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Continuing to Build

a Business Case




WHEIRES
the Caltrain
Business Plan?

What

Addresses the future potential of
the railroad over the next 20-30
years. It will assess the benefits,
Impacts, and costs of different
service visions, building the case
for investment and a plan for
Implementation.

Allows the community and
stakeholders to engage Iin
developing a more certain,
achievable, financially feasible
future for the railroad based on
local, regional, and statewide
needs.

cal@




What Will the Business Plan Cover?

Technical Tracks

& L2

i A

Service Business Case Community Interface Organization

A Number of trains A Value from A Benefits and impactsto A Organizational structure

A Frequency of service iInvestments (past, surrounding communities of Caltrain including

A Number of people present, and future) A Corridor management governance and delivery
riding the trains A Infrastructure and strategies and approaches

A Infrastructure needs operating costs consensus building A Funding mechanisms to
to support different A Potential sources of A Equity considerations support future service
service levels revenue
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Where Are We In the Process?

Board Adoption Stanford Partnership and Board Adoption of Board Adoption of
of Scope Technical Team Contracting 2040 Service Vision Final Business Plan
© o : o ® :

Initial Scoping Technical Approach Part 1: Service Vision Development Part 2: Business Implementation

and Stakeholder Refinement, Partnering, Plan Completion

Outreach and Contracting

We Are Here
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2040 Service Scenarios:

Different Ways to Grow

—

o~

Amount of Investment /Number of Trains

2033
’/ 2029 High Speed
. to Valley &
2018 Start of Electrified Downtown
Curren_t Operations Extension
Operations

Design Year

@ High Growth
@ Moderate Growth

@ Bascline Growth

2040
Service
Vision
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2040 Baseline Growth Scenario (6 caltrain + 4 HSR)
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Conceptual 4 Track

Segment or Station

Features Options & Considerations

A Blended service with up to 10 TPH north of Tamien A Service approach is consistent with PCEP and HSR EIRs
(6 Caltrain + 4 HSR) and up to 10 TPH south of A Opportunity to consider alternative service approaches
Tamien (2 Caltrain + 8 HSR) later in Business Plan process

A Three skip stop patterns with 2 TPH i most stations
are served by 2 or 4 TPH, with a few receiving 6 TPH
A Some origin-destination pairs are not served at all

Passing Track Needs

A Less than 1 mile of new passing tracks at Millbrae
associated with HSR station plus use of existing
passing tracks at Bayshore and Lawrence



Moderate Growth Scenario (s caltrain + 4 HSR)

©
— c
e 3
S c
@ o
© 2 8
Service Type @ k)
s 2 S z
Local s I = 2 S . 2
E 8;, o c O >g o 3 g = i s = QL 4
Sl S8, % 85 gSsfzezf 85 dfet g5 ¢
High Speed Rail [l v =P £ £ @ Eg.sﬁgvgo st o< o5 < £ 229
PEAK PERIOD, 2 ¥ 2 = 2 5§ 2255255 82 5e® 5 3 S 2
EACH DIRECTION & % & m O O SO AVWIT o X S0 0 o = ® S
Service Level -
(Trains per Hour) 4 Trains / Hour JOO O @) OO 00000000 00 O GO O O O O O

O®PIDO® 4 Trains / Hour
4 3 2 1<1 4 Trains / Hour

Santa Clara
@ College Park
(O Ssan Jose Diridon
QO Tamien
Capitol
Blossom Hill
Morgan Hill
San Martin
Gilroy
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4 Trains / Hour >

Infrastructure
Conceptual 4 Track

Segment or Station

Features

A A majority of stations served by 4 TPH local stop line, but Mid-
Peninsula stations are serviced with 2 TPH skip stop pattern

A Express line serving major markets i some stations receive 8 TPH

A Timed local/express transfer at Redwood City

Passing Track Needs

A Up to 4 miles of new 4-track segments and stations: Hayward Park
to Hillsdale, at Redwood City, and a 4-track station in northern
Santa Clara county (Palo Alto, California Ave, San Antonio or
Mountain View. California Ave Shown)

