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Comment Letter O001 (Gary A. Patton, Planning and Conservation League, July 27, 2007) 
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Response to Letter O001 (Gary A. Patton, Planning and Conservation League, July 27, 2007) 

O001-1 
The California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority) and the Federal 
Railroad Administration (FRA) find the information regarding 
potential impacts, benefits, costs, ridership, and operations of the 
high-speed train (HST) system to be fully consistent with the 
requirements of National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and adequate to identify 
key differences among the alignments and station location options.  
The Authority and FRA find that recirculation of the document is not 
warranted. 

O001-2 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Response to Comment O006-3 
and Standard Responses 1 and 2. 
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Comment Letter O002 (Eugene K. Skororpowski, Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority, September 14, 2007)  
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Response to Letter O002 (Eugene K. Skororpowski, Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority, September 14, 2007) 

O002-1 
Authority staff were also participants in the Regional Rail Plan, 
serving on the plan’s management committee along with 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), Bay Area Rapid 
Transit (BART) District, and San Mateo County Transit District 
(SamTrans).  This participation of the Authority provided the 
opportunity to coordinate the HST with the regional rail planning 
process and work directly with such major rail agencies in the region 
as the Capitol Corridor.    

O002-2 
The Authority and FRA agree that integration and coordination of rail 
services in the region, both freight and passenger, is a critical and an 
important adjunct to the proposed HST network.  Stations identified 
for Preferred Alternative in this Final Program Environmental Impact 
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (Final Program EIR/EIS) 
would all serve as strategically located intermodal facilities providing 
different types of rail services (commuter, intercity, and high-speed). 

O002-3 
Provision of enhanced Capitol Corridor (Caltrain) Joint Powers 
Authority (JPA) services and facilities clearly is a critical component 
of Bay Area regional rail, both today and into the future. 

O002-4 
Support for the concept of two high-speed rail alignments is 
consistent with the Authority’s staff recommendation for Pacheco 
Pass as the Preferred HST Alternative for long-distance travelers and 
enhanced regional/commuter services developed by regional rail 
partners along the Altamont alignments.  Please see Standard 

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

O002-5 
The Authority and FRA agree that rail improvements in the Bay Area 
to Central Valley will clearly require a number of funding sources 
beyond the Authority bond funds. 

O002-6 
The Authority looks forward to working with MTC and other regional 
rail stakeholders in the development of a regional rail system to 
serve critical travel markets and complement provision of HST 
services in the region and throughout the state.  
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Comment Letter O003 (Traci Verardo-Torres, California State Parks Foundation, September 19, 2007) 
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Response to Letter O003 (Traci Verardo-Torres, California State Parks Foundation, September 19, 2007) 

O003-1 
In response to public requests such as this, the public comment 
period was extended from September 28 to October 26, 2007.  The 
Authority and FRA appreciate the California State Parks Foundation 
sense of responsibility and obligation to participate in this 
environmental review process.  

Please note that this Bay Area to Central Valley Program EIR/EIS is 
not a project-level EIR/EIS.  The Authority and FRA anticipate 
preparation of a project-level EIR/EIS and preliminary engineering 
for the Preferred Alternative on completion of the program-level 
review. 

The Authority and FRA agree that HST system choices will have 
lasting effects on the shape of California’s transportation system and 
land planning practices into the future and understand the critical 
nature of the HST route selection. 
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Comment Letter O004 (Alan C. Miller, Train Riders Association of California, September 12, 2007) 
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Response to Letter O004 (Alan C. Miller, Train Riders Association of California, September 12, 2007) 

O004-1 
Please see Response to Comment O003-1. 

O004-2 
Please see Comment Letter L005 from the MTC.  In response to 
comments from the public, including from Train Riders Association of 
California (TRAC) and MTC, the comment period was extended to 
October 28, 2007.  This time extension allowed MTC to adopt the 
Regional Rail Plan in advance of the close of comments on the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS. 

O004-3 
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 O005 (M. Robert McLandress, California Waterfowl, October 29, 2007) 
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Response to Letter O005 (M. Robert McLandress, California Waterfowl, October 29, 2007) 

O005-1 
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS is 
the Pacheco Pass Network Alternative, San Francisco and San Jose 
Termini.  Please see Standard Response 3 regarding identification of 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

See also Response to Comment Letters F002, F005, F008, S006, 
L029, and O011. 

O005-2 
Comment acknowledged. 

