
AGENDA 

TAMC RAIL POLICY COMMITTEE 

Meeting of Monday 

June 06, 2016 

Transportation Agency for Monterey County 

Conference Room 

55-B Plaza Circle, Salinas 

3:00 PM 

Complete agenda packets are on display at the Transportation Agency for Monterey 

County (TAMC) office and at these public libraries: Carmel, Monterey, Salinas 

Steinbeck Branch, Seaside, Prunedale, and King City. Any person who has a question 

concerning an item on this agenda may call the TAMC office to make inquiry 

concerning the nature of the item described on the agenda. Please recycle this agenda. 

1. Quorum Check, Call to Order and Introductions.  A quorum for the voting 

TAMC Rail Policy Committee members consists of a minimum of 6 of the following 

voting members:  Potter (Chair), Craig (Vice-Chair), Armenta, Bodem, Chavez, 

Delgado, Parker, Phillips, Rubio, and Smith. 

If you are unable to attend, please make sure that one of your two alternates attends 

the meeting.  Your courtesy to the other members to assure a quorum is appreciated. 

2. PUBLIC COMMENT ON TRANSPORTATION MATTERS NOT ON 

TODAY’S AGENDA. 

Any member of the public may address the Rail Policy Committee on any item not on 

the agenda but within the jurisdiction of the Rail Policy Committee.  Comments on 

items on today’s agenda may be given when that agenda item is discussed. 

3. BEGINNING OF CONSENT AGENDA: Approve the staff recommendations 

for item 3.1 below by majority vote with one motion. Any member may pull an item 

off the Consent Agenda to be moved to the end of the CONSENT AGENDA for 

discussion and action. 

3.1 APPROVE minutes of March 7, 2016 Rail Policy Committee 

meeting. – Murillo  

END OF CONSENT AGENDA 
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4. Amended Real Property Ownership Policies – Myers 

 

1. REVIEW updated policies regarding uses of Agency-owned real  

 property through leases, easements, and encroachment permits; and 

2. RECOMMEND that the TAMC Board adopt the updated real property 

 ownership policies. 

 

The current real property ownership policies need to be updated to apply to 

a wider range of Agency property and expected future uses through leases, 

easements, and encroachment permits.  

 

5. RECEIVE update on the Salinas Rail Extension project. - Watson 

Progress since the last update to the Committee about the Salinas Rail 

Extension project on March 7, 2016, includes discussions with the Capitol 

Corridor and California State Transportation Agency (CalSTA) regarding 

the near-term options for two round trips to Salinas, and a meeting with 

the City of Salinas regarding improvements at the Intermodal 

Transportation Center. 

 

6. RECEIVE update on the status of the planned Coast Daylight train service 

between San Francisco and Los Angeles.  - Watson 

Progress since the last update to the Committee about the Coast Daylight 

on March 7, 2016, includes efforts by the Coast Rail Coordinating Council 

to hold onto $25 million in state bond funding for the project and 

completion of an Amtrak feasibility study that shows the project would cost 

the state $3.1 million in annual operating costs.  
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7. ANNOUNCEMENTS and/or COMMENTS from Rail Policy Committee 

members on  matters that they wish to put on future Committee agendas. 

 

8. ADJOURN 

 

ANNOUNCEMENTS 

Next Rail Policy Committee meeting: 

Monday, August 1, 2016 

3:00 p.m. 

Transportation Agency for Monterey County Conference Room 

55-B Plaza Circle, Salinas, California 93901 

Light refreshments will be provided 

If you have any items for the next agenda, please submit them to: 

Christina Watson, Rail Program Coordinator 

by Tuesday, July 19, 2016 

Christina@tamcmonterey.org 

Documents relating to an item on the open session that are distributed to the 

Committee less than 72 hours prior to the meeting shall be available for public 

inspection at the office of the Transportation Agency for Monterey County, 55-B 

Plaza Circle, Salinas, CA.  Documents distributed to the Committee at the meeting 

by staff will be available at the meeting; documents distributed to the Committee 

by members of the public shall be made available after the meeting. 

Transportation Agency for Monterey County 

55-B Plaza Circle, Salinas, CA 93901-2902 

Monday thru Friday 

8:00 a.m. – 5:00 p.m. 

TEL: 831-775-0903 

FAX: 831-775-0897 

  

http://MAILTO:Christina@tamcmonterey.org/
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The next Rail Policy Committee agenda will be prepared by Agency staff and will close at noon 

Tuesday, July 19, 2016, nine (9) working days before the regular meeting. Any member may 

request in writing an item to appear on the agenda. The request shall be made by the agenda 

deadline and any supporting papers must be furnished by that time or be readily available. 

If requested, the agenda shall be made available in appropriate alternative formats to 

persons with a disability, as required by Section 202 of the Americans with Disabilities Act 

of 1990 (42 USC Sec. 12132), and the federal rules and regulations adopted in 

implementation thereof. Individuals requesting a disability-related modification or 

accommodation, including auxiliary aids or services, may contact Transportation Agency 

at 831-775-0903. Auxiliary aids or services include wheelchair accessible facilities, sign 

language interpreters, Spanish Language interpreters and printed materials, and printed 

materials in large print, Braille or on disk. These requests may be made by a person with a 

disability who requires a modification or accommodation in order to participate in the 

public meeting, and should be made at least 72 hours before the meeting. All reasonable 

efforts will be made to accommodate the request. 

 

CORRESPONDENCE, REPORTS, MEDIA CLIPPINGS  

Online at www.tamcmonterey.org 

CORRESPONDENCE 

None this month. 
 

REPORTS 

R1 February 2016 Capitol Corridor and California Intercity Passenger Rail 

Performance Results 

R2 March 2016 Capitol Corridor and California Intercity Passenger Rail 

Performance Results 

R3 2018 California Rail Plan Survey Summary Report 

R4 April 2016 Capitol Corridor and California Intercity Passenger Rail 

Performance Results 

MEDIA CLIPPINGS 

None this month. 

http://www.tamcmonterey.org/
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1. QUORUM CHECK AND CALL TO ORDER 

 Chair Potter called the meeting to order at 3:00 p.m. A quorum was established.  

  

 OTHERS PRESENT 

 Ian Crooks Cal-Am Craig Smith AECOM 

 Chris Flescher California Rail Advocacy MacGregor Eddy Salinas Californian  

 Scott Ottmar City of Seaside   

  

2. PUBLIC COMMENTS 

 None 

  

3. CONSENT AGENDA 

M/S/C Rubio/Smith/unanimous 

3.1 Approved minutes of the February 1, 2016 Rail Policy Committee meeting.  

  

 END OF CONSENT AGENDA 

  

4. MONTEREY BRANCH LINE – CAL AM PIPELINE EASEMENTS 

M/S/C Markey/Rubio/unanimous 

 Hank Myers, Senior Transportation Planning Engineer, reported that Transportation Agency staff 

has been in discussions with California American Water (Cal Am) for water pipeline easements 

along the Agency-owned Monterey branch line rail corridor. The proposed easements will require 

approximately 20-25 feet along 9.1 miles of Monterey branch line rail corridor right-of-way. 

Mr. Myers reported that a fair market value appraisal is required pursuant to Proposition 116 prior 

to issuing easements or leasing the rail right-of-way. Mr. Myers noted that the process of valuing 

and granting the pipeline easement is expected to take 8 to 10 months.  

 

Craig Smith, AECOM, noted that Cal Am will likely include a cost sharing agreement in the 

escrow to reimburse the Agency for costs associated with the easements.  

 

Committee Alternate Markey asked if the planned short and long term uses of the rail right-of-

way were taken into account when Cal Am put together the proposal. Mr. Myers said that 

Cal Am’s proposed designs for the easement would not interfere with a future busway or light 

rail, as the pipeline would be deep enough underground and strong enough to survive construction 

and operations above, and located such that maintenance would be compatible with transit 

operations.  

 

Committee Member Delgado asked about liability for future repairs. Mr. Myers said that this 

would be built into the liability section of the easement agreement. Mr. Delgado also asked if the 

easement would lead to restrictions in terms of where future stations are built. Craig Smith, 

AECOM, said that Cal Am’s pipeline designs take Monterey branch line plans into account. 

Mr. Myers noted that the pipeline would not get in the way of a new alignment of stations, and 

that pipeline facilities would need to be relocated if they were in conflict with the TAMC branch 

Line project. 
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Committee Alternate Stratton asked if the easement would be in perpetuity, or if the value would 

be reappraised. Mr. Myers noted that generally pipeline agreements are for permanent easements, 

but some utilities will accept reevaluations at periodic intervals. Chair Potter noted that this would 

be a policy question for the Committee, and that the Committee should weigh the pros and cons 

of a onetime lump sum payment versus ongoing reevaluation of payments. Committee Member 

Rubio noted that the appraiser must know what type of easement could be used. 

 

Chair Potter expressed concern about having exclusivity for the easement, as allowing room for 

other utilities, such as fiber optic cable, could be a productive use for the rail line right-of-way.  

 

Committee Member Smith asked if Cal Am would be negotiating with other jurisdictions for this 

easement, and asked about how far underground the pipeline would have to be. Ian Crooks, 

Cal Am, noted that Cal Am would obtain permits from the necessary jurisdictions and that the 

pipeline would be designed according to national and state standards.  

   

5. SALINAS RAIL EXTENSION PROJECT UPDATE 

 The Committee received an update on the Salinas Rail Extension project. 

 

Christina Watson, Principal Transportation Planner, reported that Agency staff attended the 

Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority Board meeting in Suisun City on February 17. The 

discussion points included a paradigm shift governing the previous priority of expansion from 

seven to eleven round trips between Oakland and San Jose, and implications for the Salinas 

extension. Capitol Corridor is re-evaluating their service expansion to San Jose and Oakland due 

to challenges with Union Pacific. Ms. Watson noted that the challenge is getting two existing 

San Jose trains to extend to Salinas. Ms. Watson reported that staff will be meeting with the 

Capitol Corridor and the California State Transportation Agency to figure out how to extend 

service to Salinas.  

 

Ms. Watson reported that staff and Agency consultants met with Caltrain staff to review the 

designs for the Santa Clara County stations, which include Tamien, Morgan Hill and Gilroy.  

 

Ms. Watson reported that staff met with Caltrans regarding the 2018 statewide draft Rail Plan that 

includes three scenarios focused on intercity, commuter, and high speed rail network integration, 

timed transfers and transfer hub stations.  

 

Michael Zeller, Principal Transportation Planner, reported that negotiations with multiple 

property owners at the Salinas station are progressing. Staff will bring a lost rent agreement to the 

Board on March 23. 

 

Committee Alternate Markey asked if Capitol Corridor has the train equipment for the expansion. 

Ms. Watson said that Capitol Corridor does not have these trains, but that the Agency would 

support the Capitol Corridor in their efforts with the state to acquire the trains. 

 

Committee Alternate Serrano thanked Ms. Watson for the work on the Salinas Extension project 

and asked about the ridership impact of the new Capitol Corridor scenarios. Ms. Watson said that 

if the new scenario does not accommodate commuters, then the initial low ridership will make it 

difficult to expand service in the future.  
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Chair Potter encouraged Committee members and staff to reach out to Capitol Corridor Board 

members to advocate for the Salinas Extension.  

  

6. COAST DAYLIGHT UPDATE 

 The Committee received an update on the status of the planned Coast Daylight train service 

between San Francisco and Los Angeles.  

 

Ms. Watson reported that the Coast Daylight project is an extension of the existing Pacific 

Surfliner and calls for one daily round trip on the existing Union Pacific-owned tracks between 

downtown San Francisco and downtown San Diego, to complement the existing Amtrak Coast 

Starlight service. The Coast Daylight project is headed up by the Coast Rail Coordinating 

Council, chaired by Supervisor Potter.  

 

Ms. Watson reported that the draft federal environmental review for the full buildout of the 

Salinas rail extension and the Coast Daylight is expected to be released for public comment in 

November 2016, with the goal of completing the document by March 2017. 

 

Ms. Watson reported that the Amtrak study for the Coast Daylight does not show a net cost 

difference between having the train stop in San Jose instead of San Francisco. Ms. Watson 

reported that the Coast Rail Coordinating Council met on February 26 in San Luis Obispo and 

decided to pursue service to San Jose. Chair Potter noted that he supports this approach because 

getting into San Francisco is more challenging. Ms. Watson reported that the next steps are to 

finalize the Amtrak study and work with Caltrain regarding a layover facility.  

 

Committee Member Smith asked about the negotiation process with Union Pacific. Ms. Watson 

noted that state law now allows access payments to host railroads, which facilitates the process 

for emerging corridors like the Salinas Rail extension and the Coast Daylight. Ms. Watson also 

noted that the California State Transportation Agency is currently negotiating a statewide access 

agreement with Union Pacific.  

 

Committee Member Rubio asked if Union Pacific would be open to this sort of negotiation. Chair 

Potter noted that access payments might be a better option for working with Union Pacific, as 

they do not want to sell their right-of-way completely.  

 

MacGregor Eddy, Salinas Californian, asked if the Elkhorn Slough rail crossing is a concern. 

Chair Potter noted that transporting toxic materials is a concern. Ms. Watson said that the trains 

that go through the Elkhorn Slough now travel at very slow speeds if the tracks are inundated, or 

they wait for the tide to go out. She noted that realignment of that rail corridor would be a very 

expensive option.  

  

7. ANNOUNCEMENTS AND/OR COMMENTS FROM COMMITTEE MEMBERS 

 Committee Member Rubio thanked Ms. Watson for doing a great job keeping track of changes in 

the Agency’s rail projects. 

 

8. ADJOURN 

 Chair Potter adjourned the meeting at 4:00 p.m. 
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Memorandum 
 

To: Rail Policy Committee  

From: Hank Myers, Senior Transportation Planning Engineer 

Meeting Date: June 6, 2016 

Subject: Amended Real Property Ownership Policies 

 

RECOMMENDED ACTION 

 

1. REVIEW updated policies regarding uses of Agency-owned real property through 

leases, easements, and encroachment permits; and 

 

2. RECOMMEND that the TAMC Board adopt the updated real property ownership 

policies. 

 

SUMMARY 

 

The current real property ownership policies need to be updated to apply to a wider range of 

Agency property and expected future uses through leases, easements, and encroachment 

permits.  

 

FINANCIAL IMPACT 
 

While there is no direct financial impact of the proposed policies, the intent of the revisions 

is to assure that the public’s financial interest in these properties is protected.   

 

DISCUSSION 

 

As a Regional Transportation Planning Agency, the Transportation Agency for Monterey 

County’s primary planning, funding and project delivery responsibilities have not required 

ownership of a substantial amount of rights-of-way. However, as TAMC works to increase 

passenger rail service in Monterey County, the Agency has been acquiring land to assist in 

reaching that goal, including land around the Salinas Intermodal Station and land at the 

former Fort Ord.  

 

The Agency’s right-of-way policies were adopted in 2003 and pertained only to the 

Monterey Branch Line. Agency staff has been in discussions for various easements on 

Agency-owned real property.  These updated policies (attached) apply to all TAMC 

property and clarify the rules related to future uses of property through leases, easements, and 

encroachment permits, as well as assuring that the property is preserved for future rail or 

TRANSPORTATION AGENCY FOR MONTEREY COUNTY 
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transportation uses. The updated policies will provide clear direction for administration of 

requests for incidental uses of all TAMC rights-of-way.  

 

All TAMC-owned rights-of-way must comply with the provisions of the applicable grant 

funding agreement utilized to purchase the property.  For instance, the Monterey Branch Line 

was purchased with a State Proposition 116 Rail Bond Grant.  As such, that property must 

comply with the provisions of the Proposition 116 funding agreement. To the extent that any 

other real property is acquired by TAMC pursuant to a grant, these policies help to assure 

that TAMC will comply with all requirements of that grant, including requirements that may 

condition or restrict the potential uses of the property and/or revenues that may be received 

from that property. 

 

 

 

Approved by: ___________________________________ Date signed: May 23, 2016 

 Debra L. Hale, Executive Director 

 

Regular Agenda Counsel Approval: YES 

 Finance Approval: N/A 

 

Attachment: TAMC Real Property Ownership Policies 



	 Agenda	Item	4,	Attachment	1	
 

0 

 

 
 

 
 

Real	Property	

Ownership	Policies	
 

Adopted	June	22,	2016	



	 Real	Property	Ownership	Policies	
	 Adopted	June	22,	2016	
 

 

	
TABLE	OF	CONTENTS	

I.  BACKGROUND ......................................................................................................... 1 

II.  HISTORICAL INFORMATION RELATED TO LAND HOLDINGS ..................... 1 

Monterey Branch Line ................................................................................................. 1 

Fort Ord Property ........................................................................................................ 2 

Rail Extension to Monterey County Property ............................................................. 2 

III.  USE OF TAMC “RIGHTS-OF-WAY” property ........................................................ 2 

Grant Requirements ..................................................................................................... 2 

IV.  TYPES OF INTERESTS IN TAMC “RIGHTS-OF-WAY” property ........................ 3 

Leases .......................................................................................................................... 3 

Easements .................................................................................................................... 3 

Encroachment Permits ................................................................................................. 4 

V.  MAINTENANCE AND UPKEEP .............................................................................. 4 

Appendix – Maps Of TAMC Property ............................................................................... 5 

 



	 Agenda	Item	4,	Attachment	1	
 

1 

 

 

Real	Property	Ownership	Policies	

Adopted	June	22,	2016	

	

I. BACKGROUND		
As the Regional Transportation Planning Agency, the Transportation Agency for 
Monterey County’s primary planning, funding and project delivery responsibilities have 
not required ownership of a substantial amount of property. However, as TAMC works to 
increase passenger rail service in Monterey County, the Agency has had the opportunity 
to acquire land to assist to reach that goal.  The real property being acquired by TAMC 
has largely been the acquisition of ownership of the property underlying “rights of way” 
by railroads or other entities.  Although TAMC owns the real property, and not merely 
the right to use it, for convenience sake, TAMC’s properties will be referred to as “rights 
of way.” 

