 

 
Unresolved issues: 
How could Caltrain’s proposed $551M train order possibly handle the current passenger 
seat demand let alone a doubling when the Downtown Extension (DTX) to the Transbay 
terminal opens? Specifically, how could six 450-seat trains/ hour possibly carry 6,300 
passengers/direction let alone 60,000 passengers/direction in a 24-hour period?  
 
http://mtc.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=785a8a9b-28bf-41d3-9f74-
3413cd5128a9.pdf (slide 9) 

 
Rolling stock Costs 

 
The award to Stadler Rail is approximately $225M (70%) above similar procurements in Europe 

 
Client Manufacturer/model Year Contract  ($M) #units Unit cost Reference 

SNCF Lux Stadler KISS 2010 $84 24 3.49 http://www.railway-technology.com/ne 

Deutsche  Bahn Bombardier Twindexx 2011 $483 137 3.53 http://www.railway-technology.com/pr 

Deutsche  Bahn Bombardier Twindexx 2012 $210 64 3.28 http://www.railway-technology.com/pr 

STIF & SNCF Bombardier Omneo 2015 $442 168 2.63 http://www.railway-technology.com/ne 

AeroExpress Stadler KISS 2016 $205 62 3.31 http://www.railway-technology.com/ne 

SNCF Bombardier Omneo 2016 $38 16 2.38 http://www.railway-technology.com/ne 

       

Caltrain Stadler KISS 2016 $551 96 5.74 http://www.caltrain.com/Assets/    Ag 

http://mtc.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=785a8a9b-28bf-41d3-9f74-3413cd5128a9.pdf%20
http://mtc.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=785a8a9b-28bf-41d3-9f74-3413cd5128a9.pdf%20
http://www.railway-technology.com/ne
http://www.railway-technology.com/pr
http://www.railway-technology.com/pr
http://www.railway-technology.com/ne
http://www.railway-technology.com/ne
http://www.railway-technology.com/ne
http://www.caltrain.com/Assets/


Obsolete EMU specification 

 
One of the apparent reasons for the staggering railcar costs (and resulting loss of seating 
capacity) is a requirement for two sets of doors to accommodate different platform heights for 
High Speed Rail. It has now become apparent that the FRA will not allow the deployment of 
Very High Speed EMUs in the United States and will mandate loco-hauled trains (similar to the 
French TGV) for safety reasons. This train configuration eliminates the requirement for high 
floors and enables level-boarding platform compatibility @ +/- 22 inches. 

 
Irregularities with the EMU procurement process 

 
The Caltrain EMU RFP was not issued through the SamTrans procurement website: 
http://procurement.samtrans.com/openbids.aspx (page 2). There is no reasonable explanation 
for not releasing the RFP through normal procurement channels and this may have resulted in 
non-competitive bidding (both cost and capacity) culminating with a single proposer. 

 
Impact of CBOSS on electrification costs 

 
The staff presentation does not mention Caltrain’s new signaling system which is over one year 
late and at least $17M over budget. There are strong indications that this system will never 
work and that there is budget for a complete resignaling imbedded in the actual electrification 
costs. This is the only plausible explanation for the staggering cost of “ electrification” of 51 
route miles @ $1,253M ($24.5M/route mile) 

 
“Cost to design and install high speed rail electrification system from Boston, MA to New Haven, 
CT (primarily two track mainline railroad) was approximately $2 million per mile (contract cost) 
but nearly $4 million per mile (according to the federal auditor’s review).” 
http://www.reconnectingamerica.org/assets/Uploads/bestpractice101.pdf (page 4: average 
costs). 

 
Timing of the electrification project 

 
Similar projects around the World wait for the completion of all capital improvements prior to 
electrification while Caltrain will make it very difficult to implement large capital projects such 
as grade separations and reconstruction of stations @ Diridon, South San Francisco and 
Transbay let alone track improvements required for high speed rail. 

 
Please refer to the appended November 30th 2014 letter to the Caltrain Board for additional 
details. 