O005-3 
The FRA and Authority do not agree that the preferred Pacheco Pass 
Network Alternative adjacent to Henry Miller Road will compromise 
the value of the Grasslands Ecological Area (GEA) to support 
wildlife.  Refer to Response to Comment S006-5 regarding issues 
associated with the GEA. 

O005-4 
See Response to Comment Letters F002, F005, F008, and S006. 

The preferred Pacheco Pass Network Alternative would include 
design features and mitigation strategies so as not to restrict 
movement of wildlife and the connections between these habitat 
areas.  As noted in Section 2.3.2, Design Practices, use of existing 
transportation corridors would be maximized to avoid or minimize 
impacts, such as barriers to wildlife movement.  Use of 
transportation corridors includes placing HST alignments either 
within or adjacent to existing transportation corridors.  In addition, 
HST tracks will be fully grade separated from all roadways, providing 
other opportunities for wildlife movement corridors.  The Authority 
and FRA are committed to working with the resource agencies in 
identifying locations along the HST alignments for wildlife movement 
and in incorporating design features in the HST system to assure 

continued wildlife movement.  Refer to Response to Comment S006-
7 regarding mitigation strategies for wildlife movement.   

Growth inducement is discussed in Chapter 5 and Standard 
Response 4 regarding growth.  The HST system has been designed 
to be primarily co-located with other transportation infrastructure 
and to be integrated with transit services.  Because the HST serves 
large metropolitan areas with few stations, it would tend to 
encourage growth in existing urban areas and help to combat 
sprawl.  Through interagency coordination, the FRA and Authority 
will continue to work with resource agencies to avoid or minimize 
impacts on environmentally sensitive areas and, where appropriate, 
mitigate significant impacts. 

The FRA and Authority have committed to feasible action to avoid 
direct impacts on the Los Banos Wildlife Area.  This includes 
investigating site-specific location and design alternatives for the 
Preferred Alternative and station location options, including 
avoidance and minimization alternatives, during the Tier 2, project-
level environmental review, if the Pacheco Pass Preferred Alternative 
is approved and selected.  This would include evaluating design 
alternatives to the north and south of the current proposed 
alignment across the Pacheco Pass and along Henry Miller Road.  
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.  See also Response to 
Comment F005-2. 

The Final Program EIR/EIS does not identify, and the Preferred 
Alternative does not include, a station in the Los Banos, Gustine, or 
Santa Nella area.  In addition, the Preferred Alternative does not 
include a site for a fleet storage/service and inspection/light 
maintenance facility along the Henry Miller alignment alternative in 
the vicinity of Los Banos.  In addition, the HST trackway would not 
lend itself to inducing growth in unpopulated areas such as along the 
Pacheco Pass alignment, especially along Henry Miller Road.  Please 
see Standard Response 3 regarding identification of Pacheco Pass as 
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the Preferred Alternative and discussion of the Los Banos area in 
Chapter 8 of this Final Program EIR/EIS. 

O005-5 
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS is 
the Pacheco Pass Network Alternative, San Francisco and San Jose 
Termini.  Site-specific location and design alternatives for the 
selected alignments and station location options, including avoidance 
and minimization alternatives, 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 (between the Central Valley and the 
Pacheco Pass), if the Preferred Alternative is selected at the 
conclusion of this environmental review process.  Please also see 
Standard Response 3 regarding identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



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

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 23-12

 

Comment Letter O006 (David Schonbrunn, Transportation Solutions Defense and Education Fund,  
October 25, 2007) 
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Comment Letter O006 – Continued 
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Response to Letter O006 (David Schonbrunn, Transportation Solutions Defense and Education Fund,  
October 25, 2007 ) 

O006-1 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of comments from 
Transportation Solutions Defense and Education Fund (TRANSDEF), 
appreciate TRANSDEF’s support for the State’s HST system, and 
agree that the HST system can provide mitigation for climate change 
by reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.  

O006-2 
The Authority and FRA agree that cost-effectiveness must be a 
major consideration for the overall HST system.  The Authority and 
FRA agree with MTC’s position that rail improvements are needed 
throughout the region to serve differing markets and diverse 
regional geographic areas.  The Pacheco Pass Network Alternative 
has been identified as the preferred alternative, and the Authority is 
working with the regional partners on a separate project to improve 
commuter service in the Altamont Corridor.  Please note that this 
approach would require less right-of-way for the Altamont Corridor 
improvements, reducing the impacts as compared to identifying this 
corridor for the proposed HST system.   