The Agency’s original policy was adopted in 2003 and pertained only to the Monterey 
Branch Line. This update applies to all TAMC property and clarifies future uses of real 
property through leases, easements, and encroachment permits.  

The updated policy will provide clear direction for administration of requests for 
incidental uses of all TAMC rights-of-way. These updated policies were adopted by the 
TAMC Board of Directors on June 22, 2016.  

II.	 HISTORICAL	INFORMATION	RELATED	TO	LAND	HOLDINGS		

Monterey	Branch	Line	
In 2003, the Transportation Agency purchased the Monterey Branch Line from Union 
Pacific Railroad for the purpose of developing a mass transportation/intercity rail service 
in the corridor. This $9.3 million purchase was funded through a State Proposition 116 
Rail Bond grant. That land remains in TAMC’s ownership as it works to develop service 
in the corridor. The Monterey Branch Line right-of-way is subject to numerous pre-
existing encroachments for such uses as street crossings, utilities, and freight spurs and 
pre-existing leases with private entities. In May 2003, the TAMC Board recognized that 
there would be requests for other encroachments and adopted an encroachment permit 
policy for administering encroachment requests. Further, TAMC entered into leases with 
private entities to use portions of the right-of-way for business purposes. The 
encroachment permit policy and the leases provide that these incidental uses are 
secondary to the Agency’s ultimate rail plans, and contain termination provisions 
accordingly. 



	 Real	Property	Ownership	Policies	
	 Adopted	June	22,	2016	
 

 

2 

 

Proposition 116 funds are specifically intended for fixed corridor mass transit use. The 
grant agreement provisions, however, do allow for certain incidental uses that do not 
interfere with development and operation of the planned rail service. Because the fund 
source for the Monterey Branch Line is specific as to its purpose, actual transfer of rights 
via such incidental uses must be compensated at fair market value. The grant agreement 
specifically allows any proceeds to be used for the intended mass transit project.  

Fort	Ord	Property	
As part of the Fort Ord reuse process, TAMC was conveyed 14.96 acres of property in 
2004 for future transportation uses. This property is adjacent to State Route 1 just north 
of 5th Street and south below 8th Street. This economic development conveyance has a 
great deal of flexibility in the permissible future use of the property, subject to the 
approval of the City of Marina, where it is located. Several warehouse buildings are on 
the site and are currently made available for government (fire service) and non-profit 
agencies that have a contract with TAMC. TAMC also allows visitors to access the Fort 
Ord State Beach through its property via 8th Street and along the west side of the 
warehouses.  In 2007, TAMC was also conveyed 21.08 acres of property at the Balloon 
Railroad Spur located adjacent to Ft. Ord Dunes State Park property west of State 
Route1.  

Rail	Extension	to	Monterey	County	Property		
TAMC is in the process of acquiring land for its Rail Extension to Monterey County 
property. Over the next few years, as the project nears construction, it is anticipated that 
land could be acquired for parking at the Salinas Intermodal Facility, the Lincoln Avenue 
extension into the station, the Salinas layover facility, and at the other station locations 
(Castroville and Pajaro/Watsonville), as funding permits.. 

III. USE	OF	TAMC	“RIGHTS‐OF‐WAY”	PROPERTY	

Grant	Requirements	
All TAMC-owned rights-of-way must comply with the provisions of the applicable grant 
funding agreement utilized to purchase the property.  For instance, the Monterey Branch 
Line was purchased with a State Proposition 116 Rail Bond Grant.  As such, that property 
must comply with the provisions of the Proposition 116 funding agreement.  

Proposition 116 funds are specifically intended for fixed corridor intercity mass transit 
use. So, the primary purpose of the Monterey Branch Line right-of-way is for 
transportation uses. All other uses shall be subordinate to that purpose. TAMC will 
enforce this Real Property Ownership Policy so as to reinforce the primary transportation 
purpose of the rail right-of-way. This enforcement includes assuring that any adjacent 
development, property leases or easements support and do not hinder the use of the 
corridor for mass transit purposes. 

The Proposition 116 grant agreement provisions do allow for certain incidental uses that 
do not interfere with development and operation of the planned rail service. Additionally, 
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under state law, any transfer of property rights (e.g., leases, use permits, easements) by 
TAMC to another entity, government or otherwise must be compensated at fair market 
value.  

The Proposition 116 grant agreement specifically allows any proceeds to be used for the 
intended mass transit project (Monterey Branch Line). Where applicable, revenues 
generated from future uses of lease, easements and encroachment permits shall be used to 
maintain the right-of-way property and contribute to the development, operations, and 
maintenance of the rail service in the corridor.  

To the extent that any other real property is acquired by TAMC pursuant to a grant, 
TAMC will comply with all requirements of that grant, including requirements that may 
condition or restrict the potential uses of the property and/or revenues that may be 
received from that property. 

IV. TYPES	OF	INTERESTS	IN	TAMC	“RIGHTS‐OF‐WAY”	PROPERTY	

Leases	
The Agency may enter into a lease with an entity to occupy a portion of the TAMC right-
of-way in order to generate revenue pending development, or to support a given TAMC 
development. The lease provisions shall provide for a specific term and the conditions for 
any extensions. It shall include a termination provision with reasonable notice under 
which the Agency may recover the leased area for TAMC’s primary purposes. Lease 
provisions may restrict certain uses in order to assure that the property remains suitable 
for Agency purposes.  

The following policies apply to leases of TAMC property: 

Fair Market Value Payment: The lease terms shall require fair market value payment to 
TAMC.   

TAMC Board Approval: Leases on the TAMC property must be approved by the 
Transportation Agency Board of Directors. 

Termination Upon Reasonable Notice: Any leased use of TAMC property must include a 
provision that the lease is subject to termination upon reasonable notice so that the 
primary purpose of TAMC’s intended use of the property may be achieved. 

Easements	
Easements, including utility easements, and air rights easements, may be conveyed to 
public or private entities. Uses shall be specifically defined as to purpose, physical space, 
improvements, and ongoing access and relative responsibilities between the parties. It is 
the Board’s intention that easements may be granted only after substantial care has been 
exercised to determine, to the Board’s satisfaction, that any physical improvements 
contemplated by the easement holder would not interfere with the Agency’s 
transportation plans.  
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It is the Board’s intention that the responsibility for relocation or damage to 
improvements is borne by the easement holder and that Agency exposure be minimized. 

The Agency shall be compensated fair market value for conveyance of any easement.  

Easements over TAMC property must be approved by the Transportation Agency Board 
of Directors. 

Encroachment	Permits	
Revocable encroachment permits may be allowed over portions of the TAMC “rights of 
way” properties for incidental uses considered temporary. The Agency Board hereby 
delegates the administration of encroachment permits to staff on the following terms:  

Such permits shall contain conditions regarding the specific use, term of use, liability and 
insurance, transferability, removal of temporary improvements at permittee’s expense, 
and any other reasonable restrictions that protect the use of TAMC’s properties for the 
Agency’s future mass transportation project(s). The Board policy is intended to be clear 
that permission to use the right-of-way may be revoked at the Agency’s election and 
specifically conveys no property right to the permittee. 

Temporary special event banners placed on TAMC property shall require an 
encroachment permit and will be considered on a case by case basis. Banners shall 
comply with local agency ordinances and shall be removed within five (5) days after 
completion of the event. 

The Agency may require a permit fee to offset Agency administrative costs in issuing an 
encroachment permit. 

V. MAINTENANCE	AND	UPKEEP		
In the event that property which is subject to a lease, easement or encroachment permit is 
determined by TAMC to be held in a manner that is dilapidated or creates a safety 
hazard, TAMC will have the right to demand repair and correction, and if compliance is 
not undertaken within a thirty day period, TAMC may cause the improvements to be 
removed in accordance with the terms of the lease, easement, or encroachment permit. 

No temporary shelters of any kind shall be permitted except with the expressed written 
permission of TAMC.  

TAMC shall undertake a regular annual weed abatement program to keep the unused 
sections of its property free and clear of weeds such that visibility of property is clear to 
insure no unwanted activities are present. 

TAMC shall follow Public Utility Commission (PUC) rules governing maintenance 
responsibilities at railroad grade crossings with public streets, roads and highways. The 
agency having jurisdiction over the roadway crossing will maintain the roadway 
approaches and those portions of the crossing not included in TAMC responsibility. 
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Appendix	–	Maps	Of	TAMC	Property	
 

Figure 1 - Monterey Branch Line Property 

Figure 2 - Fort Ord Property 

Figure 3 - Balloon Spur Property 

Figure 4 - Rail Extension to Monterey County Property 
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Memorandum 
 

To:   Rail Policy Committee 

From:   Christina Watson, Principal Transportation Planner 

Meeting Date:  June 6, 2016 

Subject:  Salinas Rail Extension Project Update 

 

RECOMMENDED ACTION 
RECEIVE update on the Salinas Rail Extension project.  
 

SUMMARY 
Progress since the last update to the Committee about the Salinas Rail Extension project on 
March 7, 2016, includes discussions with the Capitol Corridor and California State Transportation 
Agency (CalSTA) regarding the near-term options for two round trips to Salinas, and a meeting with 
the City of Salinas regarding improvements at the Intermodal Transportation Center. 
 

FINANCIAL IMPACT 
The capital cost of the Salinas Rail Extension Kick-Start project (a phased implementation of the 
Salinas station and improvements in Gilroy, Morgan Hill and San Jose - Tamien) is estimated at a 
total of $70 million, including funds already expended on planning, environmental, and right-of-way 
to date. The Kick-Start project is now fully funded and proceeding with design and right-of-way 
acquisition under the adopted state environmental clearance. The funding plan does not include the 
acquisition of equipment to support the service, which is expected to be a Caltrans-funded effort to 
acquire two new trainsets and spare cars. 
 

DISCUSSION  
 

Capitol Corridor/Caltrans 
The Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority is in the midst of a paradigm shift governing the 
planned expansion from seven to eleven round trips between Oakland and San Jose. The shift and 
the recently published High Speed Rail business plan combine to have significant implications for 
the Salinas extension. One possible near-term scenario is the extension of the one train that 
currently lays over in San Jose, however, the early departure and late return times of the one train 
extension option are not ideal. Therefore, the team is looking to work with the State to add one 
trainset into the system to enable two round trips to Salinas. Union Pacific track rights remain the 
biggest hurdle to initiating service. Agency staff and Capitol Corridor staff have held several 
meetings, including one with the California State Transportation Agency (CalSTA), to discuss the 
possible near and long-term scenarios, possibly including an independent Monterey Bay Rail service 
connecting to High Speed Rail in Gilroy.  
 
Staff attended the Caltrans Rail Plan meeting on April 12 in Los Angeles. Caltrans presented the 
latest version of the three scenarios they are researching. Salinas is seen to be a hub for rail service in 
all three (conservative, moderate and aggressive) scenarios. Staff also attended a Northern California 
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Rail Advisory Policy Group meeting on April 21 in Oakland, and a Capitol Corridor Vision 
Implementation Plan meeting on April 29.  
 
California High-Speed Rail 
Staff has attended several meetings related to the California High-Speed Rail business plan, including 
technical working group meetings in San Jose and Gilroy. The new business plan changes course 
and has service between the Central Valley and San Jose as the first phase of operations, instead of 
the southern route that had previously been Phase 1. This shift has upended a lot of plans statewide 
associated with connecting rail services, and  is affecting the Salinas Rail Extension project by raising 
concerns about rail line capacity and market saturation between Gilroy and San Jose. The potential 
impact on the service to Salinas, coupled with financial uncertainties for funding this new High 
Speed Rail scenario, create the potential for delays and the need to evaluate alternative strategies for 
keeping the Salinas Rail Extension project moving forward. 
 
Design Contract 
HDR Engineering has delivered the 75% designs for the Kick Start project’s three packages. 
Package 1 is the Salinas station road access improvements, including the Lincoln Avenue extensions, 
improvements to Market Street (Highway 183), parking and circulation improvements at the station. 
Package 2 is the Salinas station track improvements, including a station track, platform 
improvements, and layover facility. Package 3 is the Santa Clara County station improvements at 
Gilroy, Morgan Hill and Tamien. The design and bid packages have been sent to the relevant 
responsible agencies for review. Caltrain staff has indicated they require a reimbursement agreement 
for design review; staff put that agreement on the May TAMC Board for approval. 
 
City of Salinas 
On March 17, the Salinas Intermodal Transportation Center (ITC) Steering Committee met to 
discuss improvements at the ITC, including a possible City-sponsored bicycle/pedestrian bridge 
over the railroad tracks to connect Chinatown with downtown and the ITC.  
 
The Steering Committee discussed the improvements to Market Street (Highway 183), and 
introduced the concept of reducing the scope to just the Lincoln Avenue extension and deferring 
the pedestrian  improvements at Main Street/Salinas Street in order to accelerate the improvements 
via an encroachment permit process, rather than the more intensive and expensive Caltrans Project 
Report. Since that meeting, Caltrans has determined that the scaled-back project would be eligible 
for an encroachment permit and City staff has assented to this strategy. Staff is now working on the 
permit application. 
 
The ITC Memorandum of Understanding has been updated with the 75% designs and language 
related to enforcing the City’s utility agreements for the project and relating to the phasing of the 
Market Street improvements. The MOU is now under review by the various parties’ attorneys.  
 
Negotiations are progressing with multiple property owners at the Salinas station. Staff will provide 
a verbal update at the meeting. 
 
 
 
Approved by:  __________________________________  Date signed: May 23, 2916 
  Debra L. Hale, Executive Director  
Regular Agenda Counsel Approval: N/A 
   Finance Approval: N/A 
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Memorandum 
 

To:   Rail Policy Committee 

From:   Christina Watson, Principal Transportation Planner 

Meeting Date:  June 6, 2016 

Subject:  Coast Daylight Update  

 
RECOMMENDED ACTION 
RECEIVE update on the status of the planned Coast Daylight train service between San Francisco and 
Los Angeles.  
 
SUMMARY 
Progress since the last update to the Committee about the Coast Daylight on March 7, 2016, includes 
efforts by the Coast Rail Coordinating Council to hold onto $25 million in state bond funding for the 
project and completion of an Amtrak feasibility study that shows the project would cost the state 
$3.1 million in annual operating costs.  
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT 
The California Transportation Commission proposal to eliminate a $25 million bond allocation to the 
Daylight project jeopardizes the entire project, as that funding had been the only capital funds secured 
for constructing the project. Meanwhile, the Amtrak study shows the project is feasible with $3.1 million 
in annual state intercity rail operating funds. As the operating budget for the three existing intercity rail 
routes in the 2015-16 State Budget is $127.1 million, $3.1 million represents a 2% increase in state 
intercity rail operating expenditures. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Coast Rail Coordinating Council  
The Coast Daylight project is a joint Caltrans/Amtrak effort headed up by the Coast Rail Coordinating 
Council (CRCC), to extend an existing Pacific Surfliner train that currently runs between San Diego and 
San Luis Obispo up to San Jose. Currently, the planned stops in Monterey County are in 
Pajaro/Watsonville, Salinas, Soledad and the City of King. The project relies on local jurisdictions to 
construct any stations that may be required.  
 
The Technical Committee met via phone on March 18 and April 22; the next meeting is planned for 
June 17. The Policy Committee meeting scheduled for May 19 in Oakland was cancelled due to a conflict 
with the California Transportation Commission (CTC) meeting in Stockton that day. Attachment 1 is 
the CTC report that recommended eliminating $25 million in Proposition 1B funding from the Coast 
Daylight project to backfill $21.5 million to the Seacliff rail siding project in Ventura County and 
$2.7 million to LA Metro’s “Raymer to Bernson” double-track project.  Both projects were both 
proposed to be cut from the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), due to the 
$754 million shortfall in transportation revenues and a lack of agreement by the Legislature to raise new 
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transportation funding. Attachment 2 is the letter from the CRCC Chair and Vice Chair protesting the 
CTC recommendation. 
 
Amtrak 
In March 2014, TAMC contracted with Amtrak to study the route, ridership and financial impacts of the 
proposed Coast Daylight project, with the goal of empowering Amtrak to negotiate with the railroad on 
behalf of the CRCC. Via a thorough ridership analysis and cost/benefit analysis, the final study 
documents an estimated $3.1 million annual cost to serve the corridor with a 55% farebox ratio, adding 
over 100,000 new riders to the underserved coast rail corridor. Attachment 3 is excerpts from the final 
“Coast Daylight Route, Service Ridership and Financial Evaluation”; the full study is a web attachment.  
 
