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1  Scanning Clipper Cards

2 Excessive Train Sounds
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5 Caltrain comment Letter to California State Transportation Agency regarding the Transit
and Intercity Rail Capital Program Cycle 6 Guidelines

6 Blossom Hill Caltrain Station
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From: Nabong, Sarah

To: re_animat@yahoo.com

Cc: Board (@caltrain.com)

Subject: RE: Subject: Boarding the train is free?
Date: Tuesday, November 8, 2022 10:58:03 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Dear Dima,

Your email to the Caltrain Board of Directors has been forwarded to me for response. They will
receive a copy of this email.

We appreciate your comments regarding your use of our service. Please note this has been filed as
Report #866415, and the Caltrain comments mentioned in your feedback was forwarded to proper
parties for their attention to address. Caltrain is a Proof-of-Payment system in which all passengers
are required to be in possession of valid fare prior to boarding. Passengers without valid fare will be
cited under our new zero tolerance policy. Our fare checks are required by train staff, however they
are also random throughout a train ride and can happen at any time as crew members have many
other on board train duties to perform. Passenger must be prepared to show ticket or Clipper fare to
the conductor or fare inspector upon request.

Once again, thank you for your feedback.

Kind Regards,

Sarah Nabong, Customer Service Representative 2
1250 San Carlos Ave San Carlos, CA 94070

Phone: 650.508.7925

Websites: Caltrain | SamTrans | TA

Good afternoon,

Just wondering is there any reason why conductors only asking to show them my clipper card, but
they stopped scanning it a long time ago? How do they know people have valid ticket with out using
the scanner?

Does it mean now Caltrain is a free service? At the store | need to scan my credit card and pay, not
just let the person at the register know that | have one)))

There is already jocks on social media that you can ride train for free.
Personally | shouldn't care, but | don't want Caltrain loose money.



From: Nabong, Sarah

To: SK

Cc: Board (@caltrain.com)

Subject: RE: Excessive train sounds

Date: Tuesday, November 8, 2022 11:30:44 AM

Thank you for your follow up.

We do have an agreement with Union Pacific Railroad, which allows them use of our tracks. Other
than ensuring horns are at the FRA regulated decibel level and that engineers are obeying the
mandated sounding pattern, we are limited in what we can do as rail agencies. Horn decibels are
calibrated and tested every 92 days and are within federal regulations. There may be additional
whistle noise if there are employees working on the right of way or if additional trains are passing
through the area. Any excess or unusual whistle-blowing would be due to trespassers on the right of
way.

Nevertheless, we at Caltrain understand noise pollution is a frustrating problem, and we are doing
what we can to reduce horn usage while still adhering to Federal regulations.

Once more, we apologize for the trouble.

Kind regards,
Sarah Nabong

From: S K <samuelkim2987@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, November 08, 2022 11:16 AM

To: Nabong, Sarah <nabongs@samtrans.com>

Cc: Board (@caltrain.com) <BoardCaltrain@samtrans.com>
Subject: Re: Excessive train sounds

ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or
click on links from unknown senders.

Thank you for your response. However, | can no longer live here, along with a number of tenants in
my apt complex. | know of few who have left because of the trains.

| live exactly 1.2 miles from the station. | have to pass by it walking my dog, who freaks out as a train
passes by. We have Moffett field here with jets but even they don't disturb during evenings.

| just can't understand why some trains are honking quieter than others. Those ones, I'm ok with.
But most seem to be excessive and for my walls to rattle 1.2 miles away from said station does not
make sense to me. There are homes next to the station. | can't believe they can live like this.



On Tue, Nov 8, 2022, 11:08 AM Nabong, Sarah <nabongs@samtrans.com> wrote:

Dear Samuel Kim,

Your email to the Caltrain Board of Directors has been forwarded to me for response. They will
receive a copy of this email.

First, | apologize for the delay in my response and thank you for reaching out to Caltrain with your
observations. As a public service, the last thing we want to be is a nuisance to the communities we
serve.

From October 31 to November 4, Caltrain started working during the day to perform signal work,
install conduit and install equipment on poles. Caltrain also worked during the night to perform
signal work, install conduit, install equipment on poles and install crossing arms and arm
foundations. Day work hours were from 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. Night work hours were from 7 p.m. to 6
a.m.

In general, sounding whistle rule in part states that the whistle may be used at any time as a
warning regardless of any whistle prohibitions. When other employees are working in the
immediate area, sound the required whistle signal before moving. When approaching public
crossings at grade with the engine in front, sound signal as follows: A. At speeds in excess of 45
MPH, start signal at or about the crossing sign but not more than 1/4 mile before the crossing. B.
At speeds of 45 MPH or less, start signal at least 15 seconds, but not more than 20 seconds,
before entering the crossing. C. If no crossing sign start signal at least 15 seconds, but not more
than 20 seconds before entering crossing but not more than 1/4 mile before the crossing. D. If
movement starts less than 1/4 mile from a crossing, signal may be sounded less than 15 seconds
before the crossing when it is clearly seen traffic is not approaching the crossing, traffic is not
stopped at the crossing or when crossing gates are fully lowered. Prolong or repeat signal until the
engine completely occupies the crossing(s).

We apologize for any inconvenience this may have caused.

Kind regards,

Sarah Nabong, Customer Service Representative 2
1250 San Carlos Ave San Carlos, CA 94070

Phone: 650.508.7925

Websites: Caltrain | SamTrans | TA

3logos_eSig3

Subject: Excessive train sounds

I'm a resident of down town Sunnyvale. | live 2 miles from the station. | can't stand the constant



loud bursts of honking from these trains. They run all night. My walls rattle. | can't understand
why they need to honk for 5-8 seconds in 10 seconds intervals.

Please look into this.



From: Rios, Rona

To:

Cc: Board (@caltrain.com)

Subject: Caltrain Consumer Report 859914
Date: Tuesday, November 8, 2022 2:08:34 PM
Attachments: image001.png

oear I

Your email to the Board was forwarded to me for response and they will receive a copy of this
email.

