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Comment Letter L029 (Grassland Water District, October 26, 2007) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 1: Thomas Enslow, Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo, October 25, 2007) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 1) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 1) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 1) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 1) 
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Comment Letter L029 - continued (Letter 2:  Rich Wright, Grassland Water District, October 25, 2007) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 2) 
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Responses to Letter L029 (Letter 1:  Thomas Enslow, Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo, October 25, 2007; and 
Letter 2:  Rich Wright, Grassland Water District, October 25, 2007) 

L029-1 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of the comments on the 
Draft Program EIR/EIS from Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardoza, 
representing the Grassland Water District, the Grassland Resource 
Conservation District, Grassland Conservation, Education and Legal 
Defense Fund. 

L029-2 
Comment acknowledged. 

L029-3 
Comment acknowledged. 

L029-4 
Comment acknowledged.  The proposed Henry Miller alignment 
alternative would not run through the Los Banos Wildlife Area 
Interpretive Marsh but would be adjacent to Henry Miller Road.  The 
preferred alignment alternative and station location options are 
identified in Chapter 8 of this Final Program EIR/EIS, including 
avoidance and minimization alternatives.  After the completion of 
this environmental review process, site specific locations and design 
variations for the selected alignment alternative and station locations 
will be fully investigated during the Tier 2, project-level 
environmental review.  This will include evaluating design 
alternatives to the north and south of the current proposed Henry 
Miller alignment alternative (between the Central Valley and the 
Pacheco Pass), if this is the selected or approved alternative.  See 
also Section 3.15.5 regarding the Authority’s commitment to acquire 
agricultural, conservation, and/or open space easements for 
potential impacts in and around the GEA. 

L029-5 

The Authority and FRA acknowledge the GWD’s, CRDC’s, and 
GCELDF’s opposition to the Pacheco Pass alignment alternatives.  As 
shown in various comment letters in this Final Program EIR/EIS, 
there is opposition and support from numerous organizations and 
individuals for the Pacheco Pass and Altamont Pass alternatives. See 
Response to Comment L001-3 regarding supporters of Altamont Pass 
and Pacheco Pass network alternatives.  See also Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding identification of Pacheco Pass 
as the Preferred Alternative.   

There are a number of reasons supporters give for preferring the 
Altamont Pass including: 1) has quicker travel times between 
Sacramento/northern San Joaquin Valley and the Bay Area, 2) best 
serves the Central Valley, 3) serves more Northern San Joaquin 
markets on the Authority’s adopted first phase of construction 
between the Bay Area and Anaheim, 4) has higher ridership 
potential, 5) has less potential for environmental impacts, 6) avoids 
impacts on wildlife and sensitive habitat through Pacheco Pass and 
the GEA, 7) serves a greater population/more population along the 
alignment, 8) best serves ACE corridor and reduces traffic along I-
580, 9) provides better service between the Bay Area and southern 
California (either reduced frequency is needed on shared Caltrain 
alignment or HST trains can be split), 10) best serves San Jose 
because it would be a terminus station and with much faster travel 
times to commuter markets in the northern San Joaquin Valley, and 
11) is less sprawl inducing. 

There are a considerable number of organizations, agencies, and 
individuals who have expressed concern regarding potential impacts 
on the San Francisco Bay and Don Edwards San Francisco Bay 
National Wildlife Refuge by HST alternatives via the Altamont Pass 
using a Dumbarton Crossing.  These include the MTC; BCDC; USEPA; 
USFWS; Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge; 
Congress members Zoe Lofgren, Michael Honda, Anna Eshoo, and 
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Tom Lantos; State Senators Elaine Alquist and Abel Maldanado; 
Assembly member Jim Beale; Santa Clara County; SamTrans; TA; 
Caltrain JPB; San Francisco Bay Trail Project; San Jose Chamber of 
Commerce; the City of San Jose; the City of Oakland; and Don 
Edwards (Member of Congress, 1963–1995).  The East Bay Regional 
Park District has raised concerns in regards to potential impacts on 
nine regional parks, in particular the Pleasanton Ridge and Vargas 
Plateau regional parks, and the Alameda Creek Regional Train 
between Pleasanton and Niles Junction for Altamont Pass 
alternatives.  In addition, the City of Fremont opposes the Altamont 
Pass, and the City of Pleasanton does not support the Altamont Pass 
but remains “open” to terminating Altamont alternatives in 
Livermore.  The MTC and Alameda County Supervisor Scott Haggerty 
also support the investigation of Altamont Pass alternatives 
terminating in Livermore.  

There are a number of reasons supporters give for preferring the 
Pacheco Pass, including: 1) provides quicker travel times between 
San Jose/Silicon Valley and Southern California, 2) has more 
frequent/better service between Bay Area and southern California, 3) 
has higher ridership potential, 4) has fewer potential environmental 
impacts, 5) avoids impacts on wildlife and sensitive habitat through 
Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge, 6) best 
serves the Caltrain Corridor (San Francisco to Gilroy), 7) provides 
good HST access for the three-county Monterey Bay area with a 
south Santa Clara HST station, 8) can serve San Francisco, Oakland, 
and San Jose without a new crossing of the Bay, 9) provides all 
service through San Jose/best serves south Bay, and 10) costs less 
for first phase of system between the Bay Area and Anaheim. 

The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS is 
the Pacheco Pass, Henry Miller alignment alternative.  The Authority 
and FRA note that this alignment has been located next to an 
existing transportation facility to minimize impacts of the HST 
system. 

The Authority and FRA note that the portion of the HST alignment 
that would pass through existing wetland areas would be placed on 
a structure to allow for the continued flow of water in these areas, 

and that the system would be designed to avoid or minimize impacts 
on canals or waterways. 

Please see Standard Response 4 regarding growth. 

Analysis at the program level determined that the Pacheco Pass 
network alternatives would potentially result in significant 
environmental impacts, even with mitigation strategies incorporated.  
The Pacheco Pass network alternatives, including the alignment 
along Henry Miller Road, are within areas that have undergone 
human change, either through the development of buildings and 
transportation facilities or through ranching, farming, or other 
agricultural activities.  The alignments were located to minimize 
impacts on both the built and natural environments.  The alignment 
would be adjacent to and along Henry Miller Road.   

The use of tunnels and elevated sections of the HST system have 
been included to minimize impacts on the Diablo Range and through 
the GEA.  Mitigation strategies to minimize impacts on sensitive 
species and habitat and wildlife movement corridors, such as 
underpasses, bridges, large culverts, and aerial structures have been 
included in this Program EIR/EIS.  The design of these features will 
be further delineated during the project-level environmental review 
and documentation to ensure that their designs and specifications 
would be sufficient to establish permeability and functional corridors 
to facilitate wildlife movement and habitat connectivity.  These 
designs would be developed in consultation with the resource 
agencies.  

The Henry Miller alignment alternative would extend through two 
southern portions of the broadly defined GEA and between, but not 
across, areas now managed by public agencies.  This alignment 
alternative would be adjacent to the existing Henry Miller Road and 
would avoid or minimize potential impacts on biological resources.  
The western portion crossed by the alignment alternative closest to 
Los Banos would extend adjacent to Henry Miller Road and the San 
Luis Wasteway and cross Ingomar Road south of the Volta Wildlife 
Area.  This area of the GEA is already bisected by transportation and 
infrastructure facilities including rail and roadways, and also includes 
housing development, farm operations, and land under active 
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agricultural production.  The other area of the GEA crossed by the 
alignment is just south of the CDFG Los Banos Wildlife Area.  The 
alignment would extend approximately 3.3 miles on elevated 
structure along Henry Miller Road.  This area of the GEA is bisected 
by Henry Miller Avenue/Road, SR 165, Baker Road, Delta Road, 
Santa Fe Grade, Criswell Avenue, and a number of human-made 
canals and also includes housing development, farm operations, and 
land under active agricultural production.    

Use of the Henry Miller alignment alternative would not be expected 
to result in further fragmentation within the GEA because the 
alignment would be adjacent to Henry Miller Road, an existing 
facility, and would be elevated for almost half the distance through 
the GEA.  The general area designation of the GEA occurred well 
after roads, utilities, farms, and residences were already well 
established, and the HST alignment would follow the existing layout 
of Henry Miller Road.    

The Authority and FRA have not determined the number of wildlife 
underpasses that would be included as part of this alignment.  This 
will be reviewed in more detail during the preliminary engineering 
and project-level EIR/EIS phase, if this alignment is selected.  The 
Authority and FRA note, however, that it is premature to conclude 
that there would only “a few” of these underpasses or that they 
would be “insufficient.” Future project-level analyses would include 
focused surveys for state and federal threatened and endangered 
species and detailed identification of habitat, wildlife 
movement/migration corridors, potential for noise and collision 
impacts, and wetlands and water resources (including water quality) 
to further identify impacts and develop site specific mitigation 
measures for the selected alignment.  In addition, engineering 
design refinements would be undertaken to avoid and/or minimize 
environmental impacts.  This would include evaluating design 
alternatives to the north and south of the proposed Henry Miller 
alignment alternative (between the Central Valley and the Pacheco 
Pass), if the Pacheco alignment is selected.  See Section 3.15.5 
regarding the Authority’s commitment to acquire agricultural, 
conservation, and/or open space easements for potential impacts in 
and around the GEA. 

The proposed HST system would not be expected to induce growth 
in the GEA or the Los Banos area because no station or maintenance 
facility would be located in this area.  The closest proposed stations 
would be in Merced and Gilroy. 