Senate Bill 1197 (Cannella) 
Senator Cannella agreed to author a bill (SB 1197), sponsored by the CRCC and TAMC, in support of 
extensions of existing rail corridors. Existing law defines the boundaries of the state’s three intercity rail 
corridors. This bill would authorize the extension of intercity passenger rail service beyond the 
statutorily-defined boundaries of the corridor, subject to inclusion in and approval of the relevant joint 
powers board's business plan. The Surfliner corridor staff expressed concerns about the bill as written 
and Capitol Corridor staff suggested that they already have the legislative authority to expand. TAMC 
and SLOCOG staff decided that, instead of making amendments during the Senate Transportation 
Committee hearing, Senator Cannella should pull the bill from consideration, so that the various agencies 
can work together to develop language that meets all the needs for an extension of service, for 
reintroduction next legislative session.  
 
California Passenger Rail Summit 
Staff attended the California Passenger Rail Summit on April 13-14 in Los Angeles. Discussion topics 
included the California State Rail Plan, rail integration and High-Speed Rail, shared corridors with 
freight, travel and tourism, mobility hubs, grants and budgeting, and innovative financing.  
 
California Intercity Passenger Rail Leadership 
Staff attended a California Intercity Passenger Rail Leadership meeting on April 13 in Los Angeles. 
Discussion topics included the state of intercity rail services, the Federal “Fixing America’s Surface 
Transportation” (FAST) Act, High Speed Rail’s new business plan, and legislation.  
 
Federal Environmental Review of Salinas-San Jose Corridor 
On April 4, staff held a phone meeting with the Salinas-San Jose corridor environmental review 
stakeholders, including the Federal Railroad Administration as the lead on the document. The public 
review draft document is anticipated to be available in November 2016. 
 
 
 
Approved by:  _________________________________  Date signed: May 23, 2016  
  Debra L. Hale, Executive Director 
Regular Agenda  Counsel Approval: N/A 
   Finance Approval: N/A 
Attachments:  

1. CTC staff report: “Amendment to Proposition 1B Intercity Rail Improvement Program”  
2. May 12, 2016 letter from the CRCC to Caltrans Director Malcolm Dougherty 
3. Coast Daylight Route, Service Ridership and Financial Evaluation, pages 1-5 and schedule 

 
Web Attachment: Full Coast Daylight Route, Service Ridership and Financial Evaluation 
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M e m o r a n d u m 

To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

CTC Meeting: May 18-19, 2016 

Reference No.: 4.17 

Action Item 

From: NORMA ORTEGA 

Chief Financial Officer 

Prepared by: Bruce Roberts, Chief  

Division of Rail and Mass 

Transportation 

Subject: AMENDMENT TO PROPOSITION 1B INTERCITY RAIL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

RESOLUTION ICR1B-P-1516-02, AMENDING RESOLUTION ICR1B-P-1516-01 

RECOMMENDATION: 

The California Department of Transportation (Department) requests the California Transportation 

Commission (Commission) consent to amend the Proposition 1B Intercity Rail Improvement 

Program (ICR1B) project list. 

ISSUE: 

The Department requests that the following actions be taken with the ICR1B Program project list as 

follows: 

 Delete the Coast Daylight Track and Signal project.

 Add the Seacliff Siding project to be funded with $21,526,000 from the

deprogrammed Coast Daylight Track and Signal project.

 Add $2.68 million of additional funding to Raymer to Bernson to backfill STIP cuts.

 Deprogram $900,000 from the Northern California Maintenance Facility.

 Add the Wayside Power and Storage project to be funded with $900,000 from the

deprogrammed Northern California Maintenance Facility funds.

 Add the Capitalized Maintenance project for $1,567,000.

 Add the Intercity Rail Diesel Electric Locomotive #21 to be funded with $6,674,000

from the Passenger Equipment Acquisition Fund (PEAF).

BACKGROUND: 

The Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air Quality, and Port Security Bond Act of 2006, approved 

by voters as Proposition 1B, provides $400 million, upon appropriation by the Legislature, to the 

Department for intercity passenger rail improvement projects.   

This $400 million program is part of the $4 billion Public Transportation Modernization, 

Improvement, and Service Enhancement Account (PTMISEA).  This account is to be used to fund 

public transportation projects.  Pursuant to paragraph (2) of subdivision (c) of Section 8879.50 of the 

Government Code, the Department is the administrative agency for the PTMISEA. 

Tab 58
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“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system  
to enhance California’s economy and livability” 

At its December 2007 meeting, the Commission approved the guidelines for intercity passenger rail 

projects in the PTMISEA.  The guidelines allow the Department, if necessary, to return to the 

Commission to request its consent to modify the project list. 

 

The $21,526,000 proposed to be programmed to the Seacliff project reflects, and is consistent with, 

the most recent project cost estimate as provided by the Union Pacific Railroad. 

 

The Department is proposing to program the current un-programmed balance with the ICR1B 

program of $1,567,000 to the Capitalized Maintenance project.  As additional savings are realized, 

potentially through project scope refinement or closeout, it is the Departments intent to program 

future savings to the Capitalized Maintenance project up to the eight million dollar level. 

 

The necessary changes are reflected in strikethrough and bold in the revised Proposition 1B Intercity 

Rail Projects list. 

 

Passenger Equipment Acquisition Fund (PEAF): 

 

Government Code, Article 4. Purchase, Sale, and Leasing of Passenger Transportation Vehicles (GC 

1406014066). The Passenger Equipment Acquisition Fund is hereby created in the State Treasury. 

Notwithstanding Section 13340, all moneys in the fund are continuously appropriated to the 

department to pay the principal of, interest on, and redemption premium, if any, on equipment 

obligations, to pay all costs of issuance and sale of equipment obligations, to purchase new and 

rehabilitate existing equipment, and for passenger rail capital improvements.   
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PROPOSITION 1B INTERCITY RAIL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM AMENDMENT (Proposed) 

Project/Description Corridor  Funding Request  

Procurement of Locomotives, Railcars, and Install On-board Information 

System:  1 

Purchase bi-level intercity railcars and locomotives, and install OBIS  

Capitol Corridor, 

Pacific Surfliner, 

San Joaquin 

$       150,000,000 

Commerce/Fullerton Triple Track - Segment 6:  1 
Construct third main track from MP 154.5 to MP 157.6. 

Pacific Surfliner, 

Metrolink 
$          31,992,000 

New Station Track at LA Union Station:  1 

Build new track, platform and renovate canopies. 

Pacific Surfliner, 

Metrolink 
$          21,800,000 

San Onofre to Pulgas Double Track Project – Phase 1:  1 

Design and environmental work for Phases 1 and 2, construction of Phase 1. 
Pacific Surfliner $          28,900,000 

San Onofre to Pulgas Double Track Project – Phase 2:  1 

Design and engineering for Phase 2. 
Pacific Surfliner $            1,100,000 

Northern California Maintenance Facility: 1 

Design and build storage track and maintenance facility. 

Capitol Corridor,  

San Joaquin 

$          19,151,000 

$          18,251,000 

Oakley to Port Chicago:  1 

Construct double track. 
San Joaquin $          25,450,000 

Coast Daylight Track and Signal:   

Track and signal project to allow service to from LA to the San Francisco Bay Area. 

Pacific Surfliner,  

Coast Daylight 

$          25,000,000 

$                          0 

Kings Park Track and Signal Improvements:  1 

Improve track and signals along San Joaquin Intercity rail line near Hanford in Kings 

County.  

San Joaquin $            3,500,000 

Wireless Network for Northern California IPR Fleet:  1 

Install a wireless communication network on the Northern California IPR  

Capitol Corridor, 

San Joaquin 
$            2,927,000 

Raymer to Bernson Double Track: 1  

Construct double track from MP 453.1 to MP 446.8 in Ventura County. 

Pacific Surfliner, 

LAMTA 

$          16,800,000 

$          19,480,000 

Van Nuys North Platform: 1 

Construct second platform at the Van Nuys station. 

Pacific Surfliner, 

LAMTA 
$          34,500,000 

Santa Margarita Bridge and Double Track:  1 

Replace bridge with 2-track bridge and construct additional double track.   
Pacific Surfliner  $          16,206,000 

Emeryville Station and Track Improvements:  1 

Extend siding track with associated signal and other track. 

Capitol Corridor,                

San Joaquin  
$            6,151,000 

Bahia Benicia Crossover:  1 

Construct crossover between two mainline tracks and additional track improvements 

and upgrades including frog replacement and tie tamping on the Capitol Corridor. 

Capitol Corridor $            3,445,000 

Capitol Corridor Track, Bridge, and Signal Upgrade Project: 1 

Replace and upgrade certain elements of the track, signal and bridge infrastructure 

along the Capitol Corridor. 

Capitol Corridor $  1,305,000 

SCRRA Sealed Corridor: 1 

Enhance safety of grade crossings and Railroad Right of Way. 

Pacific Surfliner 

Metrolink 
$            2,782,000 

Ventura County Sealed Corridor: 1 

Enhance safety of grade crossings and Railroad Right of Way. 

Pacific Surfliner 

Metrolink 
$               218,000 

Wayside Power and Storage:  

Installation of a wayside power at the Auburn Station and layover site.  
Capitol Corridor $               900,000 

Seacliff Siding: 

New track siding in Seacliff for more control access for the Pacific Surfliner   
Pacific Surfliner $          21,526,000 

Capitalized Maintenance 

Preservation of Capital Improvements (Fix It First) and Improved Operations 
All Corridors $            1,567,000 

SUB-TOTAL ALL PROJECTS $        392,000,000 

Bond Issuance Costs - Loan admin costs, arbitrage rebates, etc.2 $            8,000,000 

Unallocated Balance $                          0 

TOTAL RAIL BOND FUNDS $        400,000,000 

1.  Projects with CTC allocations (full or partial).   

2.  Bond Issuance Cost is 2 percent of the Bond amount.   
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PROPOSITION 1B INTERCITY RAIL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM AMENDMENT (Amended) 

Project/Description Corridor  Funding Request  

Procurement of Locomotives, Railcars, and Install On-board Information 

System:  1 

Purchase bi-level intercity railcars and locomotives, and install OBIS  

Capitol Corridor, 

Pacific Surfliner, 

San Joaquin 

$         150,000,000 

Commerce/Fullerton Triple Track - Segment 6:  1 
Construct third main track from MP 154.5 to MP 157.6. 

Pacific Surfliner, 

Metrolink 
$           31,992,000 

New Station Track at LA Union Station:  1 

Build new track, platform and renovate canopies. 

Pacific Surfliner, 

Metrolink 
$           21,800,000 

San Onofre to Pulgas Double Track Project – Phase 1:  1 

Design and environmental work for Phases 1 and 2, construction of Phase 1. 
Pacific Surfliner $           28,900,000 

San Onofre to Pulgas Double Track Project – Phase 2:  1 

Design and engineering for Phase 2. 
Pacific Surfliner $             1,100,000 

Northern California Maintenance Facility: 

Design and build storage track and maintenance facility. 

Capitol Corridor,  

San Joaquin 
$           18,251,000 

Oakley to Port Chicago:  1 

Construct double track. 
San Joaquin $           25,450,000 

Kings Park Track and Signal Improvements:  1 

Improve track and signals along San Joaquin Intercity rail line near Hanford in 

Kings County.  

San Joaquin $             3,500,000 

Wireless Network for Northern California IPR Fleet:  1 

Install a wireless communication network on the Northern California IPR. 

Capitol Corridor, 

San Joaquin 
$             2,927,000 

Raymer to Bernson Double Track: 1  

Construct double track from MP 453.1 to MP 446.8 in Ventura County. 

Pacific Surfliner, 

LAMTA 
$           19,480,000 

Van Nuys North Platform: 1 

Construct second platform at the Van Nuys station. 

Pacific Surfliner, 

LAMTA 
$           34,500,000 

Santa Margarita Bridge and Double Track:  1 

Replace bridge with 2-track bridge and construct additional double track.   
Pacific Surfliner  $           16,206,000 

Emeryville Station and Track Improvements:  1 

Extend siding track with associated signal and other track. 

Capitol Corridor,                

San Joaquin  
$             6,151,000 

Bahia Benicia Crossover:  1 

Construct crossover between two mainline tracks and additional track 

improvements and upgrades including frog replacement and tie tamping on the 

Capitol Corridor. 

Capitol Corridor $             3,445,000 

Capitol Corridor Track, Bridge, and Signal Upgrade Project: 1 

Replace and upgrade certain elements of the track, signal and bridge 

infrastructure along the Capitol Corridor. 

Capitol Corridor $  1,305,000 

SCRRA Sealed Corridor: 1 

Enhance safety of grade crossings and Railroad Right of Way. 

Pacific Surfliner 

Metrolink 
$             2,782,000 

Ventura County Sealed Corridor: 1 

Enhance safety of grade crossings and Railroad Right of Way. 

Pacific Surfliner 

Metrolink 
$                218,000 

Wayside Power and Storage: 

Installation of a wayside power at the Auburn Station and layover site.  
Capitol Corridor $                900,000 

Seacliff Siding: 

New track siding in Seacliff for more control access for the Pacific Surfliner   
Pacific Surfliner $          21,526,000 

Capitalized Maintenance 

Preservation of Capital Improvements (Fix It First) and Improved Operations 
All Corridors $            1,567,000 

SUB-TOTAL ALL PROJECTS $         392,000,000 

Bond Issuance Costs - Loan admin costs, arbitrage rebates, etc.2 $             8,000,000 

Unallocated Project Savings $                           0 

TOTAL RAIL BOND FUNDS $         400,000,000 

Passenger Equipment Acquisition Fund (PEAF) - Option Order #21. $6,674,000 

1. Projects with CTC allocations (full or partial). 

2. Bond Issuance Cost is 2 percent of the Bond amount 



  
  

  

 

 
 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

 

Commission Advice and Consent 

Proposition 1B Intercity Rail Capital Program Amendment 

 

Resolution ICR1B-P-1516-02, 

Amending Resolution ICR1B-P-1516-01 

 

 

1.1 WHEREAS, Proposition 1B, passed by California voters on November 7, 2006, called for 

 $4 billion to be deposited into the Public Transportation Modernization, Improvement, and 

 Service Enhancement Account; and 

 

1.2 WHEREAS, of the $4 billion, $400 million was designated, to be available upon appropriation 

 by the Legislature, for intercity rail capital projects, including at least $125 million for the 

 purchase of additional rail cars and locomotives; and 

 

1.3 WHEREAS, the California Transportation Commission (Commission) approved at its 

 December 2007 meeting, the “Guidelines for Intercity Passenger Rail Projects in the Public 

 Transportation Modernization, Improvement, and Service Enhancement Account”, that provide 

 guidance on the implementation of the Proposition 1B Intercity Passenger Rail Program; and 

 

1.4 WHEREAS, the guidelines state the California Department of Transportation (Department) can 

 return to the Commission to request formal approval to modify the project list and project 

 scope; and 

 

1.5 WHEREAS, the initial Intercity Rail Proposition 1B project list was approved at February 2008 

 Commission meeting; and 

 

1.6 WHEREAS, the amended Intercity Rail Proposition 1B projects list includes $392.2 million in 

 intercity rail projects and $7.8 million in bond issuance costs; and 

 

1.7 WHEREAS, all projects on the attached amended Proposition 1B project list are consistent  with 

 the guidelines. 

 

2.1 NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Commission does hereby provide its 

 consent to the amended list of Intercity Rail Proposition 1B projects; and 

 

   2.2 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Department shall report on a quarterly basis to the 

 Commission on the allocation status of the Proposition 1B intercity passenger rail projects as 

 part of the Department’s quarterly delivery report. 



 

May 20, 2016 
 
Malcolm Dougherty, Director 
Department of Transportation 
P.O. Box 942873, MS-49 
Sacramento, CA 94273 
 
Re:   Proposition 1B deprogramming of the Coast Daylight Track and Signal Project ($25M) 
 
Dear Director Dougherty: 
 
We write on behalf of the Coast Rail Coordinating Council (CRCC), a coalition of coastal county 
transportation and planning agencies organized to improve passenger rail services. The primary focus of 
the CRCC is to improve the frequency, speed, reliability and ease of use of passenger trains on the coast 
route between San Francisco and Los Angeles. 
 
We are disappointed at the recommended deprogramming proposed by Caltrans of $25 million from the 
Coast Daylight Service in the Proposition 1B Intercity Rail Program on the agenda for the California 
Transportation Commission on May 18-19th. We recognize the difficult funding times that exist this year, 
but this action jeopardizes the very viability of a Central Coast rail project that we have worked together 
on for years.  While we understand that your goal is to keep near-term rail construction projects moving 
forward, this action does not support the State’s emphasis on rail transportation and alternatives to 
driving throughout California.   
 
We hereby request a formal commitment by Caltrans and the State Transportation Agency to support, 
fund, negotiate with the railroad, and work as a key partner with us on emerging rail services in the 
Coast Corridor. 
 