First | want to apologize for the delayed response to your comments. Regarding the lack of
notification to riders, we have been reviewing your concerns and what we have learned is clearly we
must improve our efforts. We also realize the great challenges we face with keeping our riders
informed when announcing unscheduled train cancellations or urgent operational schedule changes
that are called out in the field during service hours. Additionally, when service changes are planned,
we attempt to notify customers by using twitter, signage on the platforms, announcements by
conductors, or scrolling signage. Admittedly, we must continue to find ways to improve
communication with passengers.

Recently, track work maintenance is causing us to single track throughout the system. We anticipate
additional service changes to accommodate the continued work along the railroad and encourage
you to sign up for updates at: https://www.caltrain.com/projects.

Again, | sincerely apologize for your recent experience while travelling on Caltrain and we hope we
can work on improving notifications to better serve you and others.

In addition to signing up for planned updates, feel free to reach out to our Customer Service
Department for assistance. They can be reached at 1-800-660-4287, Monday through Friday, 7am —
7pm, Weekends and Holidays 8am — 5pm.

Best Regards,

Rona Rios, Director of Customer Experience
1250 San Carlos Ave, San Carlos, CA. 94070
Office Phone: 650-508-6239

Websites: Caltrain | SamTrans | TA

rrom: I

Sent: Tuesday, November 8, 2022 9:34 AM
To: Board (@caltrain.com) <BoardCaltrain@samtrans.com>

Subject: Re: Complaint and frustration



You don't often get email from_ earn why this is important

ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on
links from unknown senders.

| have not received a response here. Also, what is happening with single tracking on the train
between California Avenue and San Antonio every morning? The conductor says this will be for
several months.

On Wed, Sep 14, 2022 at 8:55 AM || GG v ot-:

| am writing to express deep frustration with Caltrain. There have been numerous issues with the
service that have been made very clear in the past few months.

Today, | was notified the 8:32AM Caltrain from SF got moved up by 5 minutes to 8:27AM. Your staff
says there were numerous notices, but why were there over 50 people waiting with me that had *no
idea*? | have a registered email address with Clipper/Caltrans, so why did | simply not get an email?
This is 2022 in the heart of Silicon Valley - why not collect email addresses or even phone numbers
so you can text people with changes, rather than rely on physical signage no one looks at?

Last week, several bullet and limited trains were flat out cancelled. While your Twitter says bullets
would be affected, several *limted* trains were cancelled with no prior notice. When | informed
your Twitter, your staff not only did not express remorse but actually said "Yes we did tell you" and
proceeded to tell a lie.

| repeat: We live in the tech capital of the world and yet Caltrain can't find a way to actively
communicate with its passengers ahead of time. In addition to numerous delays which have been
frustrating, the level of service is embarrassing.

| look forward to hearing your response.

Thanks,



2022 BOARD OF DIRECTORS
' STEVE HEMINGER, CHAIR
a ! . CHARLES STONE, VICE CHAIR
” DEVORA “DEV” DAVIS
GLENN HENDRICKS
CINDY CHAVEZ

JEFF GEE
DAVE PINE

November 7,2022 SHAMANN WALTON
MONIQUE ZMUDA

MICHELLE BOUCHARD
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

The Honorable Liane Randolph
Chair, California Air Resources Board
1001 | Street

Sacramento, CA 95811

RE: Proposed In-Use Locomotive Regulation

Dear Chair Randolph:

On behalf of the Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board (Caltrain), | would like to provide our comments on the
Proposed In-Use Locomotive Regulation. Caltrain is supportive of the state’s air quality goals and has been
moving forward with ambitious plans to reach a zero-emissions (ZE) future. However, we have significant
concerns with the timing, structure and requirements of the proposed regulation and hope the California Air
Resources Board (CARB) can take these into account to reach a path forward that can work for passenger rail
agencies. These concerns align with the feedback previously provided to the Transportation and Toxics Division
in letters sent in 2021 and 2022, meetings with staff and efforts by our fellow passenger rail agencies
throughout the development of the proposed regulation.

Caltrain is currently engaged in the transformational Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project that is
modernizing a nearly 160-year-old commuter rail line. This project will replace 75 percent of our diesel fleet with
high-performance zero-emissions electric multiple unit (EMU) trains. When this work is complete, Caltrain will
be the state’s first electrified commuter rail system, spanning 51 miles between San Francisco and San Jose. We
support the state’s push toward a zero-emissions future and we are eager to continue our partnership with
CARB toward this shared goal.

The Electrification Project is well underway, with all foundations and over 90 percent of poles installed, 10 out of
10 power facilities under construction, and the first segment energized. Four electric trains have arrived on
property and 131 of 133 electric train cars are in manufacturing. The Project is nearing the finish line but faces a
$410 million funding gap which must be addressed if the work is to be completed on time for passenger service
in fall of 2024. This situation, in part due to and combined with other impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic, has
Caltrain facing a fiscal cliff in June of 2023, near the time this regulation would take effect. If additional
resources cannot be secured to fill the project’s significant funding gap, Caltrain will likely face impacts to
operating budgets and service levels. The proposed regulation will compound these impacts to the financial
health of the agency if not modified to allow achievable emissions improvements.

While Caltrain’s long term service vision assumes a blended service with California High-Speed Rail Authority
from San Francisco to Gilroy, the section of track between Tamien Station in San Jose and Gilroy Station is
owned by the Union Pacific Railroad and the timeline for the electrification of this corridor is uncertain.

PENINSULA CORRIDOR JOINT POWERS BOARD
1250 San Carlos Ave. — P.O. Box 3006
San Carlos, CA 94070-1306 (650) 508-6200



In order to continue to serve communities between Tamien and Gilroy, Caltrain must continue to operate diesel
service until such time that funding, manufacture and federal safety certification can be achieved for ZE
equipment that can be placed into service. At 2025 service levels, this would require five new trainsets.