 
Sincerely, 

Roland Lebrun. 

http://procurement.samtrans.com/openbids.aspx
http://www.reconnectingamerica.org/assets/Uploads/bestpractice101.pdf


Roland Lebrun  

 

30 November 2014 

 
Dear Chair Nolan and Honorable members of the Caltrain Board of Directors, 

 
The intent of this letter is to substantiate and elaborate on the comment I made at the November 

Board meeting that the time has come to revisit the entire approach to the Caltrain modernization 

program. 

 
Background: 

 
In April 2012, the 9 funding partners co-signed the High Speed Rail Early Investment Strategy 

MOU that should have resulted in Caltrain electrification at a cost of $785M and new rolling 

stock (EMUs) for $440M (total cost $1.225B) by 2019. 

http://www.caltrain.com/Assets/Caltrain+Modernization+Program/Documents/Executed+9+Part 

y+MOU.pdf 
 
In April 2014, the Caltrain Board approved a $122.4M set of consultant contracts: 

- Project Delivery Director: $4.3M 

- Systems Safety Specialist: $4.0M 

- Project Management: $23.5M 

- EMU Vehicle Consultant: $42.4M 

- Electrification consultant: $48.2M 

http://www.caltrain.com/Assets/Caltrain+Modernization+Program/Documents/CalMod+Procure. 

Fact+Sheet+3.11.14.pdf. 
 
On November 6

th 
2014, SamTrans staff and consultants presented the Caltrain Board with the 

following update: 

- New cost estimate of $958M for 150 track miles ($6.4M/mile vs. $1.6M in the UK) 

- 90-minute off-peak headway during construction (vs. 30-minute headway requirement) 

- 6 years of construction (1 year longer than 2,000 miles of electrification in the UK) 

- No revenue service until 2021 (new rolling stock was due in 2015-2018 timeframe) 

- No increase in capacity until after electrification (projected 21% increase in ridership will occur 

5 years before electrification) 

- No improvement in San Jose to San Francisco travel times (exposure to litigation) 

- No electrification of Main Track 1 (MT-1) between Santa Clara and Tamien, making it 

impossible to run service to Tamien during peak or emergencies (signal/switch failures) 

- Additional “Management Reserve”: $28M 

- “Vehicle Management Oversight”: $65M (50+% over April consultant contract) 

- “Defer purchase of one 6-car EMU train set offset by need to purchase 3 used electric 

locomotives”: $20M 

- “~75% diesel vehicle conversion to EMUs”, making it impossible to operate a high-capacity 

electrified blended system 

http://www.caltrain.com/Assets/   Agendas+and+Minutes/JPB/Board+of+Directors/Presentation 

s/2014/11-6-14+JPB+BOD+CalMod+Cost+and+Schedule+Update.pdf 

http://www.caltrain.com/Assets/Caltrain%2BModernization%2BProgram/Documents/Executed%2B9%2BParty%2BMOU.pdf
http://www.caltrain.com/Assets/Caltrain%2BModernization%2BProgram/Documents/Executed%2B9%2BParty%2BMOU.pdf
http://www.caltrain.com/Assets/Caltrain%2BModernization%2BProgram/Documents/Executed%2B9%2BParty%2BMOU.pdf
http://www.caltrain.com/Assets/Caltrain%2BModernization%2BProgram/Documents/CalMod%2BProcure.Fact%2BSheet%2B3.11.14.pdf
http://www.caltrain.com/Assets/Caltrain%2BModernization%2BProgram/Documents/CalMod%2BProcure.Fact%2BSheet%2B3.11.14.pdf
http://www.caltrain.com/Assets/Caltrain%2BModernization%2BProgram/Documents/CalMod%2BProcure.Fact%2BSheet%2B3.11.14.pdf
http://www.caltrain.com/Assets/__Agendas%2Band%2BMinutes/JPB/Board%2Bof%2BDirectors/Presentations/2014/11-6-14%2BJPB%2BBOD%2BCalMod%2BCost%2Band%2BSchedule%2BUpdate.pdf
http://www.caltrain.com/Assets/__Agendas%2Band%2BMinutes/JPB/Board%2Bof%2BDirectors/Presentations/2014/11-6-14%2BJPB%2BBOD%2BCalMod%2BCost%2Band%2BSchedule%2BUpdate.pdf
http://www.caltrain.com/Assets/__Agendas%2Band%2BMinutes/JPB/Board%2Bof%2BDirectors/Presentations/2014/11-6-14%2BJPB%2BBOD%2BCalMod%2BCost%2Band%2BSchedule%2BUpdate.pdf