The coastal counties have dedicated thousands of hours of staff time and the project has extensive 
policy support from elected officials, cities and counties for this statewide project.  For over twenty 
years we have worked in good faith with Caltrans to plan and deliver coast corridor improvements, most 
recently including: 

 Service Development Plan  - Partnering in the federally required Service Development Plan for the 
Coast Corridor (May 2013) 

 Environmental Impact Reports - Conducting Federal and State Environmental Impact Reports for 
the SLO-Salinas segment on behalf of Caltrans (December 2015), Salinas-San Jose (now underway) 

 Amtrak Feasibility Study - Completing the Amtrak Feasibility Study documenting an estimated 
$3.1 million annual cost to serve the corridor with a 62% farebox ratio, adding over 124,000 new 
riders to an underserved corridor. (May 2016) 



 LOSSAN Business Plan - Including future operation of a new coast corridor train in the LOSSAN 
Business Plan.  (February 2016) 

 

The delay in project implementation is a result of an ineffective and incoherent strategy to deal with 
Union Pacific Railroad.  Clearly, this strategy has not produced results. Closing the gap in state-
supported services along the Central Coast has been included in the State Rail Plan for over 20 years and 
is included in even the most conservative scenario for the 2018 Rail Plan.  The market analysis done for 
the new Rail Plan shows a significant latent demand for rail on the Central Coast.  
 
We understand that the CTC, CalSTA and Caltrans are facing a dire funding situation for transportation 
projects statewide and we appreciate the serious conundrum of cutting projects that have been in the 
plans for years if not decades. We believe that the STIP is misunderstood and underappreciated as a 
multimodal funding mechanism, as evidenced by the $31 million cut to rail projects proposed at this CTC 
meeting. We hope that the transportation proposals under consideration now will include a solution for 
the STIP crisis. 
 
We also argue that the proposed elimination of $25 million to the Coast Daylight project is a question of 
geographic equity, as this was funding that this coalition has been counting on to implement 
improvements to the Coast Corridor, a historically underfunded region. This elimination will jeopardize 
all the success the corridor has achieved to date and put into question any improvements in the corridor 
for years to come. The Central Coast is facing a $50 million STIP cut.  Adding another $25 million cut is a 
disproportionate cut to statewide funding coming to this region. 
 
We request that Caltrans and CalSTA develop a near-term strategy to support, fund, and negotiate with 
the railroad to advance the goals of the coast corridor that include: 

1. Providing a new state-supported through train to link the Central Coast to the Los Angeles basin 
and the San Francisco Bay Area; 

2. Facilitating the extension of state-supported train service from San Jose to Salinas, and, 
3. Providing better peak-hour service to Santa Barbara from the south on the LOSSAN corridor.    

  
We were notified of this programming decision very late in the process.  In the future we would 
appreciate advance notice of planned changes in funding or policy – good or bad—in order to allow the 
opportunity for discussion that is appropriate among public agencies. 
 
We look forward to your response.  Please do not hesitate to contact us directly, or call Pete Rodgers at 
805-781-5712. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Dave Potter      
Chair, CRCC       
Supervisor, Monterey County    
 
 
Copy:    Chad Edison, CalSTA  Bruce Roberts, Division of Rail and Mass Transit  
 Coast Corridor Legislators  Coast Corridor RTPA Executive Directors 
 Susan Bransen, CTC    CTC Commissioners 
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I. Executive Summary 

The Coast Daylight service, a proposed new state-supported intercity train service 
between San Diego and San Francisco or San Jose, is a service that Amtrak could 
operate, assuming the state can fund the operations of the line. Estimated one-time 
costs include a layover facility at the north end ($800,000) and mobilization 
($750,000). The annual net operating costs are estimated at $3.16 million. 

 

II. Purpose & Need 

The Coast Daylight service is a proposed new intercity rail route to supplement the 
Coast Starlight, and fill a gap in rail services between the cities of San Francisco, San 
José, Salinas, San Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara, Ventura, and Los Angeles. The existing 
Amtrak long-haul Coast Starlight train operating through the coast corridor is not 
scheduled to serve the needs of intra-state travelers between the San Francisco Bay 
Area and Los Angeles and Starlight trains are subject to delays especially in the 
southbound direction because they originate in Seattle.  

The proposed Coast Daylight service, on the other hand, is envisioned to originate and 
terminate in San Francisco and would be scheduled to complement the Coast Starlight 
schedule with a reliable intercity service to address the needs of communities between 
the San Francisco Bay Area and Los Angeles. In addition, the Coast Starlight only 
makes a limited number of stops between Oakland and Los Angeles, as is appropriate 
for a long-distance, multi-state train.  The Coast Daylight would have more than twice 
as many stops which provide better access to local markets. 

 
III. General Discussion 

This report was prepared by the National Railroad Passenger Corporation (Amtrak) 
in response to a request from the Transportation Agency for Monterey County 
(TAMC), on behalf of the Coast Rail Coordinating Council (CRCC), to evaluate 
adding an Amtrak intercity passenger train frequency between San Diego, CA and 
San Francisco, CA. This service is to be called the “Coast Daylight”. The evaluation 
includes consideration of an alternative service between San Diego and San Jose.  
The overall concept and purpose for a “Coast Daylight” Service is to offer a 
complementary counterpart to Amtrak’s “Coast Starlight” trains that now operate 
on the route segment between San Jose and Los Angeles.  A “Coast Daylight” train 
will also offer enhanced local service that will bring intercity passenger rail to 
communities that are not presently served. 

This proposed new service would be state supported in compliance with the 
requirements of the Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement Act of 2008 
(PRIIA), Section 209.  Among other requirements in Section 209, any expenses in 
excess of revenues in the operation of the service must be funded by the State for 
which the trains are operated.   
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This study began shortly after the signing of a formal contract, on March 1, 
2014, between TAMC and Amtrak. In addition to the parties to the contract, 
other study stakeholders include:  Coast Rail Coordinating Council (CRCC), San 
Luis Obispo Council of Governments (SLOCOG), California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans), Caltrain, Union Pacific Railroad (UP), Burlington 
Northern Santa Fe (BNSF), Metrolink, and North County Transit District (NCTD, 
a.k.a. – Coaster). 

TAMC seeks to develop and maintain a multimodal transportation system that 
enhances mobility, safety, access, environment quality, and economic activities 
in Monterey County. CRCC is a coalition of coastal county transportation and 
planning agencies organized to improve passenger rail services along coastal 
California.  The primary focus of the CRCC is to improve the frequency, speed, 
reliability and ease of use of passenger trains on the coast route between San 
Francisco and Los Angeles. 

The purpose of this report is to provide a high-level assessment of the proposed 
service including: frequency of service, provisional schedules, potential station 
stops, forecasts of ridership and revenue, operating expenses, capital costs for 
equipment procurement and equipment maintenance facilities, and estimates for 
ongoing operating support requirements. 

Upon receipt of TAMC’s request for an operational analysis, Amtrak sent a 
written notification to the host railroads over which a new service may operate.  
Those railroads are: Caltrain, UP, Metrolink, BNSF and NCTD.  This notification 
describes Amtrak’s general approach to the study process and other broad 
aspects of the desired level of passenger train service on the corridor.  The letter 
included TAMC’s requirement for one daily round trip, a suggested schedule, the 
length of route segments, and a study Scope of Work. 

 

IV. Nature of Evaluation 

Amtrak corridor route service, ridership, and financial evaluations typically 
originate in the form of a request by a state or regional governmental authority 
or agency that is responsible for state transportation – usually the Department 
of Transportation (DOT).  Amtrak’s policy for commencing a new corridor 
evaluation is to enter into an agreement with the requesting agency specifying, 
along with various contract conditions, a scope of work, the time line for 
completion, and terms of payment to Amtrak for study costs. 

The nature or purpose of a corridor evaluation is to assist a state in determining 
the viability, prospects for success, initial and on-going costs, and 
reasonableness of a specific passenger train service proposed by the state.  
Based on routes, station stops, and frequencies of service selected by the state, 
the evaluation develops a high level, order-of-magnitude assessment of 
schedules, ridership, revenue, infrastructure investments, operating costs, and 
equipment needs (railcars and locomotives).  This evaluation is a tool intended 
to assist the state in deciding whether the apparent merits of the proposal can 
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justify moving the project to the next steps toward implementation.  The 
evaluation is not intended to be the sole basis of future contracts between the 
state and the host railroads, between the state and Amtrak, or between Amtrak 
and the host railroads. 

 The evaluation report deliverables are presented in summary form and are 
developed through a process that combines Amtrak historical experience, 
modeling, empirical data from comparable operations, calculations based on rail 
industry standards and practices, and current costs.  Furthermore, because the 
time lapse between release of a report and implementation of service could be 
lengthy, many of the conditions at the time of the study could be invalid by the 
date of service implementation.   

 It is presumed that the state, local communities, developers, host railroads, or 
various combinations of those will be responsible for providing station facilities, 
including platforms, if they do not currently exist.  Amtrak offers guidance for 
the development of station facilities on its web site, 
www.greatamericanstations.com, but does not provide actual station design 
services. 

 Although there have been general operational discussions with the host 
railroads, draft schedules and other railroad-related comments in this report 
have not been negotiated or agreed to and reflect only the findings and best 
judgment recommendations of the study team.  Should further progression of 
the proposal be desired, detailed discussions and formal contract negotiations 
will have to be initiated with those rail carriers.  Implementation of service is 
also subject to the time required to procure rolling stock, complete the package 
of infrastructure improvements ultimately agreed to, and recruit and train 
additional personnel. A funding plan to provide on-going financial support for the 
service would also have to be identified by the State. 

To assist readers’ understanding of Amtrak’s study process, Exhibit 1 provides 
an overview of the elements of an Amtrak study. 
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EXHIBIT 1 

                                                                                           AMTRAK FEASIBILITY STUDY PROCESS

ITEM TASK                                                                                  TASK  ACTIVITY

1

STUDY          
REQUEST       

& CONTRACT

Amtrak is formally requested by one or more recognized state agencies (typically the state DOT) to perform a feasibility study for intercity 
passenger train service within a specified corridor, and the state(s) and Amtrak begin negotiations for the development of study contract terms, 
statement of work, and study fee.  The state(s) provide to Amtrak the route(s) to be studied, the desired station stop cities, the desired 
frequency of service, and the desired maximum authorized speed (MAS) for the route.  Specific station site locations within each station stop 
city is not required to perform the study, but can be helpful to the study team.

2

HOST          
RAILROAD 

NOTIFICATION

Host railrod notifications are  to host railroads that would be involved in or affected by the proposed operation of intercity passenger train service 
within the requested study corridor.  The purpose and parameters of the study are outlined, and follow-up meetings are suggested to plan 
inspection trips, gather data, and estimate the level of capacity analysis that will be required. 

3

ROUTE HISTORY 
& 

DEMOGRAPHIC
S

Upon completion of a feasibility study contract, Amtrak will begin gathering information on route history and on local demographics of the 
municipalities to be served by the proposed intercity passenger train service.  States will typically provide to Amtrak any past studies or data that 
may be relevant to the feasibility study.

4
DATA           

COLLECTION
Amtrak will begin to work with the host railroads to collect employee timetables, track charts, and other infrastructure and operating data needed 
for report preparation.

5
ROUTE 

INSPECTION

Amtrak arranges with host railroads to make a physical inspection, including hi-rail trips where appropriate, of the proposed corridor route.  
During the inspection trip Amtrak and the host railroad will begin a dialogue about the impact of new or expanded passenger train service on the 
corridor and the infrastructure improvements needed to meet both freight and passenger train operational goals.  

6

PROVISIONAL 
TRAIN 

SCHEDULES

Amtrak will develop a provisional passenger train schedule based on the route and city station stops selected by the state(s), the number of 
frequencies and approximate departure times selected by the state(s), and a passenger train maximum authorized speed (MAS) agreed to by 
the state(s) and host railroads.  The term "provisional", within the context of this study, implies the schedule will be realistic and doable; however, 
it is understood that the schedule may not be fully optimized due to the inherent time constraints and depth of research limitations of a feasibility 
study.  

7
CAPACITY 
ANALYSIS

Host railroads will typically perform RTC modeling of the proposed service and route to evaluate the impact of proposed new passenger train 
operations on the existing and future freight train operations.  This work may be done in-house by the host railroad or contracted to a consultant.  
The cost of RTC modeling is passed through to the states.  Upon receipt of capacity analysis results from the host railroads, Amtrak, in 
cooperation with the host railroads, will technically analyze the results and assess whether the proposed infrastructure improvements (and costs) 
appear reasonable and whether adjustments to train schedules could reduce infrastructure costs.  

8

AMTRAK        
FINANCE & 

OPERATIONS

Provisional schedules, frequency of service, and number of trainsets for the proposed service is forwarded to Amtrak's Financial and Operations 
Groups.  Finance and Operations jointly identify the quantity and costs for equipment, train and on-board crews, crew new hires, and crew 
training.  Amtrak Finance undertakes a ticket pricing study, which includes identification of Amtrak's total operating costs and required ticket 
prices.

9

REVENUE 
RIDERSHIP 
ANALYSIS

Amtrak utilizes a qualified consultant to develop ridership and revenue estimates based on the provisional schedule, service frequency, and the 
Amtrak-vetted host railroad capacity analysis results, all of which are developed prior to the revenue/ridership analysis.  

10

ROLLING STOCK 
& EQUIPMENT 
MAINTENANCE

Based on provisional train schedules, agreed upon by the host railroads, and train consists developed from ridership data, Amtrak will develop a 
plan for equipment rotation, servicing, maintenance, and layover facilities, and will identify the associated capital costs required for 
implementation.

11
INFRA-          

STRUCTURE
AMTRAK will work with Host Railroads and their consultants to identify infrastructure improvements, and an associated "order of magnitude" 
capital cost estimate, necessary to meet requirements of PRIIA, Section 207, for on-time performance and train delay standards

12

DRAFT REPORT 
FOR AMTRAK 

REVIEW
 Amtrak incorporates the relevant comments into the draft report and circulates it internally for review and approval.  This process usually takes 
about 30 days.

13

DRAFT REPORT 
FOR STATE 

REVIEW
Upon completion of the internal Amtrak review, the draft report is forwarded to the state(s) for review and approval with or without comments 
and/or changes.  Typically, 30 days is allowed for review and approval of the draft report by the state.

14
FINAL           

REPORT

Once Amtrak receives the state's comments on the draft report, a Final Report is prepared and submitted to the state(s).  The Final Report will 
incorporate appropriate comments and/or changes from the State's review of the Draft Report, provided the comments/changes do not 
substantially alter the key components of the report, such as route, schedule, station stops, infrastructure capital, operating costs, etc.  
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V. Corridor Characteristics 

A.   Route Overview 

TAMC requested that Amtrak evaluate two route and terminal station scenarios:   

 Scenario 1:  San Diego to San Francisco via Los Angeles-San Luis Obispo-
San Jose. 

 Scenario 2:  San Diego to San Jose via Los Angeles-San Luis Obispo. 

 
B. Route Description  
 
Geographically the proposed route for the evaluation starts from the north at the 
Caltrain San Francisco Station at the corner of King Street and 4th Street. 
Proceeding southward, the Coast Daylight route would operate over Caltrain 
track to San Jose. Caltrain owns the track from San Jose to San Francisco, but 
Union Pacific (UP) still retains freight and intercity rail rights. 
 
From San Jose to San Luis Obispo, the Coast Daylight would operate over the 
Union Pacific Railroad (UP) line, which more or less parallels US Highway 101. 
Just south of San Luis Obispo, the UP alignment veers away from US 101 and 
follows the Pacific coastline to Oxnard where it resumes an eastward alignment 
toward Simi Valley.  
 
At Moorpark, 6 miles west of Simi Valley, track ownership again. The track that 
Metrolink operates on from Moorpark to Los Angeles Union Station (LAUS) is 
jointly owned by UP and the county it is located in.   
 
Between just south of LAUS and Fullerton, the track is owned by BNSF Railway. 
 
Between Fullerton and the Orange-San Diego County line, the track is owned by 
the county and Metrolink is responsible for dispatching. 
 
For the balance of the route, the Coast Daylight would travel over NCTD to the 
southernmost point at San Diego’s Union Station. 
 

The total route length of 601 miles is subdivided as follows: 

 Caltrain (San Francisco-San Jose):  47 miles 

 Union Pacific (San Jose-Moorpark):  379 miles 

 UP/Metrolink (Moorpark-Los Angeles): 47 miles  

 BNSF (Los Angeles-Fullerton) 26 miles 

 Orange County/Metrolink (Fullerton-San Clemente) 39 miles 

 NCTD (Oceanside-San Diego) 63 miles 
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On the following page, a “Map of the Coast Daylight Corridor” and Exhibit 2, 
pages 8 and 9 describe the station stops selected by CRCC for the purpose of 
this study. Exhibit 2 also indicates the Host Railroads over which the proposed 
Coast Daylight would operate between San Francisco or San Jose to San Diego.   

Since there are no equipment maintenance facilities (“Amtrak Equipment 
shops”) in San Diego or San Francisco, for both the scenarios of the study a 
proposed train #584 was created to facilitate the addition of a freshly serviced 
set equipment from Los Angeles shops (to San Diego each evening) into the 
rotation each day for departure from San Diego as train #761. 