Caltrain is pursuing a request to the California State Transportation Agency for funding of a pilot project for one
battery-equipped electric multiple unit (BEMU), which could charge along Caltrain’s electrified territory and then
run battery-powered service to Gilroy. If funded, this option would take three to five years to come into service
due to the need for design review and test approval by the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) in addition to
normal manufacturing timelines and special consideration for procuring ZE parts that do not currently have a
supply chain. Procuring a BEMU not based on Caltrain’s existing EMU would take significantly longer due to the
entire train set requiring FRA review and approval already complete for the Caltrain EMU. There is no ZE
equipment yet approved for use in the United States for railroads regulated by FRA and the first customer of
each type will bear the burden of a procurement process of up to ten years. There are limited funding
opportunities for additional ZE trainsets. Caltrain will be looking to state and federal funds once the technology
is proven, even as it currently pursues Federal Transit Administration (FTA) replacement grants for more EMU
trainsets.

Zero-emission locomotive technologies discussed in Appendix F of the proposed regulation are also not yet
commercially available and may not comply with federal Buy America requirements, making them unattainable
for California passenger rail agencies. Caltrain could potentially purchase ZE locomotives and extend the use of
aged coaches for Gilroy service if funds sufficient for BEMU train sets were not available if more time and
funding were made available for the transition. As currently conceived, the regulation requires either replacing
older locomotive equipment by 2030 or foregoing credit for ZE vehicle use. Either path requires significant
investment or sequestering of desperately needed operating funds before 2030, and ZE equipment may not be
commercially available by that time. As written and given current technology, the proposed regulation could
incentivize Caltrain to apply for grants to purchase Tier IV locomotives to address the schedule demands, which
would lock in diesel service for the required useful life of 25 years when instead, with time, effort, and
thoughtful state intervention, we could be the first full zero-emission rail vehicle fleet in the state.

The ZEV rail technology, market readiness and resource availability needs must be reviewed and assessed by
CARB in a way that takes into account federal requirements and constraints, funding limitations, public agency
purchasing rules and requirements, and public sector financial planning requirements and timelines. Please refer
to the attached Appendix A which gives a detailed analysis of the technology readiness analysis contained in the
regulation’s Appendix F.

The following are specific concerns with the proposed regulation:

Spending Account Requirements (Section 2478.4(a)-(e)): Beginning, July 1, 2024, the proposed regulation
would require all locomotive operators, including intercity passenger and commuter rail agencies, to annually
deposit funding in a trust account (or “Spending Account”) at a level based on the emissions generated by their
locomotive fleet. These funds and any interest generated must be used for: the purchase, lease, or rental of Tier
4 or cleaner locomotives, or for the remanufacture or repower to Tier IV or cleaner locomotives (through 2030);
the purchase, lease, or rental of ZE locomotives, ZE capable locomotives, ZE rail equipment, or to repower to ZE
locomotives or ZE capable locomotives; or supporting infrastructure.



For Caltrain, this would mean encumbering tens of millions of dollars into a Spending Account that would be
unavailable for rail operations, state of good repair improvements, or leveraging federal investment in rolling
stock and capital projects, despite existing plans to replace 75 percent of our fleet with ZEV EMUs. Caltrain does
not have flexible funds that could account for this level of financial disruption and would be forced to impact
operating budgets, reduce service, or in the worst case, shut down entirely. This requirement in creating a new
financial liability could impact the agency’s credit rating, which would be problematic for the financing that may
be needed simply to comply with the regulation and continue to run service.

There is no funding attached to this regulation and thus, passenger rail agencies will have no assistance or
recourse to comply. Further, the proposed regulation and its Spending Account requirements are premised on
the assumption that ZE rail vehicles that could work for Caltrain’s situation are commercially available and ready
for use by passenger rail agencies, which is simply not the case. To be clear, there are currently no FRA-approved
off-wire zero-emission locomotive or multiple units commercially available for passenger rail use in the United
States.

Caltrain is requesting that passenger rail agencies not be subject to the spending account provisions of the
proposed regulation. While staff have indicated that the Alternative Compliance Plan (ACP) section of the
regulation was created to be a path for passenger rail agencies, it is not at all clear given the text that approval
of an ACP could be achieved. Furthermore, it is not clear that approval would be retroactive and negate the
requirement to sequester funds for any timing gap between application and approval.

ZE Credit System (Section 2478.4(f)): The proposed regulation would implement a ZE credit system for the
Spending Account, whereby the operations of zero-emission locomotives, zero-emission rail equipment, or use
of wayside power by locomotive operators, including intercity passenger and commuter rail agencies, in
California would result in the generation of credits that would reduce a locomotive operator’s annual deposits
into their Spending Account. This system would be in effect through December 31, 2029, with all ZE credits
expiring on January 1, 2030.

When Caltrain’s EMUs go into service, the credits from the ZEV EMUs will, for a short time, cancel out the
remaining diesel locomotives. However, Caltrain still expects to need these diesel locomotives for the area of
service that is not electrified after 2030. With the credits expiring, Caltrain will again face tens of millions of
dollars needed to be encumbered to comply with the proposed regulation, but the air quality benefits of its ZEV
fleet will be unchanged. Though we would like to replace our remaining diesel fleet, this will depend on the
receipt of competitive grant funding, which is not guaranteed and would again require an extended lead time.

Caltrain is requesting that credits for ZE rail vehicles do not expire.

Engine Life (Section 2478.5(a)): The proposed regulation would prohibit use of locomotives more than 23 years
old, beginning in 2030. This is at odds with FTA requirements that vehicles must have a useful life of 25 years.
This 25-year minimum useful life refers to total time in normal transit service, not time spent stockpiled or
otherwise unavailable for regular use in transit service. If an agency removes an FTA financed vehicle from
service sooner than 25 years, the agency is legally obligated to repay the FTA an amount equal to the FTA share
of the vehicle’s remaining value. Further, rail vehicles are ineligible for replacement formula funds prior to the
end of their useful life. Thus, all passenger rail agencies who receive FTA funding for rail vehicles plan their



budgets, financials, and procurements based on a useful life of 25 years. Moreover, agencies can only sell
vehicles prior to the end of their useful life if given federal approval to do so, which would likely not accept
sending emissions to other states as a valid reason for early disposal, where FTA rules require demonstration of
federal interest.