Analysis: 

 
In October 2008, a similar set of issues were raised during a UK Railway Engineers forum 

entitled “Making Electrification Happen” 

Forum proceedings are appended to this letter. Here are sample extracts in italic: 

- “Just declaring the electrified railway as a good thing to have is not in itself sufficient.” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
- “The reduction in carbon emissions is useful but not a deciding factor.” 

- “Electricity and diesel fuel prices are not that much different.” 

- “The business case is heavily dependent on traffic density.” 

- “The rollout of electrification can be done more quickly and at reduced cost.” 

-  “The current RSSB figure for electrification of $1.4-1.6M per track mile needs to reduce to 

$1.1-1.25M”  

- “A 1-mile section needs to be achievable in an 8 hour week night possession.” 

- “Ways of reducing costs, particularly for possession management, must be found.” 

- “Project management must be sized to scope.” 

- “Track must be in its final design position so as to avoid later adjustment.” 

- “To be successful,  a set of competence standards must be built up.” 

- “The Bi-mode IEP (Hybrid InterCity Express) may be a key factor in maintaining through 

services.” 

 
Discussion: 

 
- Caltrain is experiencing a significant capacity crunch that needs to be addressed urgently 

through an improved signaling system and enhanced infrastructure (one or more passing stations 

at Palo Alto, Redwood City and/or Hillsdale). 

- 75% of the existing rolling stock is due for replacement in the next couple of years. 

- The current approach to Caltrain modernization will not be able to cope with the expected 

increase in ridership. 



- France (AGC BiBi hybrid trains), the UK (InterCity Express bi-modes) and Spain (Alvia S- 

730) all faced similar challenges which were addressed through the introduction of hybrid trains 

capable of operating on the existing infrastructure regardless of the type of electrification (if 

any). Example: Troyes to Dijon: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Recommendations: 

 
- Immediate moratorium on electrification and vehicle consultant activities ($110M saving) 

- Postponement of electrification RFP until cost and schedule issues have been resolved 

- Engage ACE and Capitol Corridor on joint EMU procurement (economies of scale) 

- Issue RFP for bi-level bi-mode (hybrid) EMUs with a maximum speed of 125 MPH 

- Issue RFP for an entity with demonstrable railway modernization expertise, specifically: 

 Substantial network capacity improvements (minimum 100% over 20 years) 

 Increased operating speeds (minimum100 MPH) 

 Experience installing 1 mile of electrification in an 8-hour weekday night possession 

 Successful implementation of high-speed blended systems including freight 
 
I hope that you will find this information useful. 

Sincerely, 

Roland Lebrun 

 
Cc: 

 
California High Speed Rail Authority 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission 

San Francisco County Transportation Authority 

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 

City of San Jose 

City and County of San Francisco 

Transbay Joint Powers Authority 



Making Electrification Happen 
 

 
Electrification has become fashionable, so said one of the speakers at the recent Railway Engineers Forum seminar 

on Making Electrification Happen. With virtually no electrification schemes being undertaken in the UK over recent 

years (CTRL excepted), the change in attitude has come about because of concerns on climate change and the 

realisation that oil prices will continue to increase as supplies dwindle. Even the DfT has done a U turn in the past 

12 months. The proponents of electrification all point to the benefits but much needs to be done before electric 

trains begin running over new routes. The seminar looked at what needs to happen in terms of finance, engineering 

and resources. The downsides of electrification must not be overlooked and ways of minimising the impact of these 

are important. 