Scenario 1.  Proposes train #761 operates daily between San Diego and San 
Francisco.     Proposes train #790 operates daily between San Francisco and San 
Diego.  A new proposed daily train #584 is added to operate between Los 
Angeles and San Diego 

 
Scenario 2. Proposes train #761 operates daily between San Diego and San 
Jose. Proposes train #790 operates daily between San Jose and San Diego.  A 
new proposed daily train #584 is added to operate between Los Angeles and 
San Diego 
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EXHIBIT 2 
MAP OF COAST DAYLIGHT CORRIDOR 
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EXHIBIT 3 

 
ROUTE STATION STOPS 

From California State Rail Plan Draft Submittal Dated February 26, 2013 
HOST 

RAILROAD 
PROPOSED DAYLIGHT 

STATION STOP 
Current Coast 
Starlight Stop 

Current 
Surfliner Stop 

Caltrain San Francisco Caltrain 
Station 

  

Caltrain Millbrae   

Caltrain Palo Alto   

Caltrain San Jose Diridon San Jose Diridon  

UP Gilroy**   

UP Pajaro Valley/ Watsonville*   

UP Castroville*   

UP Salinas Salinas  

UP Soledad*   

UP King City*   

UP Paso Robles Paso Robles  

UP San Luis Obispo San Luis Obispo San Luis Obispo 

UP Grover Beach  Grover Beach 

UP Guadalupe  Guadalupe 

UP Surf  Surf 

UP Goleta  Goleta 

UP Santa Barbara Santa Barbara Santa Barbara 

UP Carpinteria  Carpinteria 

UP Ventura  Ventura 

UP Oxnard Oxnard Oxnard 

Metrolink Simi Valley Simi Valley Simi Valley 

Metrolink Van Nuys Van Nuys Van Nuys 

Metrolink Burbank/Bob Hope Airport Burbank/Airport Burbank/Airport 

Metrolink Los Angeles Union Station LA Union Station LA  Union Station 
BNSF Fullerton  Fullerton 
BNSF Fullerton Jct.  Fullerton Jct. 

Metrolink Anaheim  Anaheim 
Metrolink Santa Ana  Santa Ana 
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Metrolink Irvine  Irvine 
Metrolink San Juan Capistrano  San Juan 

Capistrano 
Metrolink San Clemente  San Clemente 

NCTD Ocean side  Oceanside 
NCTD Solana Beach  Solano Beach 
NCTD San Diego   San Diego  
NCTD San Diego Old Town  San Diego Old 

Town 
 
* Station not yet constructed – Coast Daylight would stop at this station once 

constructed. 

** Gilroy station not accessible as currently configured but the Coast Daylight 
would stop at this station once is it accessible from the main line track. 

 

 C. Demographics and Transportation Alternatives  

One of the primary characteristics of a successful intercity rail passenger 
corridor is a substantial population in the key cities served.  The five-county 
metropolitan area of San Francisco has a total population of 4.6 million; San 
Jose 1.9 million; Salinas 431,000,San Luis Obispo 280,000, Santa Barbera 
440,000, Los Angeles has 13 million, and San Diego has 3 million. Together, 
these major metropolitan areas have a combined Metropolitan Statistical Area 
(MSA) population of roughly 24 million people.  Table 1 provides the populations 
of these cities along the proposed route of the “Coast Daylight”. (Source: United 
States Census Bureau, 2014 estimates.) 

 
Table 1 

 

Metropolitan Statistical Areas 
(MSA) and Populations 

MSA 
Population 

City 
Population 

San Francisco 4,594,276 852,469 
San Jose 1,952,641 1,015,785 
Salinas 431,344 156,677 

San Luis Obipso 279,083 46,730 
Santa Barbera 440.668 91,196 
Los Angeles 13,262,220 3,928,864 
San Diego 3,263,431 1,381,069 

        

Combined MSA's & Cities 24,223,678 6,147,830 
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Competitive Transportation Modes:  

Auto 

Interstate 5 (I-5) is a major north–south route of the Interstate Highway 
System in California. It begins at the Mexico–United States border in San Diego. 
This highway links the major California cities of San Diego, Santa Ana, Los 
Angeles, Stockton, Sacramento, and Redding. Among the major cities not 
directly linked by Interstate 5 but connected by local highways are San 
Francisco, Oakland and San Jose, which are about 80 miles (130 km) west of 
the Interstate Highway 5. Driving from San Diego to San Francisco via I-5 takes 
at least 7-8 hours, but frequently longer due to traffic. 

US Highway 101 is a north-south highway that connects Los Angeles to San 
Francisco closer to the coast than I-5. US Highway 101 parallels the railroad for 
much of its length and connects most of the cities proposed as stations for the 
Coast Daylight service. Driving from San Diego to San Francisco via Highway 
101 takes at least 9 hours, so few would choose that route for the full trip, but 
Highway 101 would be the default or preferred highway for many of the 
intermediate station cities to go in either direction (vs. driving to I-5). 

Bus 

Intercity buses operate between San Diego and San Francisco and take about 
50% longer than driving by auto. Greyhound, the only major carrier, offers 8 
daily round trips between San Diego to San Francisco.  One-way trip times 
range from 11 to 13 hours. Most trips require a transfer in Los Angeles.  There 
are many stops along the way, each one lasting anywhere from 10 minutes to 
an hour.  

Rail 

Amtrak’s “Coast Starlight” train runs one daily round trip from Los Angeles' 
Union Station to San Jose (in about 10 hours) and to Oakland's Jack London 
Square (over11 hours), but does not go to the city of San Francisco. However, 
there is a coordinated Amtrak Thruway bus connection that serves downtown 
San Francisco. The Coast Starlight does not stop at all of the stations proposed 
for the Coast Daylight. 

The Pacific Surfliner train, a service of Caltrans and Amtrak, runs two round 
trips between San Diego and San Luis Obispo (over 8 hours) through Santa 
Barbara and Los Angeles, with connecting Amtrak Thruway buses around the 
state, including to San Francisco. 

Air 

There are multiple airports along the corridor. Two major airlines – Southwest 
and United – operate multiple daily non-stop flights between San Diego (SAN) 
and San Francisco (SFO).  Non-stop flights take about 1 hour 30 minutes, not 
counting airport access times. Intermediary airports along the corridor include 
Santa Ana (SNA), Long Beach (LGB), Los Angeles (LAX), Burbank (BUR), Santa 
Barbara (SBA), San Luis Obispo (SBP), Monterey (MRY), and San Jose (SJC).   
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VI. Station Facilities 

For most of the corridor the existing station facilities are adequate to 
accommodate the addition of the proposed Coast Daylight.  However, some  
municipalities will be constructing new stations and other jurisdictions with 
existing stations are contemplating improvements or have improvements 
underway to support the Coast Daylight service.     

 

VII. Schedules 

At the commencement of this evaluation, the TAMC provided to Amtrak the 
proposed station stops and approximate initial terminal departure times.  These 
times were vetted and refined by Amtrak operations and scheduling staff to 
develop the final evaluation schedules presented in Table 2, pages 11-13 
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Table 2   
 Coast Daylight  

Train 761 
   

 
Coast 

Starlight 
 Daily Operation   Proposed Comparison 

DP San Diego, CA PT  3:50 AM 6:00AM 
DP San Diego-Old Town, CA   3:57 AM - 
DP Sorrento Valley (Coaster)   4:18 AM - 
DP Solana Beach, CA   4:26 AM 6:38AM 
DP Oceanside, CA   4:46 AM 6:58AM 
DP San Clemente, CA   --- - 
DP San Juan Capistrano, CA   5:16 AM 7:30AM 
DP Irvine, CA   5:31 AM 7:44AM 
DP Santa Ana, CA   5:42 AM 7:55AM 
DP Anaheim, CA   5:51 AM 8:04AM 
DP Fullerton, CA   5:54 AM 8:13AM 
AR Los Angeles, CA             PT  6:55 AM 8:46AM 
DP     7:35 AM 10:10AM 
DP Glendale, CA   7:48 AM - 
DP Burbank Airport, CA   8:00 AM 10:29AM 
DP Van Nuys, CA   8:10 AM 10:40AM 
DP Chatsworth, CA   8:32 AM - 
DP Simi Valley, CA   8:45 AM 11:11AM 
DP Moorpark, CA   8:57 AM - 
DP Camarillo, CA   9:10 AM - 
DP Oxnard, CA   9:21 AM 11:44AM 
DP Ventura, CA   9:35 AM - 
DP Carpinteria, CA   10:06 AM - 
AR Santa Barbara, CA PT  10:19 AM 12:40PM 
DP     10:22 AM - 
DP Goleta, CA   10:34 AM - 
DP Lompoc-Surf, CA   11:40 AM - 
DP Guadalupe-Santa Maria, CA   12:16 PM - 
DP Grover Beach, CA   12:35 PM - 
AR San Luis Obispo, CA PT  1:04 PM 3:35PM 
DP Paso Robles, CA   2:10 PM 4:37PM 
DP King City, CA   3:15 PM - 
DP Soledad, CA   3:46 PM - 
DP Salinas, CA   4:09 PM 6:28PM 
DP Castroville, CA   4:22 PM - 
DP Pajaro Valle/Watsonville, CA   4:39 PM - 
AR San Jose, CA   5:39 PM 8:11PM 
DP     5:51 PM 8:23PM 
DP Palo Alto, CA  D 6:14 PM - 
DP Millbrae, CA  D 6:32 PM - 
DP San Francisco, CA PT  6:56 PM - 

Green Highlights denote new train segments. 
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 Coast Daylight 
Train 790 

Daily Operation 

   
 
   Proposed 

Coast 
Starlight 

Comparison 
DP San Francisco, CA PT  7:30 AM - 
DP Millbrae, CA   7:52 AM - 
DP Palo Alto, CA   8:16 AM - 
DP CP Coast   8:36 AM 9:55AM 
DP San Jose, CA   8:46 AM 10:07AM 
DP Pajaro Valley/Watsonville, CA   9:38 AM - 
DP Castroville,  Ca   9:55 AM - 
DP Salinas, CA   10:12 AM 11:48AM 
DP Soledad, CA   10:35 AM - 
DP King City, CA   11:02 AM - 
DP Paso Robles, CA   12:07 PM 1:38PM 
AR San Luis Obispo, CA   1:35 PM 3:20PM 
DP Grover Beach, CA   1:55 PM - 
DP Guadalupe-Santa Maria, CA   2:11 PM - 
DP Lompoc-Surf, CA   2:51 PM - 
DP Goleta, CA   3:57 PM - 
DP Santa Barbara, CA   4:12 PM 6:02PM 
DP Carpinteria, CA   4:27 PM - 
DP Ventura, CA   4:49 PM - 
DP Oxnard, CA   5:07 PM 7:05PM 
DP Camarillo, CA   --- - 
DP Moorpark, CA   5:36 PM - 
DP Simi Valley, CA   5:54 PM 7:48PM 
AR Chatsworth, CA   6:12 PM - 
DP Van Nuys, CA   6:31 PM 8:22PM 
DP Burbank Airport, CA   6:39 PM 8:31PM 
DP Glendale, CA   6:50 PM - 
AR Los Angeles, CA   7:10 PM 9:00PM 
DP     7:30 PM 10:10PM 
AR Fullerton, CA   8:00 PM 10:38PM 
DP Anaheim, CA   8:11 PM 10:47PM 
DP Santa Ana, CA   8:20 PM 10:56PM 
DP Irvine, CA   8:32 PM 11:07PM 
DP San Juan Capistrano, CA   8:48 PM 11:20PM 
DP San Clemente, CA   --- - 
DP Oceanside, CA   9:19 PM 11:51PM 
AR Carlsbad Village (Coaster)   9:24 PM - 
DP Poinsettia (Coaster)   9:30 PM - 
DP Encinitas (Coaster)   9:36 PM - 
DP Solana Beach, CA   9:42 PM 12:15AM 
DP Sorrento Valley (Coaster)   9:54 PM - 
AR San Diego-Old Town, CA  D 10:18 PM - 
AR San Diego, CA PT  10:25PM 

 
1:00AM 

Green Highlight denotes new train segments. 
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 Pacific Surfliner    
 Train 584    
 Daily Operation   Proposed 

Dp Los Angeles, CA PT  8:30 PM 
Dp Fullerton, CA   8:59 PM 
Dp Anaheim, CA   9:08 PM 
Dp Santa Ana, CA   9:16 PM 
Dp Irvine, CA   9:26 PM 
Dp San Juan Capistrano, CA   9:39 PM 
Dp San Clemente, CA    --- 
Dp Oceanside, CA   10:14 PM 
Dp Solana Beach, CA   10:28 PM 
AR San Diego, CA PT  11:07 PM 

Green Highlight denotes new train segments. 

 

 

VIII. Ridership/Revenue Forecast Summary  

Ridership and Ticket Revenue forecasts summarized in Table 3 (page 16) are 
based in part on the community populations in Table 1 (page 9) and the 
schedules defined in Table 2 (above). Ridership and ticket revenue forecasts for 
proposed passenger rail have been prepared by Steer Davies Gleave (SDG), 
Amtrak’s contractor that specializes in ridership and revenue forecasting.  An 
application was developed for the “Coast Daylight” Study to evaluate proposed 
new passenger rail services based on the following key inputs: 

 
 Station Locations 
 Passenger Rail Timetable, providing departure/arrival times by train and 

station and thus defining: 
 travel time 
 frequency 
 departure/arrival time-of-day slots 

 Average Fares, based on observed average yields per mile in existing 
Amtrak markets within the West Coast. 

 Population, employment, and income of each market served 
 Service characteristics of competing modes – auto, bus, and air.  

 

IX. Rolling Stock 

This study assumes “Coast Daylight” trains will utilize California Surfliner-type 
bi-level equipment, such as used in Amtrak’s current Surfliner Service. It is also 
assumed that state owned equipment will be used for this proposed service. The 
equipment consist will include a food service car (café, lounge or snack car) with 
food and beverage service, but will not include a full-service dining car. Each 
consist will include coaches, but no sleeper cars. Locomotive costs will be based 
on the use of P42 locomotives in push-pull mode. The cost estimate will reflect 
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use of locomotives (only) because of the uncertainty of the availability of Amtrak 
NPCU (Non-Powered Control Unit) equipment for use in this service. California 
has new equipment on order that is expected to be in service by 2020 that could 
increase availability of state owned equipment that might be utilized for this 
service in place of Amtrak NPCUs. 

 

 
 

X. Operating Expense/Subsidy Requirement 

The estimated annual costs to operate the proposed “Coast Daylight” Service 
were developed by Amtrak in accordance with the schedules defined in Table 2 
(pages 11-12).  Among the key determinants of projected annual operating 
costs are:  

1. Length of route;  

2. Number of daily frequencies to be operated;  

3. Projected types and quantities of equipment required to support operations;  

4. Equipment cycling;  

5. Crew base requirements and scheduling synergies; and  

6. Desired level of service amenities, such as food/beverage and checked 
baggage services.   

Projected expenses associated with operations over this route are summarized 
in Exhibit 3 (attached), and the estimated ridership and the relationship between 
revenue, operating cost, and required state support (subsidy) are described in 
Table 3 (page 16). 

Staffing of Amtrak Personnel: 

Amtrak will hire and train sufficient personnel for train operations, on-board 
services, mechanical work, and cleaning services (the latter is sometimes 
handled through contracts with outside firms) to meet the schedule 
requirements requested by the State.  This includes a sufficient number of 
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employees to cover vacation and holiday periods as well as enabling a 7-day per 
week service. 

 

XI. Proposed Capital Infrastructure Improvements.  

Infrastructure improvements and associated capital costs are not be included as 
part of this study. 

 

Train simulation modeling and track capacity analysis.  

Two Rail Traffic Controller© (RTC) simulation studies were conducted in 2004 
and 2010 by Transportation Analytic Services and Union Pacific Railroad (UP), 
respectively. Primarily because of variations in the model inputs, 
assumptions, and methodology used in the two reports, a comparative 
analysis of the results of the simulations and conclusions reached will not be 
part of this study. 

Should it be decided to proceed with another phase, discussions will have to 
be undertaken with the host railroads on needed infrastructure capacity 
improvements and costs. 

 

Layover/Maintenance Facilities 

 Los Angeles will be the primary maintenance location for both scenarios.   

 For Scenario 1, service to San Francisco, the layover location in San 
Francisco is assumed to be the Caltrain King Street Station. However, 
there have been only preliminary discussions with Caltrain, and there are 
no agreements between Caltrain and Amtrak or Caltrans to allow for a 
layover yard at this time. An overnight train storage track will be required 
with the availability of a standby 480-volt power unit, and a potable water 
source. Locomotives will require refueling by tanker truck.  Routine 
cleaning and servicing will also be required. In addition, a small building 
may be required for use by train crew personnel as an on/off duty point, 
communications facility, and equipment storage. A one-time line item 
estimated cost of $800,000 is recommended for such a facility, although 
a final number is subject to additional design and engineering work. 

 For Scenario 2, service to San Jose, Caltrans and Amtrak will need to 
negotiate with Caltrain to identify a location for a layover yard. The needs 
are the same as for Scenario 1. 