Caltrain is requesting the proposed regulation align with the federal requirement of a 25-year useful life for rail
vehicles.

Technology Assessment (Section 2478.5 (b)(1)): The proposed regulation would require any switch, industrial,
or passenger locomotive with an original engine build date of 2030 or newer to operate in a ZE configuration at
all times in California, beginning January 1, 2030. This means that locomotives could be used as cab cars, and
Caltrain has sufficient cab cars providing passenger seating so this is not a benefit to our operation.

By December 1, 2027, CARB staff would be required to publish a verification that progress has been made in five
years to determine if locomotives are on target to meet the 2030 ZE configuration deadline. However, this will
be too late to be helpful to passenger rail agencies that would be required, beginning on July 1, 2024, to deposit
funding into a Spending Account.

If, in 2027, the technology assessment ultimately finds that zero-emission locomotive and multiple unit
technologies have not progressed sufficiently to maintain the regulation’s compliance deadlines, CARB will have
undermined rail service by requiring the redirection of limited funding that could have been used for operations
and other capital investments to the Spending Account over 3.5 years for little to no movement on the
deployment of zero-emission locomotive and multiple unit technologies. There is a serious cost to agencies like
Caltrain of encumbering funding, especially at the levels that would be required for compliance in the proposed
regulation even if ultimately, the deadlines are moved back.

Temporary Waiver (Section 2478.6(a)): The proposed regulation would allow locomotive operators, including
intercity passenger and commuter rail agencies, to exercise a temporary operating waiver option. If a
locomotive operator plans to operate a locomotive that would be considered prohibited pursuant to section
2478.5, the locomotive operator has the option to submit a request to the Executive Officer to temporarily
operate the locomotive in California. The temporary operating waiver request may be approved, provided
certain specified requirements are satisfied. While this is useful flexibility, we are concerned that the temporary
operating waiver does not include relief for lack of funding, commercial availability, or FRA approval, which are
significant barriers for public agencies.

Alternative Compliance Plan (Section 2487.7 (a) and Section 2487.10): The proposed regulation permits
locomotive operators, including intercity passenger and commuter rail agencies, to submit an alternative
compliance plan (ACP) instead of complying with the Spending Account requirements in Section 2478.4 and/or
the In-Use Operational requirements in 2478.5. While Caltrain and other passenger rail agencies in the state
urged CARB staff to create an alternative to the proposed regulation’s Spending Account requirements, the
proposed structure and requirements of the ACP are still problematic for agencies.

The following are specific issues and complications with the proposed ACP structure and requirements:

e An approved ACP would be valid for a five year "verification" period. In that period, a locomotive
operator would be required to demonstrate emissions reductions equivalent to compliance with Section
2478.4 and/or Section 2478.5 through use of cleaner equipment. In practice, this requirement would



charge locomotive operators with absorbing financial costs and operational impacts similar to
compliance with Section 2478.4 and/or Section 2478.5.

e The proposed ACP would require users to document lower emissions for PM, NOx and GHG. These
measurements are expensive and administratively burdensome, and GHG is not defined to the extent
the regulation defines PM and NOx.

e The proposed ACP would require usage data for each locomotive in a locomotive operator’s fleet. This
data may not be available for older equipment that has been through engine rebuild.

e The proposed ACP would require applications to be submitted six months before their effective date. As
the proposed regulation would take effect in 2023 and the first deposit to the Spending Account would
be due in July 2024, agencies submitting an ACP would need to have all of the funding for 2023 readily
available to deposit in the case that their ACP was not accepted, which they wouldn’t know until about
the same time as the deposit became due. This submittal process would create uncertainty for Caltrain
and other agencies that would impact operations and capital planning. Further, this level of uncertainty
and the tens of millions of dollars at stake could impact our agency’s credit rating at a time when
Caltrain is facing severe fiscal pressure and recovering from low ridership during the pandemic. Given
the extreme financial hardship of an ACP rejection, Caltrain would be unlikely to finalize operational and
capital plans if acceptance of an ACP is outstanding.

e The proposed regulation requires locomotive operators exercising an approved ACP to annually report
several data points including:

o The locomotive operator/company name; a detailed explanation of the progress of the ACP for
the prior calendar year;

o Adetailed accounting of the reductions achieved pursuant to the ACP for the prior calendar
year;

o Adetailed explanation as to how the reductions achieved by the ACP in the prior year were real,
qguantifiable, verifiable, and enforceable;

o The location(s) of the emissions reductions that were achieved by the ACP in the prior calendar
year;

o Adetailed accounting of the emissions reductions that would have been achieved pursuant to
section 2478.4 and/or 2478.5; and,

o Any other information identified in the Executive Order as necessary for evaluating whether the
locomotive operator has complied with section 2478.7 requirements and ACP requirements.

For publicly funded passenger railroads, reporting this data annually is certain to be onerous and costly,
and will have a negative impact on overall agency budgets.

Caltrain requests that the ACP simplify emissions data and reporting requirements to workable estimates rather
than the complicated requirements currently included. This would include not requiring locomotive operators to
report usage data for each locomotive including, in some cases, usage by air district, because for older
locomotives like those operated by Caltrain, this data is not available.



Caltrain also requests that agencies have at least 12 months in between the decision to approve or reject an ACP
and the time of first Spending Account deposit in order to reduce financial planning uncertainty and avoid
unintended impacts to agencies’ credit ratings and overall fiscal health.

Caltrain requests that the ACP timeframe of five years is extended to be commensurate with the realities of
public funding and procurement processes, technology availability, and other barriers and timing constraints.

Caltrain requests that if GHGs are going to be a part of the regulation, then passenger rail agencies receive credit
for reduced vehicle miles traveled as a result of rail service. If GHGs are not meant to be included in the
regulation, we request that they be removed from the proposed regulation.