L029-6 
Contrary to the comments in this letter, the Authority and FRA 
consider the Draft Program EIR/EIS to be adequate to meet the 
requirements of NEPA and CEQA and find that recirculation is not 
warranted.  Please see Standard Responses 1 and 2. 

L029-7 
Comments contained in the attachments are responded to in this 
Final Program EIR/EIS. 

L029-8 
Comment acknowledged. 

L029-9 
Analysis of the GEA was conducted at the program level and will 
continue in the future Tier 2 analysis, if the Pacheco alignment is 
selected.  See Response to Comment L029-5. 

L029-10 
The Draft Program EIR/EIS was prepared and circulated to inform 
the public and public agencies about potential significant 
environmental effects before decisions were to be made.  The 
Authority and FRA are aware of the CEQA requirements concerning 
the consideration of alternatives and mitigation measures to reduce 
significant effects, as well as requirements for findings and a 
statement of overriding considerations for remaining unavoidable 
adverse impacts, where appropriate. 

L029-11 
The Authority and FRA do not agree with the assertion that the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS is inadequate.  The GEA is identified in the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS in Section 3.15.  Additional information regarding 
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the GEA is provided in this Final Program EIR/EIS in response to the 
extensive comments provided in this letter.  Construction methods 
and impacts are provided in Section 3.18.  Conceptual engineering 
drawings are provided in the appendices, and the project 
alternatives are described Chapter 2.  Operational aspects of the 
project are described in Chapter 4, including train frequencies 
(Section 4.3, page 4-20).  Fleet storage/service and inspection/light 
maintenance facility location options are provided in Chapter 2, 
Section 2.5.3, of this Final Program EIR/EIS.  In the Final Program 
EIR/EIS, there are no potential maintenance facilities located in the 
vicinity of Los Banos or the GEA along the Henry Miller alignment 
alternative.  The Merced County Station is clearly identified in 
Chapter 2 of the Draft Program EIE/EIS as Castle Air Force Base or 
Merced Downtown.  This Final Program EIR/EIS identifies the 
Merced Downtown station site as the preferred station site to serve 
the Merced area. 

As shown in the Draft Program EIR/EIS Summary, the Authority and 
FRA provided a carefully organized and intelligent comparison of the 
21 network alternatives summarizing an extensive list of HST impact 
and operational subject areas.  Consistent with NEPA and CEQA, this 
Final Program EIR/EIS identifies the Environmentally Preferred 
Alternative.   

Rather than defer mitigation, the Draft Program EIR/EIS provides an 
extensive list of mitigation strategies to be approved at the 
conclusion of this environmental review process and to be reviewed 
and applied in future project-level environmental documents.  This 
approach is consistent with the program-level environmental review.  
This approach would commit the Authority and FRA to overall 
mitigation strategies, with more detailed mitigation measures to be 
defined during the preliminary engineering and project-level EIR/EIS 
phases of the project.  These detailed measures can be more fully 
defined only following the more detailed engineering and field 
reviews that will accompany project-level environmental analyses 
focused on the Selected Alternative, i.e., the alternative approved at 
the conclusion of this program environmental review process.  Please 
see Standard Response 5 regarding mitigation strategies. 

See Response to Comment S006-15 regarding noise.  Identification 
of the Preferred Alternative is supported by this Final Program 
EIR/EIS and recirculation of the Draft Program EIR/EIS is not 
warranted.  Please see Standard Responses 1 and 2. 

L029-12 
The Authority and FRA do not agree with the assertion that the 
description of the project setting in the Draft Program EIR/EIS is 
inaccurate and incomplete or that the impact analysis is “tainted.”  
Extensive data and information were collected and analyzed and are 
presented in a comprehensive and systematic manner in the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS for numerous subject areas for all of the Bay Area 
to Central Valley alignment alternatives and station location options.   

As noted in this comment letter, areas of the GEA “currently lack 
formal protection and, thus, are particularly vulnerable to growth 
impacts and to purchase by land speculators.”  The Authority and 
FRA understand that protection of these unprotected areas is a goal 
of the agencies supporting the GEA.  While acknowledging this goal, 
the Authority and FRA note that land use decisions for these areas 
are largely within the purview of local government agencies.  The 
Authority and the FRA are not able to restrict purchase transactions 
affecting these lands.  The Authority and the FRA have, however, 
evaluated in this Program EIR/EIS the growth-inducing potential of 
the proposed HST alignment alternatives and station location options 
affecting this area and found that very little growth would be 
expected in this area due to the HST system, since the closest 
proposed HST station would be in Downtown Merced or Castle Air 
Force Base (Chapter 2). 

The Authority and FRA have not conducted field reviews for 
biological resources in the GEA or other areas.  To do so for all 
proposed alignment alternatives and station locations under review 
in this Program EIR/EIS for the Bay Area to Central Valley would 
have been prohibitively costly and time consuming for this program-
level review.  Rather, program-level information was applied and 
consistently analyzed for all alignment alternatives and station 
location options.  Please see Standard Responses 1 and 2. 
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Section 3.16 categorizes the proximity of 4(f) and 6(f) resources, 
with the category 0–150 ft receiving a “high” ranking (Table 3.16-1).  
The publicly owned portions of the GEA (i.e., those portions of the 
GEA that are designated as 4(f) and 6(f) resources) are appropriately 
identified as within this first category. Please also see Response to 
Comment L029-57. 

L029-13 
The Summary provides a concise description of the multiple 
alignment alternatives and station location options that are reviewed 
in the Bay Area to Central Valley environmental document.  It 
compares the environmental impacts among 21 network alternatives, 
focusing on those impact areas that help differentiate among these 
alternatives.  Key information therefore is not “buried” but rather is 
included and is brought forward into the Summary to enable a 
reasoned review and comparison of these alternatives. 

L029-14 
The Summary of the Draft Program EIS/EIR clearly states the 
number of trains and the hours of operation assumed for the Bay 
Area to Central Valley alignments. 

Most passenger service is assumed to run between 6:00 a.m. and 
8:00 p.m.  By 2030, the proposed service would include 
approximately 124–139 weekday trains in each direction to serve 
the study region and the statewide intercity travel market, with 91–
96 of the trains running between northern and southern California 
and the remaining 33–43 trains serving shorter distance markets.  
(page S-5) 

For 139 trains over a 14-hour period, the overall average train 
frequency on a given alignment segment would be approximately 
10 trains per hour per direction.  The frequency of these trains 
would vary over the period of the day, with more frequent long-
distance trains departing in the peak hours from the major urban 
origins.  These statements have been added to the Summary.  

L029-15 
Proposed station locations are identified and analyzed in the 
Program EIR/EIS.  Other facility locations are speculative at this level 
of analysis and will be analyzed as part of the Tier 2 project-level 
environmental analysis.  However, no station or maintenance facility 
is proposed between Gilroy and Merced.  The study area for indirect 
analysis conducted for wetlands and biological resources is wide 
enough to capture the associated facilities. 

L029-16 
The HST system would include intrusion-control features appropriate 
to each section of the system, taking into account whether the 
sections are at-grade, elevated, below-grade, or in tunnel, to ensure 
the safe operation of the train.  Details and specifications for 
intrusion-control features, which may include fencing and noise 
barriers, would be considered during Tier 2 project-level 
environmental reviews for each section of the HST system.  Wildlife 
corridors would be of a design, shape, and size to be sufficiently 
attractive to encourage wildlife use.  Overcrossing and 
undercrossings for wildlife would be appropriately vegetated to 
afford cover and other species requirements.  Functional corridors 
would be established to provide connectivity to protected land zoned 
for habitat or for uses that allow and provide for wildlife movement.   

L029-17 
The preferred Pacheco Pass network alternative would require a 
crossing of the San Joaquin River on a bridge, but this crossing 
would be expected to occur 2 miles downstream from the GEA.  
Therefore, impacts on the GEA from this crossing would be minimal.  
However, during the project-level reviews, when more information 
will be known about the HST configuration and bridge designs, 
potential impacts on water resources and habitats will be addressed 
in detail for the selected alternative and appropriate mitigation 
measures will be included as necessary. 
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L029-18 
The Draft Program EIR/EIS notes in the Summary, Chapter 2, and 
Chapter 7 that that the Merced station would either be at Castle Air 
Force Base or Downtown Merced for the Pacheco Pass (and 
Altamont Pass) alternatives, depending on the alignment selected in 
the Central Valley (BNSF vs. UPRR).  This Final Program EIR/EIS 
identifies the Downtown Merced station option as the preferred 
location for serving the Merced area.  Consistent with the current 
statewide bond measure for 2008, the Authority Board has selected 
as its first phase the line from Anaheim to the Bay Area, and has 
stated its intent to subsequently add service to both Sacramento and 
San Diego.  The first phase of the Board-adopted phasing plan 
includes development of a test track between Bakersfield and 
Merced.  Thus, regardless of whether the Altamont or Pacheco 
Alignment is selected, the initial phase of the proposed HST system 
would include service between Bakersfield and Merced in the Central 
Valley. 

L029-19 
Assertions regarding the project description being inadequate are 
addressed in the responses to comments above. 

L029-20 
The Draft Program EIR/EIS notes that the Highway 140 alignment 
would not be adjacent to a highway/roadway through much of the 
GEA boundary, while the Henry Miller alignment alternative would 
be.  The Authority and FRA have found that placement of the HST 
alignment adjacent to or within an existing transportation right-of-
way results in a reduction of impacts, and the majority of the 
alignments, including the Preferred Alternative identified in this Final 
EIS/EIR, follow this approach.  While cumulative fragmentation 
effects remain a concern of the commenter, the Authority and the 
FRA consider fragmentation impacts to be more prevalent and more 
of a concern for alignment alternatives that do not adjoin an existing 
transportation corridor.  Such a finding is not arbitrary or capricious. 