 
The Mobile Factory 

 
An inspired key note speech by Steve Yianni, the Network Rail Director of M&E Engineering set the scene and 

demonstrated that much thought has gone into how the roll out of electrification can be done more quickly and at 

reduced cost. Two factors have to be in place before work can start: 

  The Business Case, which will be developed as a partnership between funders, customers and suppliers, 

and which becomes part of the NR Route Utilisation Strategy (RUS). 

  The Operational Plan, to achieve a roll out with sufficient capacity to deliver at the right cost and 

timescale. 

Key to both of these will be the Mobile Factory – a means of installing electrification infrastructure within 

existing possession patterns and without significant disruption to train services. In effect, a 1.5km tension 

length section based on masts at 50-60 metre spacing, needs to be achievable in an 8 hour week night possession, 

inclusive of take up and give back time. To do this the ‘factory’ will consist of: 

  3 x Piling and Mast Trains 

  1 x Feeder and Return Wire Train 

  1 x Cantilever and Registration Assembly Train 

  1 x Catenary and Contact Wire Train 

  1 x Inspection and Measurement Train including Earthing assurance 

Normally the ‘factory’ will operate on a single track with other tracks kept open for traffic. The use of bi- 

directional signalling will be key to this. The ‘factory’ will be capable of reaching both lines of a 2 track railway if a 

complete possession is obtained. Designed primarily for plain line sections, adaptation for junctions, bridges, tunnels, 

etc needs to happen when work will be done during weekend possessions. 

 
Later speakers confirmed the concept of a mobile factory as workable. Keith Warburton, the Head of Electrification 

Design in Balfour Beatty Rail gave an insight on the costs for both a blockade and possession type approach 

 
 Blockade Blockade Possession Possession 

Description Proportion Typical Cost per 
Single Track km 

Proportion Typical Cost per 
Single Track km 

Survey & Design 3% £11k 3% £14k 

Materials 44% £157k 38% £189k 

Construction 45% £158k 40% £200k 

Project Mgmt 8% £29k 19% £94k 

Total 100% £355k 100% £497k 
 

Unsurprisingly, the blockade approach is cheaper as the engineer has unrestricted access to the railway. However, 

criticism of blockades is increasingly vehement because of the disruptive impact. Ways of reducing costs, 

particularly for possession management, must be found. Planning, design and engineering principles are too 

often forgotten. 

  Do a survey well ahead of design, in a single pass and collect data electronically including 3D modelling 

linked to material supply and signal siting 

  Design work to promote a single installation activity with minimal or no stage work 

  Use standard spans and tension lengths, and employ new technology / methodology but only when proven 



  Maximise use of like parts by a ‘one size fits all’ design with a standardised geometry and easy calculation 

of balance weights and droppers 

  Ensure track is in its final design position so as to avoid later adjustment 

  Construction activities to have no unknowns as to access availability, plant utilisation and resource 

deployment 

  Project management to be sized to scope 
 

Mark Simmons from Plasser demonstrated by video sequence a ‘mobile factory’ in use on Austrian Railways 

(OBB). Particularly impressive was the installation of masts by a rotating ‘central gripper’ mounted on a wagon and 

inserted into the ground by piling. Machine and trains have a jolt free control to enable catenary and wire to be 

installed at final tension and stagger. All this is achieved in 5 hour work blocks in 2 possessions. A reminder was 

given that mechanised piling and erection had been trialled on the ECML in the 1980s, when 6 piles per hour had 

been achieved. 