 The south end layover facility might be San Diego Union Station for both 
scenarios, or an alternate location as identified by Caltrans and LOSSAN. 
There are currently two sets of Amtrak equipment that lay-over at night 
in Union Station for existing trains that originate in San Diego. It has been 
determined that there is potentially adequate track space to 
accommodate a third set of equipment at Union Station.  
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XII. Mobilization Costs (one-time expense) 

There are a number of up-front expenses that would be incurred by Amtrak 
should the corridor service be funded and implemented.  These include the 
training and qualification expenses for Train, Engine and onboard services 
personnel and procurement of uniforms, radios and other miscellaneous 
equipment: $750,000 

 

XIII. Summary of Key Numbers 

Table 3 

  

 SCENARIO 1 

San Diego- San 
Francisco 

(via Los Angeles-San Luis 

Obispo-San Jose) 

SCENARIO 2 

San Diego-San Jose 
(via Los Angeles-San 

Luis 

Obispo) 

Length of Route 601 553 
Number of Host Railroads 5 5 
Proposed Schedule Running Time (hours: minutes) 16:45 13:29 
Estimated Annual Ridership 124,600 100,900 
Estimated Annual Farebox Revenue  $4,824,000 $3,816,000 
Estimated Annual Food & Beverage Revenue  $315,000 $252,000 
Estimated Annual Operating Expense  $8,293,000 $7,234,000 
Estimated Annual Operating Subsidy  $3,154,000 $3,166,000 
Estimated Farebox Ratio 62% 56% 
Mobilization Costs (one-time expense) $750,000 $750,000 
Layover Facility(north end, one-time expense) $800,000 $800,000 
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XIV. Conclusion 
 

Based on this analysis, the proposed Coast Daylight service, whether to San Jose or to 
San Francisco, is a service that Amtrak could operate, assuming the state can fund the 
operations of the line. 

 
Next steps for implementation:  
 

 Route Administration: Determine the appropriate venue for administration 
and governance of the Coast Daylight in the context of California’s “Intercity 
Passenger Rail Act of 2012”. 
  

 Negotiation with Host Railroads: Coordinate a strategy and timeframe for 
host railroad negotiations with the California State Transportation Agency 
(CalSTA) and Caltrans. 
 

 Caltrain Coordination: Coordinate and negotiate with the Peninsula Corridor 
Joint Powers Board (Caltrain) for slots and improvements allowing service to 
downtown San Francisco, as the outcome of that process will drive the 
selection of alternatives for this service.  

 
 Funding: Secure state operating funds for the service. 
 
 Equipment: Secure equipment for the service. 
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Exhibit 4 

Expanded Train Schedule 
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Christina Watson

From: Cheryl Grady <CherylG@capitolcorridor.org> on behalf of David Kutrosky 
<DavidK@capitolcorridor.org>

Sent: Thursday, March 17, 2016 3:02 PM
Subject: Capitol Corridor Monthly Performance Report - February 2016
Attachments: pic03548.gif; pic19629.gif; pic12623.gif; pic24084.gif

 
 
The Capitol Corridor had its strongest performance results in five years. A total of 125,233 passengers rode Capitol 
Corridor trains in February 2016, a 13.1% increase over February 2015. 
Excluding the ridership to Super Bowl 50 in Santa Clara on Sunday, February 7, 2016, and the addition of the leap day 
(Monday, February 29, 2016), ridership was still up an impressive 8%. 
Revenue for February 2016 was up 10% from the same month in 2015. Service reliability for the Capitol Corridor trains, 
as measured by On‐Time Performance (OTP), was 93%, 3% above the standard of 90%. 
 
The Year‐To‐Date (YTD) results also improved, in part because of these February 2016 results. YTD ridership and 
revenues for FY16 are up 5% and 6%, respectively, with the System Operating Ratio at 53%, above the 50% standard. 
YTD OTP is 94%, keeping the Capitol Corridor in the #1 spot for service reliability in the national Amtrak intercity 
passenger rail network.  The most recent customer satisfaction scores (from January 2016) was a record 91% “Highly 
Satisfied”, which helped move the YTD customer satisfaction score to 89%, one point above the FY16 standard of 88%. 
 
 
(Embedded image moved to file: pic03548.gif) 
 
 
 
 The following are ridership highlights for February 2016: 
 
   ‐  Average weekend ridership for February was up 26%, primarily due to 
      the record ridership for the special game day schedule to serve Super 
      Bowl 50 at the Santa Clara/Great America Station 
         on February 7, 2016. 
   ‐  Average weekday ridership was up by 6% due to continuing growth on 
      the trains traveling to and from San Jose/Silicon Valley, as well as 
      sustained growth on the two trains serving the Placer 
         County stations. 
 
Based on the detailed station and train ridership reports for December 2015 (see attached tables): 
∙  Total end‐point OTP for December 2015 was 96%. In the embedded table, 
this high degree of reliability illustrates strong OTP for many of the trains. Those trains that did experience a drop in 
            OTP compared to December 2014 were at or near the standard of 90% OTP. 
∙  At the station‐specific level, Capitol Corridor saw mostly ridership 
increases with only slight decreases at a few stations in December 2015, yet YTD results for FY16 indicate steady or no 
growth. 
∙  The station‐pair ridership and revenue table shows a trend in growth 
for stations that are paired with Richmond, and at the stations between Oakland and Silicon Valley. (Note that in row 22 
the 
            typo/error listed as "VALUE" is the Fremont‐Sacramento 

christina
Text Box
R-1
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city‐pair.) 
 
Capitol Corridor Service Plan for Super Bowl 50 For nearly two years, CCJPA staff worked closely with the NFL Super Bowl 
Committee and partner transit agencies to develop an operating plan to provide safe, convenient train service to and 
from Super Bowl 50 on February 7, 2016. Staff developed a special, one‐day schedule for the Super Bowl, as well as 
limited connecting bus service in San Francisco to the Temporary Transbay Terminal only between January 25 and 
February 12 due to street closures around Super Bowl City and the NFL Experience. Preliminary data shows the Capitol 
Corridor trains carried approximately 1,100 riders in each direction (for a total of 2,200 trips) to and from Super Bowl 50, 
the highest ridership ever for an event at Levi’s Stadium. 
 
FY 16‐17 Draft State Budget/State Legislation On January 7, 2016, Governor Brown released his draft budget for FY16‐
17. 
Consistent with prior actions, this draft budget includes $127 million to support the state’s popular three intercity 
passenger rail 
(IPR) services including the Capitol Corridor. The Governor’s budget proposal continues the movement to address the 
state’s transportation infrastructure crisis, which would invest $36 billion in transportation over the next 10 years. 
Specifically, the Governor’s proposed FY16‐17 transportation funding package requests a supplemental $400 million for 
the Cap and Trade Transit/Intercity Rail Program (TIRCP) on top of the $200 million in the baseline FY16‐17 TIRCP funds. 
In a parallel effort, Assemblymember Frazier, who is also Chair of the Assembly Transportation Committee, has 
introduced AB 1591, which would double the amount of the TIRCP from the current 10% of Cap and Trade auction 
revenues to 20%. 
 
FY 2017 Federal Legislation 
With the passage of a five‐year federal surface transportation authorization, titled Fixing America's Surface 
Transportation (FAST) Act of 
2015 on December 4, 2015, the $305B program includes for the first time ever a Rail Title with annual authorized 
funding of nearly $2 billion in competitive grants for state‐supported IPR services. For all the success of including state 
IPR in the Rail Title of the FAST Act of 2015 (FY 2016 – FY 2020), the FY2016 Omnibus Appropriations Bill did not include 
the $200 million authorized for the various capital funding programs for state IPR services. That said, efforts are 
underway to include the full FY 2017 authorization amounts (approximately $350 million) identified in the FAST Act 
within the FY 2017 appropriations bill(s). 
 
Customer Service Program Upgrades 
 
Bicycle Access Program: CCJPA staff continues to work with station owners to install eLockers. Amtrak is the lead for 
installation of the eLockers located within the envelope of the station platform, while CCJPA staff will lead the 
installation with station owners for those eLockers located in the non‐platform, public access areas. Contractual duties 
include insurance coverage and liability responsibilities, securing building permits and rights of occupancy, and 
completing funding and related installation contracts. 
 
Richmond Station Platform Improvements: The CCJPA staff has been working with BART on two access improvement 
projects at the Richmond station: (1) installation of a flashing light/beacon at the Capitol Corridor/Amtrak Richmond 
station platform that will indicate to conductors on Sacramento/Auburn‐bound Capitol Corridor trains that a BART train 
is approaching. This will allow conductors to wait for passengers to transfer from the inbound BART train to the waiting 
eastbound Capitol Corridor train; and (2) installation of a Clipper Card Parking Validation Machine (PVM) on the Capitol 
Corridor/Amtrak boarding platform so Capitol Corridor passengers parking at the Richmond BART parking garage can 
pay/validate parking with their Clipper Card on the train platform. Funding has been secured for these projects. Next 
steps include completing design plans and preparing procurement contracts. The preliminary target completion date is 
spring 2017. 
 
Marketing: Marketing staff focused efforts in the months leading up to February on communications related to the 
Super Bowl, both to let current riders know about the service impacts of the event and to promote new ridership among 
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Super Bowl attendees. The redesign of the Amtrak Connect Wi‐Fi landing page for on‐train users is nearly complete and 
will be live for testing by the third week in March. At the same time, staff is working on a new website platform and 
navigation design, which will be ready to launch at the end of March. The Friends & Family small group fare promotion 
continues through January 2, 2017, and staff continues to work with a number of marketing partners, including the 
Oakland A’s, The California State Railroad Museum, Great America, Rosenblum Cellars, and Pier 39. 
 
Safety Initiatives 
 
Security Cameras at Capitol Corridor Stations: Funding has been secured to install cameras and surveillance equipment 
at the Rocklin, Roseville and Suisun stations. This project is under development and will be constructed during the fall 
and winter months. Separately, Altamont Corridor Express 
(ACE) has secured funding to construct a similar camera system for the Fremont station.  Funding has been identified in 
a future funding year for security cameras at the Martinez, Emeryville, and Oakland Jack London Square stations. When 
complete, all Capitol Corridor stations will be equipped with security cameras and surveillance equipment. 
 
Positive Train Control: While Congress enacted a three‐year extension of PTC in November 2015, the Union Pacific 
Railroad remains committed to first implementing PTC in the Los Angeles basin, followed by Northern California. 
The PTC system is now being tested in the Los Angeles basin, and a completion date has not been identified at this time. 
With respect to the installation of the PTC equipment on the state‐owned rail equipment in Northern California, 
hardware (electronic equipment) has been installed on all locomotives and cab cars. The next steps include software 
installation and programming, which is expected to be complete in summer 2016. 
 
Project Updates 
 
Travel Time Savings Project: UPRR, in consultation with the CCJPA, is completing the phasing plan for the project, which 
will develop work programs, schedules, and budgets for each of the two planned phases (#1: 
Oakland‐Benicia 
and #2: Oakland‐Santa Clara). It is anticipated that 10 minutes in reduced travel time will be achieved for Capitol 
Corridor trains between Sacramento and San Jose with the completion of the project. This project was awarded 
$4.62 
million in Cap and Trade TIRCP funds. CCJPA will be seeking another allocation of the TIRCP funds in spring 2016. 
 
Oakland‐San Jose Phase 2 Track Project: The engineering and environmental consultants continue working for CCJPA on 
the Newark‐Albrae and Great America double track segments.  Initial survey data has been gathered and conceptual 
design is advancing. Concurrently, Caltrain is completing the design and environmental plans for the track upgrades into 
and out of the San Jose Diridon station terminal facility as a means to accommodate additional Capitol Corridor trains. 
 
Sacramento‐Roseville 3rd Track Project: With the adoption of the California environmental review document by the 
CCJPA Board at its November 18, 2015 meeting, staff is working on the development of a phased implementation plan 
for the project that also includes cobbling together a phased financing plan. Two primary sources of financing include 
the California Cap and Trade TIRCP funds and the annual appropriations from the annual authorization program in the 
FAST Act for intercity passenger rail grants. Concurrently, the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) is advancing the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) environmental documentation for the Project and will issue a Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI) for the project when the CCJPA applies for any federal funding (i.e., appropriations pursuant 
to the FAST Act). 
 
Outlook – Closing 
For the first five months of FY 2016, the Capitol Corridor service experienced gains in the "Three R's” (Ridership, 
Revenue, and Reliability), and performance continues to be at or above established annual performance standards. This 
upward trend is due in part to the strong economy in Northern California, which is providing many new riders the 
opportunity to enjoy the Capitol Corridor service. Once aboard, these new patrons experience a safe, reliable, 
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comfortable, and convenient means of travel throughout the Northern California megaregion, thanks to the 
commitment and support from our service partners, UPRR, Caltrain, Amtrak, and Caltrans/CalSTA. 
 
 
 
(Embedded image moved to file: pic19629.gif) 
 
 
(Embedded image moved to file: pic12623.gif) 
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DAVID B. KUTROSKY 
Managing Director 
Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority 
Phone: 510‐464‐6993 Fax: 510‐464‐6901 
e‐mail: davidk@capitolcorridor.org 
300 Lakeside Drive, 14th Floor East , Oakland, CA 94612 











1

Christina Watson

From: David Kutrosky <DavidK@capitolcorridor.org>
Sent: Thursday, April 21, 2016 4:19 PM
Subject: Capitol Corridor Monthly Performance Report - March 2016
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Service Performance 
In March 2016, the Capitol Corridor service turned another solid performance.  A total of 137,233 passengers rode 
Capitol Corridor trains, a 10.5% year‐over‐year (YOY) increase and a record for the service. Revenue was up 6.5% 
compared to March 2015. On‐Time Performance (OTP) maintained its solid pace with 94%, 4% above the standard of 
90%. 
 
The Year‐To‐Date (YTD) results are at or above standard.  YTD ridership and revenue for FY16 are up 6% and 7%, 
respectively, with the System Operating Ratio at 54%, above the 50% standard. YTD OTP is 94%, which keeps the Capitol 
Corridor in the #1 spot for service reliability in the national Amtrak intercity passenger rail network. The most recent 
customer satisfaction scores (from February 2016) indicate that 90% of passengers are “Highly Satisfied”, and the YTD 
customer satisfaction score is 89%, one point above the FY16 standard of 88%. 
 
                (Embedded image moved to file: pic22701.gif) 
 
 
The following are ridership highlights for March 2016: 
‐  Average weekend ridership for March was down 2%. Further review is 
underway to determine why YOY ridership dropped given Easter Sunday occurred this year in March. 
‐  Average March weekday ridership was up a spectacular 13% due to 
continuing growth on the trains to and from San Jose/Silicon Valley, as well as sustained growth on the two trains 
serving the Placer County stations. 
 
Based on the detailed station and train ridership reports for February 2016 (see attached tables): 
‐  Total end‐point OTP for February 2016 was 93%. In the embedded table, 
this high degree of reliability illustrates strong OTP for many of the trains. Those trains that did experience a drop in OTP
compared to February 
2015 were at or near the standard of 90% OTP. 
‐  With continuing ridership increases for the route, boardings at all 
stations are now showing positive YTD growth for FY16 over FY15 station. 
The historic ridership on Sunday, February 7, for Super Bowl 50 helped boost ridership at the Oakland Coliseum, 
Hayward, Fremont, and Great America stations for the month of February 2016. 
‐  The station‐pair ridership and revenue table shows a trend in growth 
for stations that are paired with Richmond, and at the stations between Oakland and Silicon Valley. 
 
California Funding Opportunities 
On January 7, 2016, The Governor's Draft FY16‐17 Budget (released in January 2016) is now working its way through the 
State Legislature. This draft budget includes $127 million to support the state’s popular three intercity passenger rail 
(IPR) services, including the Capitol Corridor. 
The Governor’s budget proposal continues the movement to address the state’s transportation infrastructure crisis, 
which would invest $36 billion in transportation over the next 10 years. Specifically, the Governor’s proposed FY16‐17 
transportation funding package requests a supplemental $400 million for the Cap and Trade Transit/Intercity Rail 
Program (TIRCP) on top of the $200 million in the baseline FY16‐17 TIRCP funds. In a parallel effort, Assemblymember 
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Frazier, who is also Chair of the Assembly Transportation Committee, has introduced AB 1591, which would double the 
amount of the TIRCP from the current 10% of Cap and Trade auction revenues to 20%. 
 
A near‐term opportunity made available through the California State Transportation Agency (CalSTA) is the second 
round of state Cap and Trade Transit and Intercity Rail Capital Program (TIRCP) grants. Approximately 
$440 million is available from the state Budget Act of 2016, and the Governor’s Draft Budget for FY16‐17 is seeking to 
add another $900 million more, subject to funding availability. Applications for these TIRCP funds were due on April 5, 
2016. The CCJPA submitted an application for approximately $49.2 million in TIRCP funds (with $56.6 million in matching
funds) for the two key elements: 
 
1.  CCJPA Sacramento to Roseville Third Mainline Track Project Phase I: 
This project includes various track infrastructure improvements on the Union Pacific route and at the Roseville Station 
facility. Completion of the project will allow for the addition of two daily Capitol Corridor round trip trains. 
Implementation of further phases of this project will set the stage for future service increases up to 10 total round trips 
to/from Roseville. 
TIRCP: $31.0 million, Match: $55.7 million, Total: $86.7 million 
 
2.  Northern California Passenger Rail Schedule, Fleet and Maintenance 
Optimization and Capital Projects Program: This project involves (a) an optimization study of Capitol Corridor & San 
Joaquin Intercity Passenger Rail Services and ACE Commuter Rail Service; (b) a modification program for passenger 
coach cars that would enhance on‐board bicycle storage to keep up with ridership and bicycle demand on the Capitol 
Corridor consistent with the CCJPA's Bicycle Access Plan; and (c) the installation of two more standby power units at the 
Oakland Maintenance Facility to reduce GHG emissions and locomotive emissions/fuel usage and reduce ambient noise 
levels. 
TIRCP: $18.2 million, Match: $0.9 million, Total: $19.1 million 
 
CalSTA has the ability to either support the full program of improvements or make a reduced or partial selection of the 
projects requested. The announcement of awards will be in August 2016. 
 