Although the Henry Miller alignment alternative was identified early 
in the HST Program, this early identification did not, however, place 

this alignment in a more or less favorable position, compared to the 
other alternatives.  Contrary to the comment’s assertion of an 
impression of impropriety, the Draft Program EIR/EIS for the Bay 
Area to Central Valley reflects an objective evaluation of alignment 
alternatives for the proposed HST system.   

The Draft Program EIR/EIS analyzed the potential impacts of the 
proposed HST system on numerous resources at a program level, 
regardless of jurisdictional boundaries.  While the GEA is not always 
mentioned specifically, the resources in and around it were analyzed.  
See Response to Comment L029-5 regarding fragmentation issues. 

The discussion in Section 3.15 of this Final Program EIR/EIS (page 
3.15-46 of the Draft Program EIR/EIS) has been corrected to 
indicate that the Henry Miller alignment alternatives would not 
impact the San Luis National Wildlife Refuge (including the Kesterson 
unit) in the GEA. 

L029-21 
As discussed in the previous response, the conclusion that the 
proposed alignment along Henry Miller Road would not have any 
impact on the GEA was a misstatement and has been revised.  This 
statement was intended to address only the comparison of 
alternatives with regard to impacts on the San Luis National Wildlife 
Refuge (including the Kesterson unit) in the GEA.   

L029-22 
A review of this entire Final Program EIR/EIS shows that numerous 
agencies, jurisdictions, organizations, and citizens commenting on 
this document found the alignment selection was important.  
Opposition and support for either Altamont or Pacheco alignments 
were strongly voiced, and evidence was provided to bolster the 
opposition or support.  A recital of impacts on urban communities or 
on natural resources, ridership, traffic, cost, travel times, or other 
HST operating differences were offered by each of these 
jurisdictions, agencies, organizations, or citizen as reasons for 
selection of rejection of a given alignment.  As might be expected, 
organizations with jurisdiction over natural resource areas near a 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Local Agencies 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 22-162

 

proposed HST alignment expressed concerns regarding potential 
impacts on those resources. 

The Final Program EIR/EIS identifies the Pacheco Pass alignment as 
the Preferred Alternative and identifies the GEA as an area of 
controversy.  Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8. 

L029-23 
The Authority and FRA disagree that the analysis regarding the GEA 
is inadequate.  The Draft Program EIR/EIS recognized the 
importance of the GEA (including the San Luis National Wildlife 
Refuge Complex and other publicly managed lands in the GEA).  The 
Draft Program EIR/EIS analyzed the potential environmental 
impacts, including construction and operation, of the HST alignment 
alternatives and stations regardless of land designation.  Impacts on 
resources in and outside of the area designated as the GEA were 
analyzed and are documented in the Draft and Final Program 
EIR/EIS.  Growth is discussed in Chapter 5.   

See Standard Responses 1, 2, and 5 regarding the programmatic 
decision, nature of a programmatic analysis, and the role of 
mitigation strategies. 

L029-24 
Contrary to the assertions in this letter, the Authority and FRA have 
complied with the requisite program-level analyses and disclosures.  
The HST Program is related geographically, consists of logical parts 
in a chain of contemplated action, and will be carried out under the 
same authorizing statutory and regulatory authority, with similar 
environmental effects that can be mitigated in similar ways.  

This Program EIR/EIS, and the statewide program EIR/EIS, allowed 
the Authority and FRA to consider broad policy alternatives and 
program-wide mitigation measures at an early state of the HST 
statewide and Bay Area to Central Valley HST Program.  The 
Authority and FRA will examine subsequent activities in light of these 
Program EIR/EIS documents. 

The Draft Program EIR/EIS provides an analysis of the potential 
environmental impacts of the proposed alignment alternatives and 

station location options at a level of detail sufficient to compare key 
differences among the potential environmental effects for the 
alignment alternatives and station location options.  Please see 
Standard Responses 1 and 2.  The Draft Program EIR/EIS identifies 
potentially significant impacts that may result from both the 
construction and operation of an HST system in the Bay Area to 
Central Valley as part of a statewide HST system.  The project 
description and the impact analysis are neither vague nor tentative.  
Impact analyses were performed comprehensively and systematically 
for all of the alignment alternatives and station location options and 
make use of relevant, available information regarding the particular 
impact area.  Mitigation strategies and measures, along with project 
design elements, lay out actions that will be taken to avoid or reduce 
the identified impacts.  Please see Standard Response 5 regarding 
mitigation strategies. 

The Authority and FRA have sufficiently applied the principles and 
adequately met the requirements for preparing a program-level 
document enabling the identification of a Preferred Alternative and 
allowing for the HST Program to move into the preliminary 
engineering and project-level environmental review following 
certification of this document and completion of the environmental 
review process by the Authority Board and issuance of a Record of 
Decision by FRA. 

L029-25 
Please see Responses to Comments L029-23 and L029-24.  The 
Authority and FRA note that each section of Chapter 3 defines 
criteria for determining CEQA significance, defines those impacts 
deemed to be significant, and provides the rationale and 
methodology for that determination.  Unavoidable adverse impacts 
following application of mitigation strategies and measures are 
described in Chapter 9. 

L029-26 
A comparative analysis of potential impacts was conducted across all 
alignment alternatives and station location options.  The studies 
relied on program-level information that was applied consistently 
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across all alignment alternatives and station location options.  This is 
the appropriate analysis to support the identification of a preferred 
network alternative alignment.  Please see Standard Response 1.  
During project-level environmental analysis additional information 
will be available concerning horizontal and vertical alignments and 
other project feature designs in order to carry out the location-
specific field studies identified in the comment.  These studies will be 
conducted at the Tier 2 project level.  See Responses to Comment 
L029-5 regarding potential impacts on the GEA, and to Comment 
L029-11.  Section 3.15 of the Final Program EIR/EIS has been 
updated with regard to the California tiger salamander. 

L029-27 
The Henry Miller alignment alternative is more than ½ mile from the 
Volta Wildlife Area and does not cut across the southern part of this 
wildlife management area.   

For comments related to fragmentation, wildlife corridors, and 
mitigation strategies, see Response to Comment L029-5.   

The GEA North alignment alternative was not identified as the 
preferred alignment and is not part of the preferred Pacheco Pass 
network alternative.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8. 

The HST would restore drainage and irrigation facilities to ensure 
their functionality is similar to or better than the existing condition.   

Access routes will either be preserved or rerouted to provide full 
access.   

The Henry Miller alignment alternative was developed so as not to 
result in a new transportation corridor, which would provide 
additional barriers to wildlife movement and fragmentation of 
habitat.  By colocating with an existing transportation facility (Henry 
Miller Road), potential habitat fragmentation impacts and wildlife 
movement impacts are reduced.   

The mitigation strategies identified in the Program EIR/EIS are 
appropriate for a program-level document.  Please see Standard 
Response 5.  More detailed wetland and wildlife movement 

mitigation will be provided as necessary in the Tier 2 project-level 
documents commensurate with the detail of design.   

L029-28 
The Henry Miller alignment alternative would not bisect any 
significant water resource.  The Draft Program EIR/EIS states that 
aerial structures would be used to avoid impacts on the flow and 
maintenance of water in streams, channels, canals, and sloughs, and 
impacts on waterway habitats.  Impacts of specific crossings will be 
addressed in more detail in the Tier 2 project-level environmental 
analysis when additional design details for proposed HST facilities 
would be available.  Surface waters potentially affected are listed in 
Appendix 3.14.A.    

L029-29 
As noted in the Draft Program EIR/EIS, the HST project would be 
fully grade separated.  The HST system would provide for 
appropriate grade-separate vehicular access points along the 
selected alignment alternative, and project-level environmental 
analysis will consider these access issues in greater detail, when 
additional design and engineering information is available for the 
features of the HST system.  

L029-30 
Concerns regarding potential for noise impacts from the HST system 
to disturb wildlife along an alignment crossing the designated GEA 
are acknowledged.  More detailed analysis of potential noise impacts 
will be provided during project-level environmental review, when 
more detailed information will be available concerning system design 
and placement, and alignment variations will also be further 
considered, should the Pacheco Pass alignment alternative be 
selected.  There will be very limited train horn noise because the 
train will not be crossing at-grade crossings.  Most of the noise will 
be wind noise from the train and the catenary.  More detailed 
analysis of impacts and mitigation will be provided in project-level 
documents. 
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L029-31 
The analysis of the “shock wave effect” would require detailed train 
and alignment design and placement information, and will be 
provided at the Tier 2 project-level phase.  

L029-32 
Both wildlife protection features and potential mortality impacts for 
wildlife species will be analyzed in more detail in project-level 
environmental studies.  The comment makes reference to 
“subterranean tunnels to allow wildlife passage,” cited to be on page 
3.15-31 of the Draft Program EIR/EIS. This wording does not appear 
on that page or any part of this section.  Instead, the program-level 
wildlife movement/migration corridors mitigation states that wildlife 
crossing features would be of a design, shape, and size sufficient to 
encourage wildlife use.  Functional corridors would be established to 
provide connectivity and allow wildlife permeability.  The process 
that would be used for the design of these wildlife movement 
corridors would include identification of habitat areas the corridor 
would connect, identification of species present and likely to use 
these corridors, evaluation of relevant needs of each selected 
species and along with a monitoring program. This mitigation 
strategy provides direction for the future development of specific 
mitigation measures in the Tier 2 project-level document.   