Idling Requirements (Section 2478.8): The proposed regulation prohibits idling for more than 30 minutes with
exceptions for various scenarios that do not include typical reasons passenger services may idle to ensure the
safety of the public.

Caltrain requests that passenger rail agencies be exempt from idling requirements or that typical scenarios for
passenger rail vehicle idling be included as exceptions.

Proposed Solutions:
Market Assessment

Caltrain requests that CARB initiate and complete an independent and peer-reviewed market and technology
assessment, as called for by the California Transit Association, before implementing the proposed regulation or
any alternative regulation. This market assessment should be conducted with input from industry stakeholders
and all relevant state and federal departments and agencies, and should address the following issues:

1. The commercial availability of ZE locomotive and multiple unit technologies and fuels in the United
States, with consideration to all applicable federal laws and regulations;

2. The deployment status of ZE locomotive and multiple unit technologies in the United States;

3. The capital and operational costs, performance, and reliability of ZE locomotive and multiple unit
technologies and requisite infrastructure on the United States market, including the compared costs of
locomotives and related technologies now versus estimated future costs;

4. The availability of state and federal funding opportunities to address the costs of deploying and
operating ZE passenger locomotive and multiple unit technologies and requisite infrastructure;

5. The barriers to adoption of ZE locomotive technologies, including the availability of battery storage and
regularity of required maintenance on locomotive batteries; and,

6. The status of intercity passenger and commuter rail service in California.

This market and technology assessment is intended to inform: the timelines for compliance by intercity
passenger and commuter rail agencies with the proposed regulation or any alternative regulation; amendments
to the proposed regulation or any alternative regulation to address assessment findings; and funding strategies
to support the deployment of zero-emission locomotive technologies and requisite infrastructure.

This market and technology assessment would be more expansive than the 2022 assessment included in
Appendix F of the Initial Statement of Reasons. That earlier assessment reflects only supplier marketing
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statements and public transit plans and fails to highlight that much of the technology reviewed is unavailable in
the United States as it has not been approved by the FRA for use by intercity passenger and commuter rail
agencies and does not meet federal Buy America requirements. Additionally, this market and technology
assessment is distinct from the assessment scheduled for 2027 in the proposed regulation in that it aims to
proactively identify and address the barriers associated with transitioning to ZE locomotives before agencies are
required to take preparatory steps for technology deployments that may later prove to be infeasible.

Pilot Projects

Caltrain requests that CARB and the state invest in demonstration and pilot projects that deliver near-term
benefits to communities while helping to enable the broader industry transition to ZEV, as called for by the
California Transit Association. Caltrain is interested in running a pilot of BEMU operations provided funding for a
BEMU and demonstration project is secured prior to our option expiring in August of 2023. Caltrain is available
to work with CARB to move forward on enabling sufficient funding, providing ample time to commence the
transition to ZE locomotive technologies, consideration of barriers and adequate alternatives, and creating a
path forward that works for passenger rail agencies while furthering the goals of a zero-emissions future.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Proposed In-Use Locomotive Regulation. Caltrain is available
to meet with CARB staff to discuss these comments and looks forward to working together with CARB to address
these concerns. Please contact Devon Ryan, Government and Community Affairs Officer, ryand@samtrans.com,
(650) 730-6172, for any questions regarding this letter.

Sincerely,

Michelle Bouchard
Executive Director

cc: Members, California Air Resources Board
Dr. Steven Cliff, Executive Officer, California Air Resources Board
Heather Arias, Chief, Transportation and Toxics Division, California Air Resources Board

Jamie Callahan, Chief of Staff, Office of Chairwoman Liane Randolph, California Air Resources Board
Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board of Directors



Appendix A: Comments on the Proposed Regulation’s Appendix F

Technology Feasibility Assessment for the Proposed In Use Locomotive Regulation (Appendix F)

Purpose and Quality of the Technology Feasibility Assessment:

The CARB In-use Locomotive Regulation provides a Technology Feasibility Assessment, but notes that
the purpose of this document is only to “discuss” various technologies that may be used to meet the
meet the requirements of the proposed regulation. It is not, by its own account, a full assessment as it
relates to the feasibility of complying proposed requirements.

CARB’s Technology Feasibility Assessment does not include assessment or analysis to determine if zero-
emission (ZE) passenger rail technology is or will be available within the proposed timeframe of the
regulation.

Because the Technology Feasibility Assessment is incomplete, it does not provide meaningful input for
consideration in the Standardized Regulatory Impact Analysis (SRIA). This means the SRIA's basis for
conclusions on related passenger rail impacts is incomplete and makes the SRIA insufficient with respect
to CARB's responsibilities under the California Administrative Procedures Act.

Market Analysis and Assessment of Commercial Availability:

The proposed regulation relies on the existence of freight test programs, and in particular, the
availability of low horsepower switcher locomotives as the basis for presuming passenger rail equipment
needs can be met. This is in conflict with the fact that passenger rail equipment is a specialized, low
volume market. Critical to the feasibility of its proposed regulation, CARB has not explored the fact that
there are no production ready ZE passenger rail technologies that are commercially available beyond
prototypes, except those that require full electrification of the railroad.

The proposed regulation notes that ZE solutions would need to be sized based on the operational needs
of each railroad, but does not provide analysis as to how current passenger operations can be met by ZE
technology. This is a fundamental oversight. While there exists a potential path for short distance, low
frequency operations, no known ZE solutions for the majority of commuter and intercity passenger rail
operations currently exists, outside of electrification. Further, it is unclear if any such solutions will be
available within the next 10 years to meet the needs of today's operations. A sensitivity analysis should
have been performed to assess the expected range of development for a solution that can meet the
needs of most long-distance and higher capacity commuter and intercity passenger operations.

Though the proposed regulation seems to rely on the assumption that battery or hydrogen tenders
could be used to bridge the significant range and energy capacity gap, no analysis is provided as to its
availability, or operational feasibility. There are no existing tender designs for passenger use.