 
Likely Routes for the Passenger Railway and the Business Case 

 
Studies on various routes have looked at fuel/energy costs, train reliability and passenger capacity in 

analysing whether electrification would be beneficial. Jim Morgan, the Director of Passenger Development in 
First Group, suggested the criteria necessary for electrification to show advantages over diesel were: 

  Capital costs – rolling stock provision linked in with energy costs and carbon emission, also bridge and 

clearance works 

  Variable track access costs – these must allow for OLE maintenance including performance and reliability 

expectations 

  Staff costs – any train crew implications 

  Revenue impact – is the ‘sparks’ effect on passenger growth still valid 

 
There will be pluses and minuses here. Electric trains should be cheaper and lighter, thus causing less track wear. 

The current RSSB figure for electrification of £550-650k per track km needs to reduce to £450-500k. On board 

energy costs need to be accurately metered and regenerative braking must help. System losses have to be addressed 

with better driving techniques and lower train idle time costs. The availability of rolling stock and where to cascade 

displaced stock to, will be a major factor. Taking all these considerations into account, the likely routes for 

electrification are: 

  GWML from Airport Junction to Bristol, Cardiff and Oxford 

  MML from Bedford to Sheffield via Derby plus Nottingham 

  Cross Country to link up existing and proposed electrified routes 

  North Trans Pennine from Liverpool and Manchester to York 

 
There will be an impact on through services that exist today and it is acknowledged that this is a difficult problem. 

The hybrid version of the new IEP may be one answer but diesel haulage off the wires and slick cross 

connections may have to suffice. 

 
Richard Davies, the Head of Strategic Planning in ATOC added that the business case was heavily dependent on 

traffic density, where rail has typically doubled its usage in 20 years.  Electricity and diesel fuel prices are not 

that much different but the delta may be the deciding factor.  The reduction in carbon emissions is useful by not 

a deciding factor. In addition to the main line routes, there was a good case for suburban routes around Manchester, 

Liverpool, Leeds and Cardiff. Inclusion of diversionary routes is unlikely as the business case is weak. 

 
The Freight Situation and the case for In-Fill 

 
A totally different view comes across from the Freight Sector. Graham Smith, the EWS Planning Director, whilst 

supporting electrification, stated that gauge enhancement was the top priority. At present, the gaps between 

electrified lines were too numerous and having to do frequent locomotive changes made operation expensive 

and time consuming. Hence, the freight companies have invested heavily in diesel traction, with electric 

locomotives being only a small percentage of the fleet. Increasing electric freight usage would need the gaps to be 

filled and 31 schemes were tabled, many of them being very short distances. Doing some of these in the CP4 period 



would be advantageous as it would allow the engineering and implementation skills to be built up in non sensitive 

areas. It would also be necessary to acquire a fleet of electric locomotives, which need to be less complicated (and 

expensive) than the Cl 92, with all the different voltage and signalling systems that these embrace. The ‘last mile’ 

problem on how to access sidings and loading facilities without having a resident diesel shunter on site is 

another challenge. 

 
Maintenance and Reliability 

 
If electrification is to be expanded, then some of the present maintenance problems have to be overcome, so 

says Kevin Lydford, NR’s Head of Electrification. Electrified infrastructure should have a 90 year life, with 

contact wire renewal between 40-50 years and piece part renewal every 30 and 60 years. New designs should 

minimise routine maintenance and not need regular adjustment. Booster transformers should be eliminated in favour 

of 50kV auto transformer systems, and Sub Stations and Track Sectioning Cabins must be made simpler and cheaper. 

Inspection trains to check height and stagger, dynamic force measurement and wire wear are vital 
with MENTOR and the NMT fulfilling this role currently. Combating theft and vandalism is another challenge, with 

designs needing to be more capable of withstanding the interests of less desirable elements within society. 

Pantographs have to be compatible with the electrification infrastructure and be regularly and reliably maintained 

 
Establishing whole life costs is important and buying cheap equipment initially will lead to significant 

problems. The balance between Capex and Opex must be right for equipment with such a long life. Too many 

entanglements and de-wirements happen and the ensuing poor reliability undermines the business case. If the 

wires are down, the chances are you will not get home that night! 