Effects on specific species at risk will be addressed in the Tier 2 
project-level document and appropriate mitigation measures defined 
based on the mitigation strategy identified above.  Mitigation 
measures for species barriers, where appropriate, will also be 
detailed. 

As noted in Section 2.3.2: 

the HST system would be a fully grade-separated and fully access-
controlled guideway with intrusion monitoring systems.  This means 
that the HST infrastructure (e.g., mainline tracks and maintenance 
and storage facilities) would be designed to prevent access by 
unauthorized vehicles, persons, animals, and objects.  The capital 
cost estimates include allowances for appropriate barriers (fences 
and walls), state-of-the-art communication, access-control, and 
monitoring and detection systems. 

L029-33 
Typical construction worksite characteristics and sequences are 
reviewed in Sections 3.18.4 and 3.18.5.  More detailed analyses will 
be performed during the project-level EIR/EIS analysis, when more 
detailed design and location information will be available for the 
selected HST alignment, and the construction, operation and 
maintenance of the HST system will be addressed.  

L029-34 
This comment assumes construction techniques for the HST system 
that go beyond the current level of information for the project.  The 
Draft Program EIR/EIS acknowledged the potential for significant 
impacts on wetlands and other waters, including alteration of water 
flow patterns, introduction of sediments, and water quality 
degradation.  After the selection of the Preferred Alternative and 
once the project design has advanced to the appropriate level, the 
Tier 2 project-level document will analyze these impacts in more 
detail appropriate to each section of the HST system, whether at or 
below grade or on aerial structure, and will provide more detailed 
mitigation to avoid or minimize such impacts.   

For example, in-line construction (i.e., use of new rail infrastructure 
as it is built) would be used in various areas to transport equipment 
to/from the construction site and to transport excavated material 
away from the construction to appropriate reuse or disposal sites.  

L029-35 
Rather than defer mitigation, the Draft Program EIR/EIS provides an 
extensive list of mitigation strategies that will be reviewed and 
applied at the project-level.  These strategies were identified to 
avoid or minimize significant adverse environmental effects.  The 
identified strategies have been successfully applied to other projects 
in the state.  They will be enforceable and capable of being 
accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of 
time.  See also Standard Response 5 concerning mitigation. 

This mitigation strategies approach is consistent with the program-
level environmental review.  This approach would commit the 
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Authority and FRA to overall mitigation strategies at the conclusion 
of this environmental review process, with more detailed mitigation 
measures to be defined and applied during the preliminary 
engineering and project-level EIR/EIS phases of the project.  These 
detailed measures can be defined only following more detailed 
engineering and field reviews focused on the selected Preferred 
Alternative. 

L029-36 
In addition to the reference cited in the comment, Sections 3.18.4 
and 3.18.5 provide a more detailed description of typical 
construction worksite characteristics and sequences. 

L029-37 
Section 3.4.5 (subsection A) on page 3.4-22 gives some specific 
examples of potential mitigations for noise and the assumed length 
for the barrier for the Bay Area segments (Table 3.4-7).  Subsection 
B gives some specific examples of how vibration can be mitigated 
during construction.  More specific mitigation will be presented 
during the project-level environmental analysis. 

L029-38 
The overall energy impacts of the overall HST system were 
determined to be beneficial; the mitigation strategy cited provides 
direction for additional energy benefits to be identified at the Tier 2 
project level when more design and operational details are known. 

L029-39 
As is common in the project planning phase, conceptual engineering 
(i.e., alignment and station locations) will be refined during the 
preliminary engineering phase of the project, allowing for a more 
detailed environmental review in project-level documents.  Local land 
use plans will clearly play a role in the alignment and station location 
refinements during this phase of the program.  

As shown in the public comments, local jurisdictions have already 
proposed and agreed to work with the Authority and FRA during this 
engineering refinement and project-level environmental review 

phase.  Please see Comment Letter L027 from the City of Gilroy for 
example. 

L029-40 
While the comment expresses dissatisfaction with the program-level 
analysis, it is not possible to provide a more detailed analysis until 
the project is designed.  Therefore, the document provides 
mitigation strategies, which will be further refined in the Tier 2 
project-level document.  Please See Standard Responses 1 and 2. 

It cannot be determined why the comment expresses dissatisfaction 
with the proposed mitigation strategy that requires consultation with 
resource agencies. 

The development of a biological resource management plan 
according to the specific guidelines provided in the mitigation 
strategies listed in Section 3.15 is the appropriate vehicle for 
directing future mitigation measures at the project level.   

L029-41 
At a program level, it is not possible to be more specific about 
mitigation for construction methods and facility designs.  This will be 
appropriately addressed in the Tier 2 project-level document.   

L029-42 
The mitigation for groundwater cited in this comment is a good 
example of program-level mitigation strategy.     

L029-43 
As part of the preliminary engineering and project-level 
environmental review process, detailed mitigation measures will be 
developed for specific impacts on 4(f) and 6(f) resources, particularly 
those within 150 ft of the alignment as identified in this Program 
EIR/EIS.  Please see Response to Comment L029-57. 

Avoidance or minimization of impacts thorough alignment 
refinements will first be investigated.  Remaining impacts will be 
evaluated on a case-by-case basis to determine which of the overall 
strategies can and should be applied.  Design practices could include 
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refinements to the physical features of the alignment in proximity to 
the resource to better blend into the overall environment.  Any 
impacts on access/egress will be addressed by replacing or 
enhancing access to ensure that adverse impacts on facility access 
will be minimized. 

L029-44 
See Response to Comment L029-35, and Standard Response 5. 

L029-45 
The comment suggests a series of mitigation measures to be 
considered to address potential impacts on resources in the GEA.  No 
Los Banos station is included in the Preferred Alternative identified in 
the Final Program EIR/EIS.  Additionally, no HST maintenance 
station in the Los Banos area is included in the identified Preferred 
Alternative.  To the extent the listed measures are within the 
authority of the Authority and the FRA and have not been previously 
addressed, they will be considered, along with the mitigation 
strategies set forth in the Final Program EIR/EIS that are approved 
by the Authority and the FRA, during future project-level 
environmental studies, when further design information is available, 
should the Pacheco Pass be selected and approved as the Preferred 
Alternative.  See also Response to Comment L029-35, Standard 
Response 5, and the discussion concerning the Los Banos area in 
Chapter 8, Section 8.6.2, of this Final Program EIR/EIS. 

L029-46 
The Authority and FRA disagree that the growth-inducement analysis 
is inadequate.  Refer to Standard Response 4 regarding growth.  
This Final Program EIR/EIS identifies the Merced Downtown location 
as the preferred station location option for the Merced area.  As 
noted in the letter, an HST station is not included in Los Banos.  The 
potential to induce growth in the GEA or the Los Banos area would 
be very limited because no station or maintenance facility would be 
located in this area.  See Chapter 8, Section 8.6.2, regarding 
mitigation measures for potential HST impacts through the GEA.  

See also Standard Response 3 regarding the identification of the 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L029-47 
The Merced County station is clearly identified in Chapter 2 of the 
Draft Program EIE/EIS as Castle Air Force Base or Merced 
Downtown.  This Final Program EIR/EIS identifies the Merced 
Downtown location as the preferred station location option for the 
Merced area.  As noted in the letter, an HST station is not included 
in Los Banos. 

L029-48 
As noted in the Draft Program EIR/EIS, a station is not included for 
Los Banos.  See Chapter 8, Section 8.6.2, regarding mitigation 
measures of potential HST impacts through the GEA. Therefore, the 
HST ridership projections did not include a Los Banos station, and 
ridership was projected using the identified Merced station. 

L029-49 
As noted in the Draft Program EIR/EIS, a station is not included for 
Los Banos.  See Response to Comment L029-46. 

L029-50 
As noted in the Draft Program EIR/EIS, a station is not included for 
Los Banos.  See Response to Comment L029-46. 

L029-51 
See Response to Comment L029-47. 

L029-52 
A fleet storage/service and inspection/light maintenance facility is 
not proposed in or near Los Banos or the GEA.  See Response to 
Comment L029-11. 

L029-53 
Please see Standard Response 4 regarding growth.   
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L029-54 
See Response to Comment L029-53 regarding growth inducement. 

L029-55 
The placement of the proposed HST alignment adjacent to an 
existing roadway (along Henry Miller Road) is intended to reduce 
potential fragmentation impacts and impacts on resources within the 
designated GEA.  As discussed in Response to Comment L029-53, 
the HST would not induce growth in or around the GEA because no 
station or maintenance facility is proposed.  See also Response to 
Comments L029-12 and L029-45. 

L029-56 
The Authority and FRA disagree that the growth-inducement analysis 
is inadequate. Please see Standard Response 5 regarding mitigation 
measures.  Also see Chapter 5 regarding growth inducement and 
Standard Response 4. 

L029-57 
As part of the development of all alignments, the Authority and FRA 
have pursued ways to avoid 4(f) and 6(f) resources.  Federal wildlife 
refuges, state wildlife areas, and state parks along the alternative 
alignments, including in the GEA boundary, are reviewed and 
identified in the Draft Program EIR/EIS 4(f) and 6(f), Section 3-16.  
Please note that, for some alignments, these resources cannot be 
avoided (e.g., the Don Edwards Wildlife Preserve for the Dumbarton 
San Francisco Bay crossing). 