Options & Considerations
A To minimize passing track requirements, each
local pattern can only stop twice between San
Br uno and-iHparticular, &anlMateo is
underserved and lacks direct connection to
Millbrae
A Each local pattern can only stop once between
Hi | | sdal e and Redwood Cit
A Atherton, College Park, and San Martin served
on an hourly or exception basis



High Growth Scenarios (12 caitrain + 4 HSR)
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Infrastructure
Conceptual 4 Track
Segment or Station
Features Options & Considerations
A Nearly complete local stop service i almost all A SSF-Millbrae passing track enables second express line;
stations receiving at least 4 TPH this line cannot stop north of Burlingame
A Two express lines serving major markets i many A Tradeoff between infrastructure and service along Mid-
stations receive 8 or 12 TPH Peninsula - some flexibility in length of passing tracks
Passing Track Needs versus number and location of stops
A Requires up to 15 miles of new 4 track segments: A Flexible 5 mile passing track segment somewhere
South San Francisco to Millbrae, Hayward Park to between Palo Alto and Mountain View
Redwood City, and northern Santa Clara County A Atherton, College Park, and San Martin served on an
between Palo Alto and Mountain View stations hourly or exception basis

(shown: California Avenue to north of Mountain View)



Ridership Projections

High Growth
200,000
On its current, baseline path, Caltrain would
experience demand of up to 161,000 daily riders
by 2040. The Moderate and High Growth
scenarios would increase demand to 185,000 and
207,000 riders, respectively.

Moderate Growth

Baseline Growth

150,000

Crowding may impactCa | t r ability t $ully
capture future demand. When constrained for
crowding, all-day ridership in the baseline
scenarios could be 6% lower and 4% lower in the
moderate growth scenario. There is sufficient
capacity in the high growth scenario to serve all
projected demand.

25% Increase

100,000

20% Increase

50,000

siness Plan Growth Scenarios

Electrification
Downtown Extension

Existing
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Freeway Lanes of Ridership

Peak Hour Throughput as Freeway Lanes

Baseline Growth Moderate Growth

m Existing Freeway Lanes

m"New" Freeway Lanes

High Growth

Cal t rpaak loa@l point occurs around the mid-Peninsula.
Today, Caltrain serves about 3,900 riders per direction during its
busiest hour at this peak load point. This is equivalent to 2.5 lanes
of freeway traffic.

The Baseline Growth Scenario increases peak hour ridership to
about 6,400 riders at the peak load point 7 equivalent to widening
US-101 by 2 lanes. Peak hour demand exceeds capacity by about
40%.

The Moderate Growth Scenario increases peak hour ridership to
about 7,500 riders at the peak load point i equivalent to widening
US-101 by 2.5 lanes. Peak hour demand exceeds effective
capacity by about 35% due to higher demand for express trains.

The High Growth Scenario increases peak hour ridership to over

11,000 at the peak load point i equivalent to widening US-101 by
5.5 lanes. All ridership demand is served.

Assumes 135% max occupancy load ca'@
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Grade Crossings &
Grade Separations




Purpose

A

Provide a corridor wide background and
perspective on at-grade crossings and
grade separations

Discuss ongoing city-led grade separation
plans and projects

Quantify the range of investment in grade
crossings to be incorporated into the 2040
AnService Visiono

Discuss next steps

A8
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Background

Context

A 42 at-grade crossings on the corridor Caltrain
owns between San Francisco and San Jose

A 28 additional at-grade crossings on the UP-owned
corridor south of Tamien

At-Grade Crossing by County in Caltrain Territory
A San Francisco: 2 at-grade crossings
A San Mateo: 30 at-grade crossings

A Santa Clara: 10 at grade crossings
(with 28 additional crossings
on the UP-owned corridor)

Most of the data shown in this presentation pertains
to the Caltrain-owned corridor north of Tamien Station

42

At-grade crossings
on the Caltrain-
owned corridor

28

At-grade crossings
on the Union Pacific-
owned corridor
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Background

History

Today, 71 of 113 crossings along the Caltrain
corridor have already been separated (63%)
and 12 of 30 crossings along the UP corridor
have been separated (29%)

The grade separations have been constructed
(and reconstructed) at various points during the
corr i deyeadbhsstory 5 0

Planning for, funding, and constructing grade
separations has been a decades-long
challenge for the Caltrain corridor

Bayshore Tunnels under construction, 1907

cal@_
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