The proposed regulation does not provide a market analysis to examine the potential for manufacturers
to bring ZE platform solutions to the U.S. market. Any substantive fleet replacement would require
commercial availability of a product line. There would need to be a sustained market beyond California
to justify investment in a production line and supply chain that could meet U.S. regulatory and Buy
America requirements.

Regulatory Issues:

While CARB understands that locomotives operating on the general railroad system must comply with
federal requirements and regulations, the proposed regulation does not address the regulatory impact
of the provisions of the proposed order. There is no acknowledgement of the additional safety
measures, including fire safety, that are required for passenger equipment nor the reliance of passenger
rail agencies on federal funding with domestic content requirements.



In 2013, the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) published a letter to the railroad industry outlining
process for the regulatory approval of railroad motive power that uses “alternative fuel” sources, to
include battery-electric and hydrogen technologies. The process outlined underscores the fact that
there is not enough market demand to drive the need for standards to address these technologies at
this time, as the current and projected applications are focused on pilot and prototype projects. Because
of this, each product must go through an organic approval process with FRA that is highly dependent on
the specific design and application of a given technology. On average, this process has taken about three
years for each project, but does not account for the fact that FRA has a limited capacity of subject
matter expertise to devote to such projects, and an increase in demand could lead to longer timelines
associated with approval, particularly for passenger operations which represent a higher safety risk. The
proposed regulation does not address this process in its analysis and no letter or formal communication
from the FRA is included in the proposed regulation acknowledging the proposed regulation’s timeline.
Both battery and hydrogen multiple-unit (MU) prototypes are identified as potential solutions for
passenger rail operations based on pilot programs in Europe. There is no analysis, however, as to
whether or not manufacturers of these products would be willing to develop variants of these platforms
for the U.S. market. Currently, no manufacturer has committed to bringing a ZE platform to the US
market beyond a prototype phase except those that require full electrification of the railroad.

While the concept of tenders is mentioned as a means to achieve range and capacity for ZE technology
that otherwise cannot be met for the foreseeable future, no analysis of the availability or practicality of
tender equipment for passenger use is included in the proposed regulation. Any new design would need
to be developed in concert with FRA, to include incorporation crashworthiness requirements and fire
safety considerations. It would likely take three to five years to go from concept to prototype for a new
tender design that could be developed for commercial production. Further, FRA has noted that liquid
hydrogen tenders are not being considered as a viable option for passenger rail, due to significant safety
concerns.

In order to implement ZE technology, most passenger railroads will depend heavily on federal funding
sources. These funding sources have domestic content requirements such as Buy America, and similar
programs that must be complied with. Since there is no domestic production of ZE rail technology for
passenger use except those that require full electrification of the railroad, there exists no current supply
chain that could be proven to meet domestic content requirements. Prototypes, and even eventual
production models will likely require a domestic content waiver which could take several months to
obtain.

Cost Estimates:

Though the proposed regulation notes the cost of current passenger locomotives, the cost of ZE
technology is not identified nor is there information on how passenger railroads would pay for the
substantial capital cost increase over current options. Passenger equipment must provide additional
functionality and comply with more requirements than freight equipment (e.g., fire safety requirements,
Buy America, etc.). This additional complexity drives up the cost of equipment and requires additional
engineering and production time to fulfil orders. A battery-equipped electric multiple unit for a pilot
project with Caltrain would likely cost S60 million just for one train and five would be needed to provide
a comparable service level to existing diesel from San Jose to Gilroy. This is significantly higher than
diesel locomotives.

The proposed regulation does not acknowledge that both battery-electric and hydrogen technology
would require the replacement of its battery and fuel cell systems multiple times within the normal
expected economic life of a locomotive. Some manufacturers estimate that the current generation
systems would require replacement within six to eight years. This represents a significant overhaul cost



that will occur multiple times within the life of the unit in addition to the disposal of a significant portion
of the locomotive’s internal systems every six to ten years.

The Technology Feasibility Assessment asserts that the maintenance of ZE technology will be lower than
current diesel-electric technologies but provides no information or data for the regulated community to
consider. While it is true that the costs associated with reciprocating engines would be eliminated, a
large portion of rail equipment maintenance costs are tied with required tests and inspections,
particularly as it relates to pneumatic braking systems. Further, both battery-electric and hydrogen
technologies require sophisticated cooling, control, and monitoring systems which will require
associated inspection, testing and maintenance. These costs where not analyzed and compared against
the savings from current reciprocating engine options.

Infrastructure Analysis:

While the need for additional infrastructure is identified within the Technology Feasibility Assessment,
there is no analysis of how this additional requirement will impact the short- and long-term
implementation of ZE technology. Analysis of the cost, timeframe, or regulatory process required to
implement such support infrastructure is not included in the proposed regulation. This represents a
major challenge for passenger railroad’s attempting implementation of ZE technology, because agencies
cannot control the pricing, availability and regulatory standards of this infrastructure.

No agreed upon standards for interface of charging or hydrogen fueling infrastructure for rail-bound
vehicles currently exists. The proposed regulation provides no assessment of the timeline associated
with the development of necessary standards that would be required to promote interoperability of ZE
technology over the general railroad network which will be critical to its adoption beyond the prototype
phase.

The proposed regulation does not include assessment of the short- or long-term ability of utilities or
hydrogen suppliers to provide 100 percent reliable energy to passenger railroads, particularly if demand
continues to grow, driven by continued demand from the auto and transit sectors.
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Toks Omishakin, Secretary

California State Transportation Agency
400 Capitol Mall, Suite 2340
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Transit and Intercity Rail Capital Program
Dear Secretary Omishakin:

On behalf of the Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board (Caltrain), | would like to provide our comments on
the draft Cycle 6 Transit and Intercity Rail Capital Program (TIRCP) guidelines. The TIRCP has been a critical
source of funding for Caltrain’s transformational Electrification Project, which will reduce vehicle miles
traveled and greenhouse gas emissions while increasing service, reliability, and safety. We are extremely
grateful to our state leaders for setting aside much needed funding for existing projects within this program
and want to thank you and your staff for all of their work. Given the importance of this program and the
opportunity to focus on existing projects, we offer the following comments for your consideration.