FY17 Federal Legislation 
Congress has begun deliberations for the FY17 federal budget, and efforts are underway to urge Congress to include the 
$320 million from the FY17 authorized levels in the Rail Title from the Fixing America's Surface Transportation (FAST) Act 
of 2015.  State IPR services are eligible agencies to receive these FAST Act Rail Title funds as included in any approved 
FY17 Appropriations bill, which can be directed to Positive Train Control/rail safety projects, track reliability/capacity 
upgrades and capital maintenance programs. The California IPR services are well‐positioned to receive any of these 
appropriated federal funds due to available matching state Cap and Trade funds. 
 
Upcoming Optimization Plans: Weekend Train Schedules and Thruway San Francisco Connecting Bus Using daily data 
downloads from Amtrak, CCJPA staff has been reviewing opportunities to contain/reduce costs and/or increase ridership 
and revenues. The CCJPA was recently informed by Amtrak that the costs for the third party operator of the Emeryville‐
San Francisco connecting motorcoach service had increased 25% since the CCJPA Board adopted the FY16 operating 
budget in September 2015. Upon review of cost and ridership of these buses to/from San Francisco, the CCJPA, working 
with Amtrak and the San Joaquin JPA, decided, effective May 1, 2016, to reduce service levels. This change would 
maintain buses to popular stops (such as the Transbay Temporary Terminal, SF Hyatt, and Pier 39), while eliminating 
service to those San Francisco stops that were underperforming (and which are served directly by BART from the 
Richmond Intermodal Station or indirectly by Muni buses from the Transbay Terminal). In addition, a fare increase will 
be instituted in June 2016 to help address these cost increases. 
 
CCJPA staff is also in the process of evaluating the performance of the weekend trains, as the weekend timetable has not 
been reviewed since August 2006. Initial results indicate that the revenue per trip for half of the 22 weekend trains is at 
the same level as, or higher than, that of the popular weekday trains, while the remaining 11 are underperforming.  To 
that end, efforts are underway to update the weekend timetable with a train schedule that improves efficiencies and 
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increases ridership/revenues and/or reduce costs, without impacting other train services along the route. The goal is to 
implement any such changes to the weekend schedule by late summer or early fall 2016. 
 
Customer Service Program Upgrades 
Bicycle Access Program: CCJPA staff continues to work with station owners to install eLockers. Amtrak is the lead for 
installation of the eLockers located within the envelope of the station platform, while CCJPA staff will lead the 
installation with station owners for those eLockers located in the non‐platform, public access areas. Contractual duties 
include insurance coverage and liability responsibilities, securing building permits and rights of occupancy, and 
completing funding and related installation contracts. CCJPA is also working on ways to increase on‐train bicycle storage. 
Soon we hope to be working the bike parking vendors to explore new ways of storing more bicycles in the spaces we 
have. As well, we are trying to obtain funding to retrofit train cars to accommodate more bicycles, gradually adding 
more bike cars to every train (see California Funding Opportunities on this memo.) 
 
Richmond Station Platform Improvements: The CCJPA staff has been working with BART on two access improvement 
projects at the Richmond station: (1) installation of a flashing light/beacon at the Capitol Corridor/Amtrak Richmond 
station platform. The beacon will indicate to conductors on Sacramento/Auburn‐bound Capitol Corridor trains that a 
BART train is approaching. This will allow conductors to wait for passengers to transfer from the inbound BART train to 
the waiting eastbound Capitol Corridor train; and (2) installation of a Clipper Card Parking Validation Machine (PVM) on 
the Capitol Corridor/Amtrak boarding platform so Capitol Corridor passengers parking at the Richmond BART parking 
garage can pay/validate parking with their Clipper Card on the train platform. Funding has been secured for these 
projects. Next steps include completing design plans and preparing procurement contracts. The preliminary target 
completion date is spring 2017. 
 
Marketing: The redesign of the Amtrak Connect Wi‐Fi landing page for on‐train users is currently being tested on select 
trains and will be live by the end of April. Staff is also in final review and testing of a new website platform and 
navigation design. The Friends & Family small group fare promotion continues through January 2, 2017, and Amtrak is 
reviewing a request to bring back the popular Take 5 and Senior Midweek offers. Staff continues to work with a number 
of marketing partners, including the Oakland A’s, Pier 39/Rocket Boat, USA Gymnastics, Great America, SHN/Lion King, 
AT&T Park and Rosenblum Cellars, and is also looking into opportunities with the new Golden One Arena opening in fall 
2017 in downtown Sacramento. 
 
Safety Initiatives 
Security Cameras at Capitol Corridor Stations: Funding has been secured to install cameras and surveillance equipment 
at the Rocklin, Roseville, and Suisun stations. This project is under development and will be constructed during the fall 
and winter months. Separately, Altamont Corridor Express 
(ACE) has secured funding to construct a similar camera system for the Fremont station. Funding has been identified in a 
future funding year for security cameras at the Martinez, Emeryville, and Oakland Jack London Square stations. When 
complete, all Capitol Corridor stations will be equipped with security cameras and surveillance equipment. 
 
Positive Train Control: While Congress enacted a three‐year extension of PTC in November 2015, the Union Pacific 
Railroad remains committed to first implementing PTC in the Los Angeles basin, followed by Northern California. 
The PTC system is now being tested in the Los Angeles basin, and a completion date has not yet been identified. With 
respect to the installation of the PTC equipment on the state‐owned rail equipment in Northern California, hardware 
(electronic equipment) has been installed on all locomotives and cab cars. The next steps include software installation 
and programming, which is expected to be complete in summer 2016. 
 
Project Updates 
Travel Time Savings Project: UPRR, in consultation with the CCJPA, is completing the phasing plan for the project, which 
will develop work programs, schedules, and budgets for each of the two planned phases: 1) Oakland‐Benicia, and 2) 
Oakland‐Santa Clara. Capitol Corridor trains traveling between Sacramento and San Jose will realize an anticipated 10‐
minutes in reduced travel time. This project was awarded $4.62 million in Cap and Trade TIRCP funds and the CCJPA will 
be seeking the allocation of these TIRCP funds at the May 2016 California Transportation Commission meeting. 
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Oakland‐San Jose Phase 2 Track Project: The engineering and environmental consultants continue working for CCJPA on 
the Newark‐Albrae and Great America double track segments.  Initial survey data has been gathered and conceptual 
design is advancing. Concurrently, Caltrain is completing the design and environmental plans for the track upgrades into 
and out of the San Jose Diridon station terminal facility as a means to accommodate additional Capitol Corridor trains. 
 
Sacramento‐Roseville 3rd Track Project: With the adoption of the California environmental review document by the 
CCJPA Board at its November 18, 2015, meeting, staff has worked out a phased implementation plan for the project (see 
California Funding Opportunities on this memo) with the Union Pacific Railroad. Two primary sources of financing 
include the California Cap and Trade TIRCP funds (the subject of the recent April 5, 2016 application) and the annual 
appropriations from the annual authorization program in the FAST Act for intercity passenger rail grants which could be 
used for a future project phase if FAST is funded for Intercity Passenger Rail. Concurrently, the Federal Railroad 
Administration (FRA) is advancing the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) environmental documentation for the 
Project and will issue a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for the project when the CCJPA applies for any federal 
funding (i.e., appropriations pursuant to the FAST Act). 
 
 
Outlook – Closing 
Halfway into FY16, the Capitol Corridor service is continuing to post solid performance results.  With gains in the "Three 
R's” (Ridership, Revenue, and Reliability) that are built upon the daily commitment to the safe operation of the service, 
the Capitol Corridor is well positioned for a solid, positive performance in the second half of FY16. Working with our 
service partners, the CCJPA will seek to enhance and improve the operation of the Capitol Corridor trains while providing 
a superior passenger experience that will result in improved efficiencies, increased revenues and higher customer 
satisfaction scores. 
 
DAVID B. KUTROSKY 
Managing Director 
Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority 
Phone: 510‐464‐6993 Fax: 510‐464‐6901 
e‐mail: davidk@capitolcorridor.org 
300 Lakeside Drive, 14th Floor East , Oakland, CA 94612 
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2018 California Rail Plan Survey Summary Report April 2016

Survey Overview
As part of the effort to develop the 2018 California 
State Rail Plan (Rail Plan), Caltrans released an 
early engagement survey in January 2016 seeking 
public input for inclusion. This summary report 
provides an overview of the survey results. The 
survey was available through the Caltrans website 
and distributed to an extensive rail plan mailing 
list; through organizations represented on the Rail 
Plan stakeholder advisory committee, and through 
press releases and Amtrak and Caltrans social media 
sites. The survey received a total of 2,189 responses 
between January 27 and March 4, 2016.

The goal of this survey was to obtain input from 
a large range of current and potential rail riders 
in California to help guide the Rail Plan which will 
present a vision for California’s future passenger 

and freight rail network, and address strategies 
to achieve a modernized and integrated rail 
system. The Rail Plan fulfills state and federal rail 
plan requirements, and is an important element in 
the comprehensive examination of transportation 
investment strategies for the next 50 years.

Survey questions inquired about respondents’ current 
usage of California rail, their opinions on the current 
state of California rail, and their highest priorities 
for improving California rail in the future. Additional 
optional demographic questions helped garner 
general information on respondents’ affiliations, age, 
gender, income, race, and contact information to 
enter them into a raffle for a $50 Amtrak gift card. 
Five winners from across the State were randomly 
selected and contacted.

Survey Results
•	The top reasons WHY current rail riders use rail: 

The top reason (more than 75%) was enjoyment 
of riding the train. Following that, respondents 
selected saving money, time, and safety as their 
top reasons for using the train.

•	The TOP FIVE IMPROVEMENTS Caltrans 
should make to passenger train services were 
focused on a) serving more places / expand 
coverage; b) adding more trains per day; c) 
improving connections with local transit, bicycle, 
and pedestrian access; d) improving on-time 
performance and reliability; and e). making 
transfers between different trains easier and faster. 

•	The MOST IMPORTANT FREIGHT RAIL 
IMPROVEMENTS were listed as: a) separating 
freight from passenger lines and b) encouraging 
more use of freight rail for shipping to relieve 
roadway congestions.

•	For SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS, an overwhelming 
majority of respondents believed the highest 
priority should be improving crossings with grade 
separations.

•	WHY NOT the Train? The main factors selected 
as preventing respondents from choosing the 
train as a regular means of travel were a) trains 
not operating frequently enough; and b) trains not 
going where respondents want to go. (Less than 
6% of respondents chose trains being too crowded 
or inadequate bicycle facilities as their reasons for 
not using the train regularly.)

•	Top choices selected for how the rail network 
should SUPPORT ECONOMIC GROWTH were: 
a) providing more mobility choices for people to 
encourage economic activity, b) fostering transit 
oriented development, and c) reducing highway 
congestion.

2018 CALIFORNIA RAIL PLAN SURVEY

SUMMARY REPORT
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Detailed Responses
The following provide a detailed breakdown of the responses received and a sample of additional write-in 
responses, where applicable.
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29%
 

33%
 

36%
 

36%
 

36%
 

38%
 

39%
 

52%
 

58%
 

Altamont Corridor Express
Sprinter

Santa Clara VTA light rail
Coaster

Sacramento RT
San Joaquin

San Diego Trolley
Capitol Corridor

Metrolink
Los Angeles County Metro Rail

Caltrain
SF Muni Railway
Pacific Surfliner

Amtrak long distance services
Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART)

  

52% 

54% 

62% 

66% 

67% 

67% 

71% 

Occasional business travel

Commuting

Special events

Short distance travel

Long distance travel

Visiting family or friends

Exploring the state

 

4% 

10% 

20% 

39% 

42% 

44% 

76% 

I don’t have a driver’s license 

 

I can transport my bicycle

It saves me time

It’s safer than driving 

Cheaper than car

I enjoy riding the train

 

• Lower stress than driving 

• Climate crisis requires us to emit less GHG 

•

 • Better for the environment

 

 

Strongly Agree, 
6% 

Agree, 27% 

Neutral, 24% 

Disagree, 25% 

Strongly 
disagree, 14% 

No opinion, 4% 

 
 

 

 
 

What do you use or would like to use rail 
travel for? Please select all that apply.
(1,910 responses)

If you are a current rail passenger, which 
passenger rail systems have you been on? 
Please select all that apply. (1,676 responses)

Please rate your current rail transportation 
options in California based on your level of 
agreement with this statement:
Rail gets me where I want to go in a timely 
manner with minimal inconvenience
(1,884 responses)

If you are a current rail passenger, why do you 
use rail? Please select all that apply. 
(1,650 responses)

Additional write-in responses:

I don’t have a car/other 
personal transportation

Unlike bus or airplane modes, passenger rail allows me to change 
cars during the trip. This increases comfort: stretch legs, get away 
from noisy passengers, find car with cooler or warmer climate.
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11%

13%

18%

21%

31%

32%

32%

32%

45%

51%

 

 

 

 

6% 
15% 

19% 
21% 

28% 
31% 

33% 
46% 

53% 
61%

71% 

Reduce noise produced by trains in communities
Using cleaner fuel for less pollution from trains

Easier ticketing and fare collection across the state
Improving amenities on-board trains

Improving stations
Reducing ticket costs

Easier/faster transfers between different trains
Improving on-time performance and reliability

Improve connections with local transit, bike and ped access
More trains per day

Serve more places (expanding coverage)

Improve crossings with
grade separations 

 

 

Don’t know 

 
 

What prevents you from choosing the train as a 
regular means of travel? Please choose all that apply. 
(1,816 responses)

 
 

What are the most important improvements Caltrans should make to passenger train services in 
California? Please select your top 5. (1,940 responses)

What do you think Caltrans’ highest 
priority should be for investments to 
enhance rail safety? (1,815 responses)

•

•
•

•

Other comments:
There is no parking at station, others are too expensive to park
It's hard to do without my car at the destination
Need direct link to major airports
Harassment of women, profane music, loud music (LA Blue Line)

•

•
•

•
•

•

Other comments:
Passengers deserve priority over cargo on many lines as well as High Speed Rail within state and beyond
Improved speed. Must compete with cars on speed.
Make trains faster: Upgrade from 79 to 110mp wherever possible, build HSR.
Adding security to prevent thefts and harassment
Hyperloop!
Longer hours of service (late-night)

Train schedules are not convenient/ 
don’t operate often enough

There are no good connections from 
the train station to my destination

No train station near where I live
(more than 15- 20 minutes away)

No easy public transportation connection
to the train station from where I live

Trains don’t go where I want to go

Taking the train takes too long

I would have to change trains/ buses

It’s too expensive

It’s not reliable

It’s too crowded

Inadequate bicycle facilities

Parking at train station is full 
when I need it

Prepare for 
emergencies, 
response, and 

recovery for all 
modes of 

transportation 
from human and 
natural disasters

Improve the
safety and
security of
terminals

6%

6%

11%

13%

18%

21%

31%

32%

32%

32%

45%

51%

 

 

 

 

6% 
15% 

19% 
21% 

28% 
31% 

33% 
46% 

53% 
61%

71% 

Reduce noise produced by trains in communities
Using cleaner fuel for less pollution from trains

Easier ticketing and fare collection across the state
Improving amenities on-board trains

Improving stations
Reducing ticket costs

Easier/faster transfers between different trains
Improving on-time performance and reliability

Improve connections with local transit, bike and ped access
More trains per day

Serve more places (expanding coverage)

Improve crossings with
grade separations 

 

 

Don’t know 

 
 

What prevents you from choosing the train as a 
regular means of travel? Please choose all that apply. 
(1,816 responses)

 
 

What are the most important improvements Caltrans should make to passenger train services in 
California? Please select your top 5. (1,940 responses)

What do you think Caltrans’ highest 
priority should be for investments to 
enhance rail safety? (1,815 responses)

•

•
•

•

Other comments:
There is no parking at station, others are too expensive to park
It's hard to do without my car at the destination
Need direct link to major airports
Harassment of women, profane music, loud music (LA Blue Line)

•

•
•

•
•

•

Other comments:
Passengers deserve priority over cargo on many lines as well as High Speed Rail within state and beyond
Improved speed. Must compete with cars on speed.
Make trains faster: Upgrade from 79 to 110mp wherever possible, build HSR.
Adding security to prevent thefts and harassment
Hyperloop!
Longer hours of service (late-night)

Train schedules are not convenient/ 
don’t operate often enough

There are no good connections from 
the train station to my destination

No train station near where I live
(more than 15- 20 minutes away)

No easy public transportation connection
to the train station from where I live

Trains don’t go where I want to go

Taking the train takes too long

I would have to change trains/ buses

It’s too expensive

It’s not reliable

It’s too crowded

Inadequate bicycle facilities

Parking at train station is full 
when I need it

Prepare for 
emergencies, 
response, and 

recovery for all 
modes of 

transportation 
from human and 
natural disasters

Improve the
safety and
security of
terminals

How this information will be used 
in the 2018 Rail Plan
The California State Rail Plan Team is reviewing 
the detailed survey responses to ensure that all 
comments are recognized and the priorities included 
in the development of the planning process.  
The vast majority of comments and priorities are 
supportive of what technical teams and planners are 
focusing on and are very helpful in confirming the 
direction of the Rail Plan planning process.
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How should the rail network support economic growth?                      
 Please select your top three.  