The Authority and FRA are aware of the Section 4(f) and 6(f) 
regulatory requirements, which are identified in Section 3.16.  In 
addition, as noted in Section 3.16 of this Final Program EIR/EIS:  

Implementing regulations recently issued by the FHWA and FTA 
describe the appropriate documentation of Section 4(f) in a 
programmatic (Tier I) EIS: “When the first-tier, broad-scale EIS is 
prepared, the detailed information necessary to complete the 
Section 4(f) approval may not be available at that stage in the 
development of the action. In such cases, the documentation 
should address the potential impacts that a proposed action will 

have on Section 4(f) property and whether those impacts could 
have a bearing on the decision to be made.”  [23 CFR 774.7(e)(1)] 

The methodology used for the 4(f) and 6(f) evaluation in Section 
3.16 of the Draft Program EIR/EIS is consistent with these 
implementing regulations and is appropriate for a program-level 
review of the multiple alignment alternatives evaluated.  The Draft 
Program EIR/EIS identifies the proximity of the HST alignments to 
the identified 4(f) and 6(f) resources, providing an indication of the 
likelihood that the alignment would affect (use) the resource.  
Section 3.16 identifies 4(f) and 6(f) resources within 900 ft of an 
alignment, and resources within 150 ft of the alignment are 
identified as a potential high impact with direct effects on the 
resource. 

As noted in Section 3.16 of this Final Program EIR/EIS: 
The goal at this tier of environmental analysis is to identify Section 
4(f) and 6(f) resources on or close to the proposed HST Alignment 
Alternatives and to assess the relative differences in potential 
impacts of the alignment alternatives on these resources.  At this 
stage of environmental review, it is not practical to study or 
measure the severity of each potential impact identified.  No 
fieldwork was conducted as part of this analysis and no Section 4(f) 
determination is practical or required for this Program EIR/EIS.  At 
the conclusion of this programmatic environmental process, 
corridor alignments and station locations will be selected for further 
design and environmental review, however no construction and 
therefore no uses of Section 4(f) and 6(f) resources will be 
approved.  In subsequent project-level analysis, Section 4(f) and 
6(f) resources, potential uses and impacts, and appropriate 
mitigation measures would be evaluated in detail and 
determinations made.  Subsequent project-level analysis of Section 
4(f) and Section 6(f) resources will include consideration of publicly 
owned and managed lands, as well as lands subject to conservation 
easements acquired by public agencies along the selected Preferred 
Alignment. 

 
With respect to Federal conservation easements, Federal Highway 
Administration guidance (FHWA Section 4(f) Policy Paper, March 1, 
2005), provides that easements acquired by the United States are 
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subject to Section 4(f) as wildlife and waterfowl refuges when they 
are part of the National Wildlife Refuge System.  As FHWA notes for 
the purposes of Section 4(f), a wildlife and waterfowl refuge is 
publicly owned land (including waters) where the major purpose of 
such land is the conservation, restoration, or management of 
endangered species, their habitat, and other wildlife and waterfowl 
resources.  In determining the major purpose of the land, 
consideration must be given to (1) the authority under which the 
land was acquired, (2) land with special national or international 
designations, (3) the management plan for the land, and/or (4) 
whether the land has been officially designated by a federal, state or 
local agency having jurisdiction over the land, as an area for which 
its major purpose and function is the conservation, restoration, or 
management of endangered species, their habitat, or wildlife and 
waterfowl resources.  Thus, other lands subject to conservation 
easements may be subject to Section 4(f) to the extent they meet 
this standard.  Should conservation easement lands along the 
Preferred Alternative Alignment be determined to be resources under 
Section 4(f) or 6(f), the actual “use” of these resources will be 
determined, consistent with Section 4(f) and 6(f) requirements.  The 
Authority and the FRA will consider the ownership, significance and 
major purpose of these properties in determining if Section 4(f) 
should apply and will review existing management plans and consult 
with the Federal, State, or local officials having jurisdiction over the 
property.  Additional avoidance options (e.g., alignment refinements) 
will be reviewed as part of the preliminary engineering process. 

In the event that “use” of lands identified as 4(f) or 6(f) resources 
cannot be avoided, the Authority and FRA will ensure that “all 
possible planning to minimize harm to the park, recreation area, 
wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or historic site resulting from the use” 
has occurred. 

L029-58  
Please see Response to Comment L0029-57. 

L029-59 
Impacts on and use of 4(f) and 6(f) properties were clearly a 
consideration in the identification of the Preferred Alternative (e.g., 
use of the federally owned Don Edwards Wildlife Preserve would be 
required for a San Francisco Bay Crossing at Dumbarton).  The 
program-level analysis of impacts to 4(f)/6(f) resources generally 
supports the selection of the preferred Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose Termini) network alternative, although all network 
alternatives have potential to impact 4(f)/6(f) resources. 

As part of the preliminary engineering and project-level 
environmental review, the Authority and FRA are prepared to review 
alternative routes for Pacheco Pass that would avoid the GEA 
altogether, provided that such alternatives would still meet the 
project’s purpose and need and would not introduce new substantial 
unavoidable adverse impacts.  The Authority and FRA note that few 
alignment alternatives adjacent to an existing transportation right-of-
way appear to be available south of Henry Miller Road; and in the 
experience of the Authority and FRA, alignments that are not 
adjacent to or within an existing right-of-way have proven to 
introduce new and difficult adverse environmental impacts. 

L029-60 
Please see Response to Comment L029-57. 

L029-61 
Please see Response to Comment L029-57 and Standard 
Response 5.  The information provided in Section 3.16, “Section 4(f) 
and 6(f) Resources,” of the Draft Program EIR/EIS allows for an 
informed identification of a Preferred Alternative.  It allows for an 
overall comparison among the alternatives of the likelihood that 
these resources will be used.  In fact, avoidance of 4(f) and 6(f) 
resources played a role in the identification of the Preferred 
Alternative, which would not pass through the Don Edwards Wildlife 
Refuge. 
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L029-62 
The information provided in Section 3.16, Section 4(f) and 6(f) 
Resources, of the Draft Program EIR/EIS allows for an informed 
identification of a Preferred Alternative.  It allows for an overall 
comparison among the alternatives of the likelihood that these 
resources would be used.  In fact, avoidance of 4(f) and 6(f) 
resources played a role in the identification of the Preferred 
Alternative, which would not pass through the Don Edwards Wildlife 
Refuge. 

L029-63 
The EPA and USACE concurred that the Pacheco Pass Network 
Alternative, San Francisco and San Jose Termini, would most likely 
yield the LEDPA.  As noted in Chapter 8 of this Final Program 
EIR/EIS, Pacheco Pass is the Preferred Alternative and the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative identified in this Final EIS/EIR.  
The rationale for the Preferred Alternative and Environmentally 
Superior Alternative is provided in this chapter.  Please also see 
Standard Response 3 regarding the identification of the Pacheco 
Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L029-64 
See Response to Comment L029-63 regarding concurrence that the 
Pacheco Pass Network Alternative that is identified as the Preferred 
Alternative in the Final Program EIR/EIS is also likely to yield the 
least environmentally damaging practicable alternative for purposes 
of protecting and avoiding impacts on wetlands.   

L029-65 
The Program EIR/EIS evaluated the potential direct (50 ft each side 
of centerline) and indirect (1,000 ft each side of centerline) wetlands 
impacts.  This is an appropriate analysis methodology for a program 
document as approved by the EPA.  Once a more specific horizontal 
and vertical alignment and project feature footprints are established 
during project design, the project-level environmental review 
documents will analyze potential impacts on wetlands in further 

detail, including considering uses, functions, qualitative values and 
significance.   

L029-66 
Mitigation strategies were developed based on the broad provisions 
in the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.  These mitigation strategies will be 
refined and considered in greater detail during the Tier 2 project-
level environmental analyses. 

L029-67 
Comment acknowledged. 

L029-68 
See Response to Comment L029-53 regarding growth inducement. 

L029-69 
By colocating the HST with Henry Miller Road, the project would 
minimize potential habitat fragmentation and would reduce or avoid 
contributions to cumulative impacts related to habitat fragmentation 
in the Los Banos area.  The SR-152 bypass project has been added 
to the cumulative impacts discussion in Section 3.17 of this Final 
Program EIR/EIS.  See also Response to Comment L029-5 regarding 
fragmentation. 

L029-70 
The Environmentally Superior Alternative is identified in the 
Summary and Chapter 8 of this Final Program EIR/EIS.   

L029-71 
The Authority Board directed staff to compare alignment and station 
locations options identified in the Bay Area to Central Valley study 
area.  The EIR/EIS complies with this directive and evaluates not 
one but multiple alignment alternatives for Altamont Pass and 
Pacheco Pass.  Rather than muddy the waters, this approach 
provided for the full disclosure and comparison of the environmental 
impacts and project benefits for multiple alternatives, consistent with 
the Authority Board directive. 
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As noted in the letter, impacts do vary among the Altamont and the 
Pacheco alternatives, and the differences among these alternatives 
are described in the Draft Program EIR/EIS.  The alternatives were 
not screened in advance but rather included throughout the entire 
analysis.  This is not a document deficiency but rather a public 
disclosure of the environmental effects associated with a range of 
reasonable alternatives in the Bay Area to Central Valley.   

Costs and impacts for the tunnel alignments across the San 
Francisco Bay are provided in the Draft Program EIR/EIS.  As noted 
in the Draft Program EIR/EIS, the existing Dumbarton Bridge 
crossing cannot be used as part of the HST system. 

This approach provided for an objective review of the range of 
alternatives to provide HST service to the Bay Area to Central Valley.  
Please see Standard Response 1. 