Funding: We request that the state take advantage of this unique opportunity and utilize the full $1.2
billion maximum identified in Section 5 of the Formal Guidelines - Existing TIRCP Projects Leveraging
Federal and Local Funds Reserve under the Rest of the State portion of the allocation.

Project Evaluation and Project Selection: We request that the draft guidelines and evaluation process
include prioritization of a project’s readiness and time to completion. The focus on existing projects is a
unique opportunity to fully complete projects such as Caltrain’s Electrification Project, which is less than
two years from running passengers on board zero-emission, high-performance electric trains. These
projects do not have phases or components that easily fit into federal grant opportunities because they are
too far along and require pre-award authority in order to qualify, which programs like the U.S. Department
of Transportation’s Mega Program and INFRA have not included. Benefits to riders and surrounding
communities will be felt more quickly with projects near completion. Further, due to the COVID-19
pandemic, many agencies are facing a fiscal cliff in the next year or two. Prioritizing completing capital
projects will enhance funding benefits through avoided higher costs and service impacts as agencies will
otherwise have to draw on operating dollars and/or turn to expensive financing.

Demonstration of Project Eligibility: We request that the draft guidelines provide greater clarity on the
definition of maintaining federal funding to specify that it includes projects with a federal Full Funding
Grant Agreement with a remedies clause requiring the return of all federal funds in the event the grantee
fails to complete the project. We have included specific language in Appendix A.

PENINSULA CORRIDOR JOINT POWERS BOARD
1250 San Carlos Ave. — P.O. Box 3006
San Carlos, CA 94070-1306 (650) 508-6200



Thank you again for the opportunity to review and comment on the Formal Guidelines. The TIRCP is the
best opportunity the state has had in years to get existing projects across the finish line and unlock the
community benefits that await the completion of major projects.

We look forward to continuing to work with you to improve Caltrain’s commuter rail system and the
communities we serve. Please feel free to contact me at bouchardm@caltrain.com or Casey Fromson, Chief

Communications Officer, (650) 288-7625, fromsonc@caltrain.com.

Sincerely,

Michelle Bouchard
Executive Director

cc: Chad Edison, Chief Deputy Secretary for Rail and Transit, California State Transportation Agency
Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board of Directors



Caltrain TIRCP Comments - Appendix A

Revisions to Addendum 1: Information Specific to the Existing TIRCP Projects Leveraging Federal and
Local Funds Reserve page 32.

1. B. Demonstration of Project Eligibility: Applicant shall demonstrate that a supplemental state grant
would leverage or maintain an identified source of significant local or federal investment.

¢ Maintaining funding includes, but is not limited to, projects seeking-fundingforprojectsthat
are-under construction that could ane-wit lose access to, or be required to repay, committed
federal funds unless additional non-federal funds are identified. If specific information has
been communicated from the federal partner that such an issue must be resolved by a
particular deadline, applicant shall provide written documentation of such a requirement, or
may be asked to provide the remedies clause requiring repayment from the applicant’s Full
Funding Grant Agreement.



From: Navdeep Dhaliwal

To: Elvera Faria

Cc: Chavez, Cindy [cindy.chavez@bos.sccgov.org]; Jimenez, Sergio; Board (@caltrain.com);
devora.davis@sanjoseca.gov; Bouchard, Michelle; Fromson, Casey; Sargent, Sam; Low, Lori; Tietjen, Brent;
Tongilava, Roy

Subject: RE: Blossom Hill Cal Train Station

Date: Wednesday, November 9, 2022 8:01:29 PM

Attachments: image003.png

Hi Elvera,

Thank you for your message. | appreciate you reaching out and following up about the lighting in the
lot.

As a general update, Caltrain was able to replace the lights on the pedestrian walkway and platform.
We also have regular maintenance cleaning the platform daily from Monday -Friday. In addition,
parking lot maintenance and landscaping work occur each Friday.

As for the lighting in the lot, Caltrain is coordinating with local agencies to ensure we can resolve this
matter.

Please feel free to call me at (650) 730-6077, or | am happy to set up some time to discuss this
further.

Regards,

Navi Dhaliwal, Government & Community Affairs Officer
1250 San Carlos Ave San Carlos, CA 94070

Cell Phone: 650.730.6077

www.caltrain.com

B

From: Elvera Faria <efaria@rogersbenefit.com>

Sent: Wednesday, November 2, 2022 11:15 AM

To: Navdeep Dhaliwal <DhaliwalN@caltrain.com>

Cc: Chavez, Cindy [cindy.chavez@bos.sccgov.org] <cindy.chavez@bos.sccgov.org>; Jimenez, Sergio
<sergio.jimenez@sanjoseca.gov>; Board (@caltrain.com) <BoardCaltrain@samtrans.com>;
devora.davis@sanjoseca.gov; Bouchard, Michelle <BouchardM@caltrain.com>; Fromson, Casey
<Fromsonc@samtrans.com>; Sargent, Sam <SargentS@caltrain.com>; Low, Lori

<Lowl @caltrain.com>; Tietjen, Brent <TietjenB@caltrain.com>

Subject: RE: Blossom Hill Cal Train Station

Some people who received this message don't often get email from gfaria@rogersbenefit.com. Learn why this is
important



HI Navdeep:

Hope all is well | am just following up on the requests below and most importantly when the lights
will be fixed, the parking lot is very dark at night and with the time change coming this weekend its
imperative they are fixed sooner than later.

In addition, there are cars parked (could be stolen or dumped salvage) in the lot for over 3 months.