(1,843 responses)



2018 California Rail Plan Survey Summary Report April 2016

Respondent DemographicsRESPONDENT DEMOGRAPHICS 
 

INTEREST / ASSOCIATION RESPONSE % 
 

AGE RESPONSE % 

Current rail passenger 64.0% 
 

Under 19 1.0% 

Interested member of the California public 57.0% 
 

20-24 4.9% 

Previous rail passenger 33.7% 
 

25-34 20.6% 

Local or state government employee 21.9% 
 

35-44 17.9% 

Potential rail passenger (never taken a train) 8.3% 
 

45-54 18.9% 

Advocacy group/NGO 5.3% 
 

55-59 12.7% 

Local, metropolitan or regional planning agency 4.1% 
 

60-64 10.2% 

Community leader/or elected official 3.0% 
 

65-74 9.3% 

Passenger rail operating agency 2.3% 
 

75 to 84 2.5% 

Freight rail provider 1.5% 
 

85 years and older 0.3% 

Transportation Industry representative 1.2% 
 

GENDER RESPONSE % 

Tribal Representative 0.5% 
 

Female 26.1% 

TIME SPENT COMMUTING PER WORKDAY RESPONSE % 
 

Male 72.8% 

Less than 30 minutes 30.1% 
 

RACE OR ETHNICITY RESPONSE % 

30 minutes – 1 hour 27.3% 
 

White or Caucasian 71.2% 

1-2 hours 19.5% 
 

Asian-American/Pacific Islander 8.6% 

2-3 hours 6.4% 
 

Spanish, Hispanic, or Latino 7.1% 

More than 3 hours 3.4% 
 

Multiple ethnicities 4.4% 

Do not commute to work 13.2% 
 

Black or African-American 2.8% 

HOUSEHOLD INCOME RESPONSE % 
 

Native American /Alaska Native 1.8% 

$0 to $9,999 1.7% 
 

LANGUAGE SPOKEN AT HOME RESPONSE % 

$10,000 to $24,999 3.7% 
 

English 97.8% 

$25,000 to $49,999 9.8% 
 

Spanish 3.0% 

$50,000 to $74,999 14.0% 
 

Chinese (Cantonese or Mandarin) 2.1% 

$75,000 to $99,999 14.6% 
 

Tagalog 0.9% 

$100,000 to $124,999 16.5% 
 

Other 2.3% 

$125,000 to $149,999 7.1% 
   

$150,000 to $174,999 7.5% 
   

$175,000 to $199,999 3.8% 
   

$200,000 and up 9.3% 
   

CA SRP 2018 Survey Summary Report 
AECOM Draft MG 3/31/16 

3 

 

CONCLUSION
   The more than 2,000 responses to the 2018 California State Rail Plan Survey will help shape the vision for the 

Rail Plan. This vision will guide California’s future passenger and freight rail network. According to responses 
to the survey, top priorities and themes include:

•	 To expand coverage and increase service for passenger rail. These were the top two priorities for 
improving passenger rail and the top two factors preventing people from using rail regularly.  Additional 
priorities include: Improve transfers, connections with local transit, reliability and on-time-
performance

•	 The majority of respondents choose rail because they enjoy riding the train, and the train is often 
cheaper than using a car

•	 They use or would like to use rail for a variety of different reasons, from leisure travel to commuting

•	 Highest priority for safety improvements are to improve crossings with grade separations

www.californiastaterailplan.com 
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Christina Watson

From: Cheryl Grady <CherylG@bart.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, May 18, 2016 11:49 AM
Subject: April 2016 Capitol Corridor Performance Report

Service Performance  
The Capitol Corridor continues its streak of positive performance results. In April 2016, a total of 129,984 passengers 
rode Capitol Corridor trains, a 2.1% year‐over‐year (YOY) increase, and revenues were up 1.7% over April 2015. (Note 
that ridership and revenue growth were above last April's results despite April 2016 having one less weekday, which 
underlies the sustained strong performance of the service.) On‐Time Performance (OTP) was a superior 96%, 6% above 
the standard of 90%. 
 
The Year‐To‐Date (YTD) results are at or above standard. YTD ridership and revenue for FY16 are up 5% and 7%, 
respectively, with the System Operating Ratio at 55%, above the 50% standard and a record for the service. YTD OTP is 
94%, which keeps the Capitol Corridor in the #1 spot for service reliability in the national Amtrak intercity passenger rail 
network. The most recent customer satisfaction scores (from March 2016) indicate that 89% of passengers are “Highly 
Satisfied”, and the YTD customer satisfaction score is 89%, one point above the FY16 standard of 88%. 

 
 
 
The following are ridership highlights for March 2016:  

 Average weekend ridership for March was down 5%. Staff has conducted a review of the decrease in YOY 
ridership, and the results indicate that half of the weekend service (11 out of 22 trains) are performing well in 
terms of revenue while the other half are performing poorly. Working with Amtrak, staff has developed various 
modifications to the weekend schedule to optimize performance. Further work is needed to determine if these 
schedules can be implemented with positive revenue results and with the existing equipment.  

 Average March weekday ridership was up 7% due to continuing growth on the trains to and from San 
Jose/Silicon Valley, as well as sustained growth on the two trains serving the Placer County stations. 

Based on the detailed station and train ridership reports for March 2016 (see attached tables): 
 Total end‐point OTP for March 2016 was 94%. While the reliability of the service in general was superb, the 

embedded table shows some trains are performing below the 90% standard.  These underperforming trains are 
now being targeted for review by UPRR to determine the root cause of the delays affecting these trains and then 
developing actions to improve the specific OTP of these trains.  

 As ridership grows for the route, all stations experienced positive YoY growth.  Notable increases (20% or more) 
for March 2016 were at: Auburn, Rocklin, Roseville, Oakland/Coliseum, Hayward, and Satan Clara/University.  

christina
Text Box
R-4
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 The station‐pair ridership and revenue table mirrors the growth for stations that are paired with stations in 
Emeryville, Richmond, Oakland and Silicon Valley.  

 
Operating Performance Standards 
The CCJPA is required to provide quarterly reports to the California State Transportation Agency (CalSTA) on various 
performance standards and measures. In addition, staff tracks other supplemental performance standards/metrics that 
complement the CalSTA performance standards. The following are second quarter performance results provided by the 
CCJPA to CalSTA in FY16 (2Q FY16):  
Performance Standards: 

-          Route Ridership: +8.1% 
-          Passenger Miles: +8.6% 
-          System Operating Ratio: +9.5% 
-          End‐point OTP: +4.5% 
-          Station OTP: +4.2% 
-          Operator Delays per 10,000 Train‐Miles: ‐23.9% 

Supplemental Standards 
-          Revenue: +7.4% 
-          Customer Satisfaction: +3.5% 
-          Mechanical Delays per 10,000 Train‐Miles: ‐50.0% 
-          Total Operating Expenses (vs. Budget): ‐8.5% 

 
California Funding Opportunities  
Assemblymember Frazier, who is also Chair of the Assembly Transportation Committee, has introduced AB 1591, which 
would double the amount of the TIRCP from the current 10% of Cap and Trade auction revenues to 20%.  
 
State Senator Beall recently released proposed amendments to Senate Bill X1‐1, which was initially released as part of 
the Legislature's Special Session on Transportation. SBX1‐1, among other funding proposals, seeks to increase Cap and 
Trade TIRCP funding from 10% to 20%, similar to AB 1591 (Frazier).  
 
The CCJPA submitted an application for CalSTA's second round of state Cap and Trade Transit and Intercity Rail Capital 
Program (TIRCP) grants. Approximately $440 million is available from the state Budget Act of 2016, and the Governor’s 
Draft Budget for FY16‐17 is seeking to add another $900 million more, subject to funding availability. Applications for 
these TIRCP funds were due on April 5, 2016. The following projects were in the CCJPA's uniform application to the 
CalSTA requesting approximately $49.2 million in TIRCP funds (with $56.6 million in matching funds) for two key 
elements:  
 
1. CCJPA Sacramento to Roseville Third Mainline Track Project Phase I: This project includes various track infrastructure 
improvements on the Union Pacific route and at the Roseville Station facility. Completion of the project will allow for the 
addition of two daily Capitol Corridor round trip trains. Implementation of further phases of this project will set the 
stage for future service increases of up to 10 total round trips to/from Roseville. 
            TIRCP: $31.0 million, Match: $55.7 million, Total: $86.7 million 
 
2. Northern California Passenger Rail Schedule, Fleet and Maintenance Optimization and Capital Projects Program: 
This project involves (a) an optimization study of Capitol Corridor and San Joaquin Intercity Passenger Rail Services and 
ACE Commuter Rail Service; (b) a modification program for passenger coach cars that would enhance on‐board bicycle 
storage to keep up with ridership and bicycle demand on the Capitol Corridor consistent with the CCJPA's Bicycle Access 
Plan; and (c) the installation of two more standby power units at the Oakland Maintenance Facility to reduce GHG 
emissions and locomotive emissions/fuel usage and reduce ambient noise levels. 
            TIRCP: $18.2 million, Match: $0.9 million, Total: $19.1 million 
 
CalSTA has the ability to either support the full program of improvements or make a reduced or partial selection of the 
projects requested. The announcement of awards will be in August 2016.  
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FY17 Federal Legislation 
The US Senate Appropriations Committee accepted the recommendation from the Transportation, Housing, and Urban 
Development (THUD) Subcommittee for the FY17 federal budget, which included $90 million for the Rail Title from the 
Fixing America's Surface Transportation (FAST) Act of 2015 as compared to the $320 million authorized for FY17. The US 
House THUD Subcommittee is expected to take up the FY17 appropriations for the FAST Act in the few weeks and efforts 
are underway to increase the FY17 appropriations levels from this subcommittee up to the $320 million authorized in 
the FAST Act.  
 
Upcoming Schedule Change: Thruway San Francisco Connecting Bus Service 
Effective May 1, 2016, schedule changes were instituted for connecting buses serving San Francisco. These changes were 
made in responses to unplanned cost increases for bus operations. Staff conducted an extensive review of ridership at 
each of the San Francisco bus stops, and service levels were reduced to maintain buses to stops with the highest 
ridership (such as the Transbay Temporary Terminal, SF Hyatt, and Pier 39), while eliminating service to those stops that 
were underperforming (and which are served directly by BART from the Richmond Intermodal Station or indirectly by 
Muni buses from the Transbay Terminal). In addition, a fare increase for the Emeryville‐San Francisco route will be 
instituted in June 2016 to further address these cost increases.  
 
Customer Service Program Upgrades 
Bicycle Access Program: CCJPA staff continues to work with station owners to install eLockers. Amtrak is the lead for 
installation of the eLockers located within the envelope of the station platform, while CCJPA staff will lead the 
installation with station owners for those eLockers located in the non‐platform, public access areas. Contractual duties 
include insurance coverage and liability responsibilities, securing building permits and rights of occupancy, and 
completing funding and related installation contracts. CCJPA is also working on ways to increase on‐train bicycle storage. 
Soon we hope to be working with the bike parking vendors to explore new ways of storing more bicycles in the spaces 
we have. As well, we are trying to obtain funding to retrofit train cars to accommodate more bicycles, gradually adding 
more bike cars to every train. (See California Funding Opportunities on this memo.)  
 
Richmond Station Platform Improvements: The CCJPA staff has been working with BART on two access improvement 
projects at the Richmond station: (1) installation of a flashing light/beacon at the Capitol Corridor/Amtrak Richmond 
station platform. The beacon will indicate to conductors on Sacramento/Auburn‐bound Capitol Corridor trains that a 
BART train is approaching. This will allow conductors to wait for passengers to transfer from the inbound BART train to 
the waiting eastbound Capitol Corridor train; and (2) installation of a Clipper Card Parking Validation Machine (PVM) on 
the Capitol Corridor/Amtrak boarding platform so Capitol Corridor passengers parking at the Richmond BART parking 
garage can pay/validate parking with their Clipper Card on the train platform. Funding has been secured for these 
projects. Next steps include completing design plans and preparing procurement contracts. The preliminary target 
completion date is spring 2017.  
 
Marketing: The redesign of the Amtrak Connect Wi‐Fi landing page for on‐train went live at the end of April 2016 and 
has so far received overwhelmingly positive reviews from passengers. Staff is also in final review and testing of a new 
website platform and navigation design that will be ready for launch by the end of May 2016. The Friends & Family small 
group fare promotion continues through January 2, 2017, and marketing staff is working with Amtrak to finalize the 
popular Take 5 and Senior Midweek offers, both of which will be available by June 2016. Staff continues to work with a 
number of marketing partners, including the Oakland A’s, Pier 39/Rocket Boat, USA Gymnastics, Great America, 
SHN/Lion King, AT&T Park and Rosenblum Cellars, and is also looking into opportunities with the new Golden One Arena 
opening in fall 2017 in downtown Sacramento. 
 
Safety Initiatives 
Security Cameras at Capitol Corridor Stations: Funding has been secured to install cameras and surveillance equipment 
at the Rocklin, Roseville, and Suisun stations. This project is under development and will be constructed during the fall 
and winter months. Separately, Altamont Corridor Express (ACE) has secured funding to construct a similar camera 
system for the Fremont station. Funding has been identified in a future funding year for security cameras at the 
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Martinez, Emeryville, and Oakland Jack London Square stations. When complete, all Capitol Corridor stations will be 
equipped with security cameras and surveillance equipment. 
 
Positive Train Control: While Congress enacted a three‐year extension of PTC in November 2015, the Union Pacific 
Railroad remains committed to first implementing PTC in the Los Angeles basin, followed by Northern California. The 
PTC system is now being tested in the Los Angeles basin, and a completion date has not yet been identified. With 
respect to the installation of the PTC equipment on the state‐owned rail equipment in Northern California, hardware 
(electronic equipment) has been installed on all locomotives and cab cars. The next steps include software installation 
and programming, which is expected to be complete in summer 2016.  
 
Project Updates 
Travel Time Savings Project: UPRR, in consultation with the CCJPA, is completing the phasing plan for the project, which 
will develop work programs, schedules, and budgets for each of the two planned phases: 1) Oakland‐Benicia, and 2) 
Oakland‐Santa Clara. Capitol Corridor trains traveling between Sacramento and San Jose will realize an anticipated 10‐
minutes in reduced travel time. This project was awarded $4.62 million in Cap and Trade TIRCP funds, and the CCJPA will 
be seeking the allocation of these TIRCP funds at the May 2016 California Transportation Commission meeting.  
 
Oakland‐San Jose Phase 2 Track Project: The engineering and environmental consultants continue working for CCJPA on 
the Newark‐Albrae and Great America double track segments. Initial survey data has been gathered, and conceptual 
design is advancing. Concurrently, Caltrain is completing the design and environmental plans for the track upgrades into 
and out of the San Jose Diridon Station terminal facility as a means to accommodate additional Capitol Corridor trains.  
 
Sacramento‐Roseville 3rd Track Project: With the adoption of the California environmental review document by the 
CCJPA Board at its November 18, 2015, meeting, staff has worked out a phased implementation plan for the project (see 
California Funding Opportunities on this memo) with the Union Pacific Railroad. Two primary sources of financing 
include the California Cap and Trade TIRCP funds (the subject of the recent April 5, 2016 application) and the annual 
appropriations from the annual authorization program in the FAST Act for intercity passenger rail grants which could be 
used for a future project phase if FAST is funded for Intercity Passenger Rail. Concurrently, the Federal Railroad 
Administration (FRA) is advancing the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) environmental documentation for the 
Project and will issue a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for the project when the CCJPA applies for any federal 
funding (i.e., appropriations pursuant to the FAST Act).  
 
Outlook – Closing 
Seven months into FY16 and the Capitol Corridor service continues to outperform the standards set for FY16. In fact, 
these positive results go as far back as the latter half of FY14 and have trended upward trend over the last 20 months. 
This is due to the combination of sustained economic growth in the Northern California Megaregion and the dedication 
of the Capitol Corridor service partners (Union Pacific Railroad, Caltrain, Caltrans, and Amtrak) to the safe, reliable, and 
customer‐focused operation of the Capitol Corridor trains. The CCJPA will remain actively engaged in improving the 
efficiencies of the service, all while focusing on implementing safety (PTC) and customer (schedule optimization) 
initiatives and advancing service expansion plans (Sacramento‐Roseville 3rd Track Project) for the Capitol Corridor. 
 
DAVID B. KUTROSKY 
Managing Director 
Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority 
Phone: 510‐464‐6993 Fax: 510‐464‐6901 
e‐mail: davidk@capitolcorridor.org 
300 Lakeside Drive, 14th Floor East , Oakland, CA 94612 
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