L029-72 
As noted in Chapter 8 of this Final Program EIR/EIS, Pacheco Pass is 
the Preferred Alternative and Environmentally Superior Alternative 
identified in this Final EIS/EIR.  The rationale for the Preferred 
Alternative and Environmentally Superior Alternative are provided in 
this chapter.  Please also see Standard Response 3 regarding 
identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. Overall, 
the Pacheco Pass alternative serving San Francisco and San Jose 
termini best meets the purpose and need for the proposed HST 
system.   

As part of the preliminary engineering and project-level 
environmental review, the Authority and FRA are prepared to review 
alternative routes for Pacheco Pass that would avoid the GEA 
altogether, provided that such alternatives would still meet the 
project’s purpose and need and would not introduce new substantial 
unavoidable adverse impacts.  The Authority and FRA note that few 
alignment alternatives adjacent to an existing transportation right-of-
way appear to be available south of Henry Miller Road; and in the 
experience of the Authority and FRA, alignments that are not 
adjacent to or within an existing right-of-way have proven to 
introduce new and difficult adverse environmental impacts.   

L029-73 
The Authority and FRA are aware of the legal requirements for 
document recirculation and have determined that recirculation of the 
Draft Program EIR/EIS is not necessary.  The document does 
identify the existence of the GEA in Section 3.16, pages 3.16-11 and 
3.16-12.  See Standard Responses 1 and 2 regarding the 
programmatic decision and nature of a programmatic-level of 
analysis and tiering under NEPA and CEQA. 

L029-74 
Please see Response to Comment L029-73 regarding recirculation. 

As noted above, no station is proposed for rural Merced County.  The 
Pacheco Pass is identified in this Final EIS/EIR as the Preferred 
Alternative, and the Authority and FRA have proposed mitigation 
measures for the alignment along Henry Miller Road; but the 
Authority and FRA are prepared to review with representative of the 
GEA additional mitigation measures that may be appropriate to 
further mitigate potential adverse environmental impacts. 

Please see Response to Comment L029-72 regarding the willingness 
of the Authority and FRA to review alignments that would avoid the 
GEA altogether. 

L029-75 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of Mr. Enslow’s letter 
regarding potential HST impacts on the GEA. 

L029-76 
Comment acknowledged. 

L029-77 
The Henry Miller alignment alternative is more than ½ mile from the 
Volta Wildlife Area and does not cut across the southern part of this 
wildlife management area.   

For comments related to fragmentation, wildlife corridors, and 
mitigation strategies see Response to Comment L029-5.   
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The GEA North alignment alternative was removed from 
consideration and is not part of the preferred Pacheco Pass network 
alternative. 

The HST would restore drainage and irrigation facilities to ensure 
their functionality is similar to or better than the existing condition.   

The Henry Miller alignment alternative was developed so as not to 
result in a new transportation corridor, which would provide 
additional barriers to wildlife movement and increased fragmentation 
of habitat.  By colocating the proposed HST alignment with an 
existing transportation facility (Henry Miller Road), a new 
fragmentation and wildlife movement impact would not result.   

L029-78 
Detailed noise and vibration studies related to biological resources 
will be required and conducted as part of the Tier 2 project-level 
environmental analysis. 

L029-79 
The Draft Program EIR/EIS acknowledged the potential for 
significant impacts on wetlands and other waters, including 
alteration of water flow patterns, introduction of sediments, and 
water quality degradation.  Once the project design has advanced to 
the appropriate level, the Tier 2 project-level document will analyze 
these impacts in greater detail and also will provide more detailed 
mitigation to avoid or minimize such impacts.   

L029-80 
See Response to Comment L029-79. 

L029-81 
This comment provides a summary of previous comments, which are 
addressed above. 
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Comment Letter L029 - continued (Letter 3:  Karen G. Weissman, Thomas Reid Associates; August 27, 2004) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 3) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 3) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 3) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 3) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 3) 

To view entire contents of Part 2 and Part 3  
see electronic files: L 029_Part-2.pdf  and L 029__Part-3.pdf 
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Response to Letter L029 (Letter 3:  Karen G. Weissman, Thomas Reid Associates; August 27, 2004) 

L029-82 
Comment acknowledged. 

L029-83 
The GEA is discussed and described in Section 3.15.  Additional 
discussion of the USFWS conservation easements has been included 
in this Final Program EIR/EIS.   

L029-84 
Comment acknowledged. 

L029-85 
The Draft Program EIR/EIS analyzed the potential impacts of 
resources at a program level, regardless of jurisdictional boundaries.  
While the GEA is not always mentioned specifically, the resources in 
and around it were analyzed.   

This program-level document discussed construction and operation 
of the HST at the level of detail available at this time.  See Response 
to Comment L029-53 regarding growth inducement. 

L029-86 
The Program EIR/EIS considers these potential impacts in Sections 
3.18.4 and 3.18.5 

L029-87 
At the alignment decision level, there is not enough information 
available on when and for how long construction would occur.  This 
analysis will be conducted as part of the Tier 2 project-level 
environmental analysis.  In sensitive areas (as defined at the project 
level), in-line construction (i.e., use of new rail infrastructure as it is 
built) would be used to transport equipment to and from the 
construction site and to transport excavated material away from the 
construction to appropriate re-use or disposal sites. 

L029-88 
Efforts will be made to not use sensitive areas as set down areas.  In 
sensitive areas (as defined at the project level), the movement of 
supplies from less sensitive set down areas can be accomplished 
using the established right-of-way corridor, with delivery of the 
material via the constructed rail line because in-line construction 
techniques are proposed.  In areas where clearing would be 
necessary, the construction contractor would use silt fences, hay 
bales, and other measures to control runoff and erosion. 

Further analysis will be performed during the project-level reviews, 
when construction lay-down areas can be identified. 

L029-89 
See also Response to Comments L029-29, L029-30, and L029-31.  
Some heavy civil construction activities, notably pile driving and rock 
excavations with explosives, would be inherently noisy.  Further 
analysis of potential noise mitigation strategies will be provided 
during project-level environmental reviews.  Potential mitigation 
strategies for construction noise impacts are listed below. 

• Using enclosures or walls to surround noisy equipment, installing 
mufflers on engines, substituting quieter equipment or 
construction methods, minimizing time of operation, and locating 
equipment farther from sensitive receptors. 

• Suspending construction operations between 7:00 p.m. and 7:00 
a.m. and/or on weekends and holidays in residential areas. 

• Requiring contractors to comply with all local sound control and 
noise-level rules, regulations, and ordinances. 

• Equipping each internal combustion engine with a muffler of a 
type recommended by the manufacturer. 

• Specifying the quietest equipment available (would reduce noise 
by 5-10dBA). 
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• Turning off construction equipment during prolonged periods of 
nonuse (to eliminate noise from construction equipment during 
those periods). 

• Requiring contractors to maintain all equipment and train their 
equipment operators (to reduce noise levels and increased 
efficiency of operation). 

• Locating stationary equipment away from noise-sensitive 
receptors (to decrease noise impact from that equipment in 
proportion to the increased distance). 

L029-90 
See Response to Comment L029-79 regarding water quality.   

See Response to Comment L029-34 regarding construction 
techniques.   

L029-91 
See Response to Comment L029-5 regarding connectivity and 
collision impacts.   

See Response to Comment L029-31 regarding shock wave impacts.  

See Response to Comment L029-78 regarding noise and vibration. 

L029-92 
See Response to Comment L029-78 regarding noise and vibration. 

The noise exposure of the HST depends on the location of the 
receiver relative to the train alignment, train speed, and intervening 
topography.  The program-level environmental document analyzes 
the potential noise and vibration impacts and broadly compares the 
relative differences of potential impacts among the alternatives. The 
analysis also identifies key differences among the potential noise 
impacts associated with the various HST alignment alternatives and 
station location options, to support the selection of preferred 
alignments and station location options in the Bay Area to Central 
Valley study region.  The next phase of study, the project-level 
environmental document, will address the impacts on human and 

wildlife receivers and noise sensitive land uses along the Preferred 
Alternative alignment by predicting the wayside noise levels from 
HST passbys and comparing them to the existing background noise 
at each location.  The same procedure will be conducted for 
vibration with the exception that the predicted ground-borne 
vibration levels from train passbys will be compared to the FRA 
Vibration Impact Criteria and not the ambient levels to determine 
impact. 

L029-93 
See Response to Comment L029-31 regarding shock wave impacts.  

As part of the project-level environmental document, a shock wave 
analysis will be conducted to study the effect of sound overpressure 
at tunnel portals generated by HST operating at 220 mph.  Potential 
effects on both human and wildlife receivers will be assessed. 

L029-94 
See Response to Comment L029-32 regarding collisions with trains.  

L029-95 
Study areas for individual species habitat will be established as part 
of the Tier 2 project-level environmental analysis. 

L029-96 
See Standard Response 4 regarding growth. 

L029-97 
See Standard Response 4 regarding growth. Also see Response to 
Comment L029-46. 

L029-98 
See Standard Response 4 regarding growth. Also see Response to 
Comment L029-46. 
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L029-99 
See Standard Response 4 regarding growth. Also see Response to 
Comment L029-46. 

L029-100 

Comment acknowledged. 

L029-101 
 See Standard Response 4 regarding growth. Also see Response to 
Comment L029-46. 

L029-102 
See Standard Response 4 regarding growth. Also see Response to 
Comment L029-46.  

L029-103 
See L029-55 regarding growth inducement. See Standard Response 
4 regarding growth. Also see Response to Comment L029-46. 