 
Resources, Expertise and Contracts 

 
Jeremy Candfield, the Director General of RIA, set out the resource challenge to make all this happen. With no 

electrification having been undertaken in England and Wales in recent years, the skill base has dispersed and a 

recruitment and training initiative is essential. Competent people will be in great demand and NR will have to 

compete for engineers having heavy current expertise needed for the LUL renewal programme, the National Grid 

refurbishment and overseas rail projects. To be successful, a set of competence standards must be built up and 

supplier confidence must be gained by having continuity of work in a programme visible for all to see. In 

addition to the electrical engineering aspects which the RIA ELECTIG group are studying, expertise will be needed 

in: 

  Possessions and uninterrupted working 

  Single line working 

  Depot provision and management 

  Planning paths to site 

  Materials and engineering train management 

  Testing 

 
The proposal for a Rail Skills Academy is being driven forward by RIA members but ultimately the companies 

involved must be the dominant driver in getting trained people in place. 

 
Getting the right contract conditions in place can make a difference according to Ross Hayes an engineer 

working in the legal sector, and obeying EU rules is another complication. Two options exist: 

  Framework contracts, whereby contractors enter into an agreement based on work requirements and price. 

Broad order quantities are defined and work packages can be awarded under the framework. These are 

normally time limited to 4 years but utilities (including railways) can get this waived providing competition 

rules are not misused 

  Term contracts, where work is committed in relatively simple repetitive work packages 
 

Contractors generally prefer the latter as these are less open ended. Choosing the right terms and conditions is 

equally important – ICE, IMechE, NEC, etc – and using a standard that is recognised by industry is always the best 

bet. 
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The CTRL and Scottish Experience 
 

Recent electrification projects have only been the CTRL and the Airdrie – Bathgate link. Both have yielded or are 

yielding valuable lessons. Dominic Kelsey and Mark Howard from Bechtel emphasised the importance of getting 

power supply points right. These cost around £200k for every km of route energised and are thus an expensive item. 

The CTRL has three – Barking, Sellindge and Singlewell – and all 3 have compensation devices to eliminate 

variations to the catenary voltage under different current conditions. Much design and planning effort went into these 

but cost-saving opportunities are there to be had. The CTRL had also to contend with the interface between 

50kV and 3
rd 

rail 750v and this continues to be a maintenance challenge. Difficulties with Notified Body acceptance 

were an unwanted inconvenience and the required paperwork was massive, out of all proportion to the desired end 

result. 

 
Bill Reeve, the Director Rail Delivery in Transport Scotland, gave a positive message in that an additional 350 

single track kms of electrification has been approved by the Scottish Parliament beyond Airdrie – Bathgate. This 

will include the main E&G line plus extending to Dunblane. However, present costs are in the order of £1M per 

single track km, about double the desired amount. Some of this is due to having to rebuild the resource and 

manufacturing capability but interestingly, construction and wiring is less than all the other activities. There is an 

urgent need to revise standards and this must be done in partnership with Network Rail before any further 

schemes are authorised. 

 
The DfT View and the Day in Retrospect 

 
David Clarke, the DfT’s Deputy Director of Rail Services endorsed most of what had gone before but showed a 

simplified matrix on how electrification might proceed. 
 
 
 
 
 

High 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Low High 
 

Cost of Construction 
 

Clearly the big question mark is on the future viability of main line projects but single line feeder routes like those 

existing at St Albans Abbey, Braintree, Southminster, North Berwick are not ruled out. The optimum timing is to 

electrify when rolling stock replacement is due and getting rid of diesel traction from under the wires is also 

important. New ideas for energy storage to cover gaps in the wires will be welcome.  The Bi-mode IEP may be a 

key factor in maintaining through services. The implementation of ERTMS and associated signal siting issues 

needs to be better understood. The ultimate challenge is to reduce the cost of running the railway. 

 
Altogether a fascinating day and those in attendance should be better informed on the challenges that an ongoing 

electrification programme will present.  Just declaring the electrified railway as a good thing to have is not in 

itself sufficient. The promoters must understand the downsides and come up with solutions to overcome these. 