Thank you!
Elvera

From: Navdeep Dhaliwal <DhaliwalN@samtrans.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 13, 2022 5:16 PM

To: Elvera Faria <efaria@rogersbenefit.com>

Cc: Chavez, Cindy [cindy.chavez@bos.sccgov.org] <cindy.chavez@bos.sccgov.org>; Jimenez, Sergio
<sergio.jimenez@sanjoseca.gov>; Board (@caltrain.com) <BoardCaltrain@samtrans.com>;
devora.davis@sanjoseca.gov; Bouchard, Michelle <BouchardM @caltrain.com>; Fromson, Casey
<Fromsonc@samtrans.com>; Sargent, Sam <SargentS@caltrain.com>; Low, Lori

<Lowl @samtrans.com>; Tietjen, Brent <TietjenB@samtrans.com>

Subject: RE: Blossom Hill Cal Train Station

Dear Elvera,

Thank you for reaching out to Caltrain with your concerns. My name is Navi Dhaliwal, and | am the
Government and Community Affairs Officer with the agency supporting this report #854256.

We received your email about a report that lights were out at the lot located at 5560 Monterey Hwy,
San Jose, CA 95138. Our maintenance team reached out to VTA to let them know of the issue so that
it can be resolved as soon as possible.

In addition, Caltrain will coordinate with responsible parties to address the facility's maintenance
and encampments. We hope to find a joint solution soon to resolve these issues and the
community's concerns.

Finally, Caltrain's transit police have also been made aware of this report. Safety is an utmost priority
for the agency, and we appreciate you bringing this to our attention. Transit PD will check the
parking lot more regularly, and we have reached out to the local jurisdiction, making them aware of
the community's concerns.

Should you have any additional questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact me
at Dhaliwaln@samtrans.com.

Sincerely,
Navi Dhaliwal



From: Elvera Faria <efaria@rogersbenefit.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 13, 2022 12:05 PM

To: Low, Lori <Lowl @samtrans.com>; Tietjen, Brent <TietjenB@samtrans.com>; Navdeep Dhaliwal
<DhaliwalN@samtrans.com>

Cc: Chavez, Cindy [cindy.chavez@bos.sccgov.org] <cindy.chavez@bos.sccgov.org>; Jimenez, Sergio
<sergio.jimenez@sanjoseca.gov>; Board (@caltrain.com) <BoardCaltrain@samtrans.com>;
devora.davis@sanjoseca.gov; Bouchard, Michelle <BouchardM@caltrain.com>; Fromson, Casey
<Fromsonc@samtrans.com>; Sargent, Sam <SargentS@caltrain.com>

Subject: Re: Blossom Hill Cal Train Station

ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or
click on links from unknown senders.

Hi Lori
Hope all is well. Just following up to see if there are any updates.

Thank you,
Elvera

From: Low, Lori <Lowl@samtrans.com>

Sent: Wednesday, September 28, 2022 5:08 PM

To: Elvera Faria <efaria@rogersbenefit.com>; Tietjen, Brent <TietjenB@samtrans.com>; Navdeep
Dhaliwal <DhaliwalN@samtrans.com>

Cc: Chavez, Cindy [cindy.chavez@bos.sccgov.org] <cindy.chavez@bos.sccgov.org>; Jimenez, Sergio
<sergio.jimenez@sanjoseca.gov>; Board (@caltrain.com) <BoardCaltrain@samtrans.com>;
devora.davis@sanjoseca.gov <devora.davis@sanjoseca.gov>; Bouchard, Michelle
<BouchardM@caltrain.com>; Fromson, Casey <Fromsonc@samtrans.com>; Sargent, Sam

<SargentS@caltrain.com>
Subject: RE: Blossom Hill Cal Train Station

Hi Elvera,

Thank you for reaching out. | wanted to let you know that we’re looking into your concerns and will
get back to you as soon as possible.

Best,
Lori

Lori Low, Acting Manager of Government & Community Affairs
1250 San Carlos Ave San Carlos, CA 94070
Cell Phone: 650.740.6264



Websites: Caltrain | SamTrans | TA

From: Elvera Faria <efaria@rogersbenefit.com>

Sent: Friday, September 23, 2022 12:49 PM

To: Chavez, Cindy [cindy.chavez@bos.sccgov.org] <cindy.chavez@bos.sccgov.org>; Jimenez, Sergio
<sergio.jimenez@sanjoseca.gov>; Board (@caltrain.com) <BoardCaltrain@samtrans.com>;
devora.davis@sanjoseca.gov; Bouchard, Michelle <BouchardM @caltrain.com>

Subject: Blossom Hill Cal Train Station

You don't often get email from efaria@rogersbenefit.com. Learn why this is important

ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or
click on links from unknown senders.

HI there:
| made a report that all the lights were out at your lot located at 5560 Monterey Hwy San Jose CA
95138. | would like to know status of my report #854256.

In addition, there is a pile of garbage (Pic attached) that needs to be cleaned up. In fact, the whole
lot needs attention, there are abandoned vehicles in this lot as well. It all needs to be addressed as it
is causing a blight and safety issue in the area.

The encampment under the crossing needs to be dealt with as well, it is a safety and security issue
for commuters walking to and from the lot (Pic attached).

The community would also like to request regular community policing by the San Mateo Sherriff,
they need to drive thru the lot at least once a week and keep track of what is happening.

Feel free to call me with any questions.
Thank you!

Elvera Faria
408-315-1349



From: Public Comment

To: Board (@caltrain.com)
Subject: FW: Caltrain Monthly pass
Date: Friday, November 11, 2022 11:32:19 AM

From: Jenniferthomson <jenniferthomson65@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 10, 2022 6:33 PM

To: Public Comment <PublicComment@samtrans.com>
Subject: Caltrain Monthly pass

You don't often get email from jenniferthomson65@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

| am not interested in tagging on and off on every trip. | like the convenience of current monthly
pass where | tag on/off at the start of new month only - just one time per month. Monthly pass
holders most likely have same set route - any change to their schedule is minimal to none. If | need
to extend my trip for the day, | am okay to purchase paper ticket.

| am saying no to this propsed change.

Suggesting to utilize technology to build up a solid program that handles these issues plus much
more, done automatically .

Thank you
Jennifer Thomson
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