L029-104 
This comment provides a summary of previous comments, which are 
addressed above. 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 4:  Terrell Watt, AICP, Terrell Watt Planning Consultants) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 4) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 4) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 4) 
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Response to Letter L029 (Letter 4:  Terrell Watt, AICP, Terrell Watt Planning Consultants) 

L029-105 
See Standard Response 4 regarding growth. Also see Response to 
Comment L029-46. 

L029-106 
See Standard Response 4 regarding growth. Also see Response to 
Comment L029-46. 

L029-107 
See Standard Response 4 regarding growth. Also see Response to 
Comment L029-46. 

L029-108 
See Standard Response 4 regarding growth. Also see Response to 
Comment L029-46. 

L029-109 
See Standard Response 4 regarding growth. Also see Response to 
Comment L029-46. 

L029-110 
See Standard Response 4 regarding growth. Also see Response to 
Comment L029-46. 

L029-111 
See Standard Response 4 regarding growth. Also see Response to 
Comment L029-46. 

L029-112 
See Standard Response 4 regarding growth. Also see Response to 
Comment L029-46. 

L029-113 
See Standard Response 4 regarding growth. Also see Response to 
Comment L029-46. 

L029-114 
See Standard Response 4 regarding growth. Also see Response to 
Comment L029-46. 

The comment expresses concern about a potential increase in the 
demand for second homes as a result of the proposed HST system, 
particularly in the vicinity of the GEA.  At a broad level, there would 
not be any travel time or cost benefit to using HST in accessing a 
second home in rural areas of the Central Valley due to the problems 
presented by station access/egress between a second home and a 
Central Valley HST station.  For individuals to use HST as a primary 
access mode to second homes, individuals owning a second home 
would need to either keep an extra car at a Central Valley HST 
station (and incur long-term parking costs) or regularly rent a car at 
a Central Valley HST station.  This combination of high egress cost 
and multiple mode shifts would be at odds with rational travel and 
economic behavior.   

With specific regards to the GEA, the lack of a Los Banos HST station 
(please see Standard Response 4) results in faster door-to-door 
travel times for auto (compared to HST) for areas in and around the 
GEA.  Therefore, HST will be unlikely to have any influence on the 
market for second homes near the GEA or other locations across 
California.  

L029-115 
See Standard Response 4 regarding growth. Also see Response to 
Comment L029-46. 

Please see Standard Response 4 regarding the fact that an HST 
station is not being proposed for Los Banos.  The accessibility 
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barriers that exist around Los Banos for the No Project Alternative 
remain in place for either HST alternative. 

L029-116 
The comment suggests that induced employment and population 
growth in the Central Valley will substantially increase personal 
income, which will in turn increase demand for larger, higher-end 
homes and supporting services.  This assertion is incorrect for three 
reasons. 

First, Table 5.3-5 in the Program EIR/EIS illustrated that the Pacheco 
Pass HST alternative is projected to induce 47,692 jobs compared to 
the No Project Alternative in the six-county Central Valley region, 
compared to a total No Project employment in 2030 of 2,740,867.  
The Altamont HST alternative is projected to induce 61,171 jobs 
compared to the No Project Alternative in this region.  Hence, 
Pacheco HST is projected to have 1.7% more employment in the 
Central Valley region compared to No Project, while Altamont is 
projected to have 2.2% more employment compared to No Project.  
These differences are not “dramatic changes” as asserted in the 
comment. 

Second, all system alternatives (No Project, Altamont HST, Pacheco 
HST) would have the same employment composition for the 
2,740,867 jobs that are projected to exist in the Central Valley study 
region for the year 2030 No Project Alternative.  The only difference 
in employment composition would be for the induced jobs, which, as 
pointed out in the prior paragraph, amounts to a 1.7% increase for 
Pacheco HST and a 2.2% increase for the Altamont HST alternative. 

Third, the comment asserts that HST’s induced employment would 
be skewed toward occupations with substantially higher wages.  This 
assertion is false.  As noted on page 5-10 of the Draft Program 
EIR/EIS, “[b]oth HST Network Alternatives show a much greater 
propensity to job growth in the FIRE, services, TCU, wholesale trade, 
and retail trade categories.”  As shown in Table 1 (below), average 
weekly wages in these growth industries bracket the “total private” 
average weekly wage of $879.  In particular, Table 5.3-3 in the 
Program EIR/EIS illustrated that the FIRE and services sectors are 

projected to account for about two-thirds of this induced 
employment in the Central Valley.  These sectors, which are 
highlighted in Table 1, clearly bracket the statewide average for all 
business sectors.  Clearly, the HST alternatives would not lead to 
Central Valley job growth that is skewed toward higher income 
individuals and families.  Given the similarity in average wages, there 
is no compelling evidence that the induced employment growth for 
either HST alternative would result in increased demand for larger, 
high-end homes and other support services that are typically 
associated with higher income households. 

Table 1 Average Weekly Wage Rates by Industry for California (2007) 

NAICS 
Code Industry 

Average Weekly 
Wage for California 

10 Total private $879 
101 Goods producing $966 
1011 Natural resources and mining $483 
11 Agriculture, forestry, fishing & hunting $411 
21 Mining $1,718 
23 Construction $878 
1013 Manufacturing $1,149 
102 Service producing [1] $854 
42 Wholesale trade $1,087 
44-45 Retail trade $565 
48-49 Transportation and warehousing $800 
22 Utilities $1,647 
51 Information $1,621 
52 Finance and insurance $1,620 
53 Real estate and rental and leasing $868 
54 Professional and technical services $1,417 
55 Management of companies and enterprises $1,492 
56 Administrative and waste services $586 
61 Educational services $699 
62 Health care and social assistance $842 
1026 Leisure and hospitality $409 
1027 Other services $456 
Source: US Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
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L029-117 
See Standard Response 5 regarding mitigation strategies. 

Results presented in Section 5 of the Program EIR/EIS do not 
identify any significant impacts from the indirect effects of growth 
inducement at the program level of analysis. Therefore, it is not 
necessary to analyze or adopt specific mitigation strategies for 
indirect effects of growth inducement in the Final Program EIR/EIS 
for Merced, Madera or any other county.   

Please also see Standard Response 4 (subsection titled “HST’s 
Influence on Station Areas and Local Jurisdiction’s Growth”) for 
further information on the Authority’s efforts in influencing station-
area development patterns.  Furthermore, the Authority has 
identified downtown areas in the Central Valley as the preferred 
locations for HST stations (Section 8.6.4 of this Program EIR/EIS and 
Chapter 6A of the statewide program EIR/EIS), which is consistent 
with the overall desire to avoid or minimize impacts. 

L029-118 
See Standard Response 4 regarding growth. Also see Response to 
Comment L029-46. 
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Comment Letter L030 (Robert Beck, Transbay Joint Powers Authority, October 19, 2007) 
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Response to Letter L030 (Robert Beck, Transbay Joint Powers Authority, October 19, 2007) 

L030-1 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of the Transbay Joint 
Powers Authority’s (TJPA) letter dated September 26, 2007.  Please 
see Response to Comment L012. 

L030-2 
A detailed analysis of the number of trains that would operate from a 
San Francisco terminus will be analyzed at the project level of 
environmental study.  The 124 trains per day is a theoretical level of 
service necessary to meet the forecasted systemwide ridership 
demand. 

L030-3 
A revised timetable has not been prepared as part of this Program 
EIR/EIS.  The 124 trains per day are based on a theoretical level of 
service necessary to meet the forecasted demand. 

L030-4 
There has not been a change in that assumption for this Program 
EIR/EIS.  These assumptions could change at the project-level 
environmental document. 

L030-5 
The questions provided in this letter are responded to above.  The 
Authority and FRA appreciate receipt of comments from the TJPA on 
the Draft Program EIR/EIS and the contact information. 
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Comment Letter L031 (Rob Eastwood, County of Santa Clara, October 25, 2007) 
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Response to Letter L031 (Rob Eastwood, County of Santa Clara, October 25, 2007) 

L031-1 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of the comment letter 
from the County of Santa Clara Department of Planning and 
Development. 

L031-2 
Comment acknowledged. 

The Draft Program EIR/EIS provides a description of the general 
effects of the Bay Area to Central Valley alignment alternatives and 
station locations options. Please see Standard Responses 1 and 2.  
As noted in the letter, it is anticipated that preliminary engineering 
and project-level environmental review will be undertaken for the 
selected Preferred Alternative following certification of this Final 
Program EIR/EIS and completion of the environmental review 
process by the Authority Board and issuance of a Record of Decision 
by FRA. 

L031-3 
When the project-level draft EIR/EIS documents are prepared and 
publicly circulated, they will be made available to the Santa Clara 
Department of Planning and Development as requested.  The 
project-level EIR/EIS documents will evaluate impacts on roadways 
and parks in the vicinity of the selected Preferred Alternative 
alignment, as well as other environmental impacts and mitigation 
measures. 

L031-4 
Please see Response to Comment L029-89, concerning potential 
noise mitigation measures to be considered further during project-
level environmental reviews of the HST system.  These measures as 
well as habitat conservation plans that have been developed can be 
included in project-level environmental review, when more detailed 
design and alignment information will be available.   

L031-5 
The Authority and FRA appreciate receipt of comments from the 
Santa Clara Department of Planning and Development and the 
contact information. 
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Comment Letter L032 (Lindy L. Lowe, San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, October 25, 
2007) 
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Comment Letter L032 - Continued 
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Response to Letter L032 (Lindy L. Lowe, San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, October 25, 
2007) 

L032-1 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of the comment letter 
from the BCDC, particularly related to the McAteer-Petris Act and the 
provisions of the San Francisco Bay Plan (Bay Plan). 

L032-2 
The Authority and FRA understand that BCDC is responsible for 
granting or denying permits for all Bay filling, dredging, or 
substantial change in use of land, water, or structures in the Bay or 
on the shoreline.  The Authority and FRA acknowledge the 
requirements for maximum feasible public access to the Bay and 
consistency with the McAteer-Petris Act and the Bay Plan. 

L032-3 
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS 
does not involve a Bay crossing, in part due to the potential adverse 
effects associated with an HST Bay crossing. Please see Standard 
Response 3 regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

L032-4 
Please see Response to Comment L032-3. 

L032-5 
Please see Response to Comment L032-3.  Avoidance of the Don 
Edwards Wildlife Refuge was one the reasons for identification of 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L032-6 
Among the stated purposes of the HST program is to reduce the 
reliance on single-occupant vehicles, provide a facility that carries 
large volumes of people and goods, alleviate congestion at the 
region’s airports, and provide transportation alternatives. 

L032-7 
The Authority and FRA are aware of the Bay Plan provision that a 
determination needs to be made if there is a feasible alternative to 
adding a bridge over the Bay.  This provision played a role in the 
identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative because 
this alternative is a feasible alternative to a bridge over the Bay.  The 
Preferred Alternative does not include a new transbay tube given 
that it would have high potential environmental impacts and 
considerable construction issues.  These alternatives would have 
more than 36 acres of potential direct impacts on the San Francisco 
Bay.  They would have 38.8 ac of potential impacts on water bodies 
(lakes + San Francisco Bay) whereas the Oakland and San Jose 
termini Altamont Pass network alternative would have only 2.3 acres 
of potential direct impacts.  The cost of the additional 8.8-mile HST 
segment needed to implement a new transbay tube is estimated at 
about $4.6 billion – more than $500 million per mile.  Moreover, 
there is only slightly higher ridership and revenue potential (less 
than 2% higher ridership or 1.0–1.6 million passengers per year by 
2030) when comparing the transbay tube alternative via the East 
Bay versus the related Altamont Pass network alternative that 
terminates in Oakland. 

L032-8 
The Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Program EIR/EIS is 
not sited in the San Francisco Bay or along its shoreline. 

L032-9 
The Pacheco Pass Network Alternative is identified in this Final 
Program EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative in part due to the 
opportunity to share right-of-way and tracks along the Caltrain 
Corridor.  Sharing this corridor provides for a reduction in impacts 
compared to a new HST alignment that is not in or adjacent to a 
transportation corridor.   



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Local Agencies 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 22-195

 

The Preferred Pacheco Pass Alternative is strongly supported by 
Caltrain, which views the HST service as a major improvement to 
overall rail service in the Caltrain Corridor with the development of a 
fully grade-separated, electrified, four-tack system.  The HST system 
is viewed as an adjunct to the Caltrain service—a fully supportive 
and complementary service.   

L032-10 
Comment acknowledged.  Section 3.3 of this Final Program EIS/EIR 
includes a discussion of global climate change.  The issue of sea-
level rise is addressed.   

L032-11 
The Authority and FRA note that the Preferred Alternative not only 
minimizes but actually avoids impacts on Bay resources.  The 
Authority and FRA appreciate receipt of comments from BCDC and 
the contact information. 
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Comment Letter L033 (Jill Pirog, PMC, September 21, 2007) 
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Response to Letter L033 (Jill Pirog, PMC, September 21, 2007) 

L033-1 
The Draft Program EIR/EIS was released for public review and 
comment on July 16, 2007, and noticed in the Federal Register on 
July 20, 2007.  The initial public comment period was scheduled to 
end September 28, 2007, but, due to public requests, it was 
extended to October 26, 2007.  During this period, the Authority 
held eight public hearings to present the Draft Program EIR/EIS and 
to receive public comments. Originally, six public hearings were 
scheduled, but, due to requests, two more public hearings were 
held.  Comments were received from local, state, and federal elected 
officials; agency representatives; organizations and groups; and 
individuals. 

In response to public requests such as this, the public comment 
period was extended from September 28 to October 26, 2007.
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Comment Letter L034 (Connie Conway and Fritz Grupe, California Partnership for the San Joaquin Valley, October 
18, 2007) 
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Response to Letter L034 (Connie Conway and Fritz Grupe, California Partnership for the San Joaquin Valley, October 
18, 2007) 

L034-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 regarding identification of the 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  At this point, a bond 
measure to provide funding for the HST system is on the November 
2008 ballot.  The Authority is pursuing both federal and private 
sector funding to supplement the statewide bond funds, should they 
be approved by the voters of California. 

The Authority and FRA acknowledge the importance of rail services 
in the Central Valley, in both the short and long term, and agree that 
the “Blueprint Regional Planning” process can and should be directly 
linked to the implementation of the HST system in the Central Valley.  
The Authority and FRA understand the important link between land 
use and transportation planning, with “smart growth” and infill 
development linked to major transportation multi-modal facilities, 
thus reducing our statewide dependence on oil-based energy, our 
sprawl patterns of development, and our emissions of greenhouse 
gases and other air pollutants.  The Authority and FRA agree that 
improved mobility and access are critical to the Central Valley’s and 
the State’s economic vitality. 

The Authority and FRA appreciate and stand willing to work with the 
California Partnership for the San Joaquin Valley and appreciate the 
contact information. 
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Comment Letter L035 (Mike McKeever, Sacramento Area Council of Governments, October 26, 2007) 
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Response to Letter L035 (Mike McKeever, Sacramento Area Council of Governments, October 26, 2007) 

L035-1 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of comments from the 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments. 

L035-2 
All Altamont and Pacheco Pass network alternatives provide HST 
station location options in the same communities throughout the 
Central Valley and southern California.  The only substantial 
difference outside of the Bay Area is that Altamont provides the 
opportunity for an additional HST station in Tracy, which is near 
other HST stations in Stockton and Modesto.  Within the Bay Area, 
the only potential station differences are in southern Santa Clara 
County and eastern Alameda County.  Therefore, statewide access to 
an HST station is relatively equal when similar Altamont and Pacheco 
network alternatives are compared. 

Ridership differences arise due to differences in travel time, travel 
cost, and service frequency between individual station pairs for 
Altamont and Pacheco, as well as HST’s competitive position relative 
to auto and air travel in certain markets.  Most notably, the Altamont 
Pass alternative includes an HST service split in the East Bay, which 
greatly reduces HST frequency (compared to Pacheco Pass) to San 
Jose and San Francisco under the base network alternative.  The 
ridership and revenue forecasts assumed about 50 trains per day per 
direction between Los Angeles and San Francisco/San Jose in the 
Pacheco Pass alternative.  Due to the HST service split, the Altamont 
Pass alternative has 33 trains per day from Los Angeles to San 
Francisco and 17 trains per day from Los Angeles to San Jose (for 
the same total of 50 between Los Angeles and the Bay Area).  This 
allocation of trains to the two destinations means that everyone 
traveling to these destinations has lower frequency of trains in the 
Altamont alternative compared to the Pacheco Pass alternative.  This 
lower frequency leads to about 6 million fewer annual systemwide 

passengers in the base Altamont Pass alternative compared to the 
base Pacheco Pass alternative.   

Although the Altamont Pass alternative has the potential to achieve 
higher ridership between the Bay Area and northern Central Valley 
(Merced northward), Pacheco Pass alternative achieves higher 
ridership between the Bay Area and areas from Fresno southward 
(including Los Angeles and San Diego regions).  Due to its proximity 
to the Central Coast region (through a potential Gilroy station), the 
Pacheco Pass alternative also creates a sizable HST market to/from 
the Monterrey Bay area; this market is virtually untapped with the 
Altamont Pass alternative. 

L035-3 
Comment acknowledged. 

L035-4 
Please see Response to Comment S009-8. 

L035-5 
Comment acknowledged.   

L035-6 
Identification of a Preferred Alternative for this Final Program 
EIR/EIS was a deliberative and difficult process.  As noted 
throughout this Program EIS/EIR, each of the alternative alignments 
presents differing impacts and benefits, and a review of the public 
comments illustrates the strong positions that have been taken for 
Altamont Pass or for Pacheco Pass.  Please see Standard Response 3 
regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred 
Alternative. 

The underlying reasons for the identified Preferred Alternative are 
presented in Chapter 8 of this Final Program EIR/EIS.
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L035-7 

The Authority and FRA do not agree with the assertion that there is 
very little difference between the freeway system and a new HST 
system.  Freeways have many interchanges and exacerbate sprawl, 
whereas HST systems, such as the proposed California HST system, 
have limited station stops.  Please refer to Standard Response 4 
regarding growth.  Please also see Chapter 5 in regards to 
“Economic Growth and Related Impacts” and Chapter 6 in regards to 
“Station Area Development.”  Chapter 6 includes the Authority’s 
adopted policies requiring transit-oriented development around 
stations and commitments toward developing smart growth 
principles in the vicinity of HST stations.   

L035-8 
The Authority and FRA appreciate receipt of the Sacramento Area 
Council of Government’s comments on the Draft Program EIR/EIS 
and the contact information. 
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Comment Letter L036 (Christopher Cabaldon, Sacramento Area Council of Governments, August 30, 2004) 
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Response to Letter L036 (Christopher Cabaldon, Sacramento Area Council of Governments, August 30, 2004) 

L036-1 
Comment acknowledged.  This comment letter was responded to as 
part of the Authority and FRA’s certified statewide program EIR/EIS 
document (November 2005).  