O006-3 
The Authority and FRA find the information regarding potential 
impacts, benefits, costs, ridership, and operations of the HST system 
to be fully consistent with the requirements of NEPA and CEQA and 
adequate to identify key differences among the alignments and 
station location options.  The Authority and FRA find the information 
provided is sufficient for the identification of a Preferred Alternative.  
Please see Standard Responses 1 and 2 and Chapter 8 of this Final 
Program EIR/EIS. 

Relative merits of the alignment and network alternatives are 
described in Chapter 7.  The network benefits and impacts are then 

compared in the Summary of the Program EIR/EIS.  Please also see 
Summary Table S.8-1. 

The Authority and FRA find that recirculation of the Draft Program 
EIR/EIS is not necessary.   

O006-4 
Please see Response to Comment O006-2.  By design, the HST 
alignments are proposed to be adjacent to or within existing 
transportation right-of-way to the extent feasible.  At times, 
however, the rights-of-way are not wide enough to accommodate 
the number of HST (and at times freight) tracks that are required in 
the corridor.  For example, four HST tracks would be required at 
station locations.  In some locations (e.g., along the Union Pacific 
Railroad [UPRR] Altamont Alignment), six tracks (four HST and two 
freight) would be required at the stations.  For these locations, 
additional right-of-way would be required or some of the tracks 
would need to be placed in tunnel or on an aerial structure. 

The land use and aesthetic impacts associated with this 
circumstance were recognized by representatives of cities along the 
Altamont Pass alignment (e.g., Fremont, and the Tri-Valley area – 
Livermore and Pleasanton), which expressed major concerns 
regarding the impacts of a HST through their jurisdictions.  As a 
result, Tri-Valley communities, represented by the Tri-Valley Policy 
Working Group and Technical Advisory Committee (i.e., the Tri-
Valley PAC―a partnership that includes the cities of Dublin, 
Livermore, Pleasanton, Danville, San Ramon, and Tracy along with 
transportation providers Livermore Amador Valley Transit Authority 
[LAVTA], Altamont Commuter Express [ACE], and BART) supported a 
concept of improving commuter rail services in the Altamont Corridor 
in concert with a Pacheco Pass HST alternative. 

In addition, should the Altamont Pass alternative serve San 
Francisco, a new San Francisco Bay crossing would be required, with 
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associated impacts on the San Francisco Bay and to the Don 
Edwards Wildlife Refuge.  By comparison, for the Pacheco Pass 
alternative, the HST system can share tracks and right-of-way along 
the Caltrain Corridor and can be placed immediately adjacent to 
Henry Miller Road in the Central Valley. 

Please see Standard Response 3 regarding identification of Pacheco 
Pass as the Preferred Alternative and Standard Response 4 regarding 
growth inducement.  

The Pacheco Pass alternative would not induce additional “sprawl” 
development in Santa Clara, Merced, or San Benito Counties because 
the HST system would not provide substantially faster door-to-door 
travel times than auto travel between these counties and 
employment centers in the Bay Area.  Please see Response to 
Comment F005-4 for further explanation.  Please also see Standard 
Response 4 (subsection “HST’s Influence on Station Areas and Local 
Jurisdiction’s Growth”) for information on the Authority’s interests 
and efforts in influencing station-area development patterns and 
limiting sprawl development. 

O006-5 

See Response to Comment O007-46. 

The base operating plan for the Altamont Pass alternative, which 
includes a service split in the East Bay, is reasonable.  The 
operational planning assumptions used as inputs for the ridership 
and revenue forecasts were based on well-established HST 
operational practices. 

As acknowledged in the Program EIR/EIS, some HST systems 
physically separate trainsets (“splitting and joining trains”) at some 
point on the route. However, the percentage of HST trains actually 
using this practice worldwide is very small. In France, about 10% of 
the TGV trainsets are physically split, whereas in Japan the 
percentage is even smaller. HST trainsets generally are not split 
during peak hours or at peak traffic points. For example, the TGV 
trainsets that split in southwest France have already served the 
major Paris-Bordeaux market and do not add time to the passengers 

on this critical city-pair. The Paris-Bordeaux passengers in the other 
direction also do not lose time waiting for the trains to be combined 
into one because they board after consolidation. The mini-
Shinkansen that splits to Yamagata does so after the major stations 
at Fukushima and Sendai. The Thalys HST does not split until after 
Brussels passengers get off. The HST splits are generally done in 
places where the traffic demands are low—not on the main trunk 
line between the major markets. 

The HST ridership and revenue forecasts done by MTC in partnership 
with the Authority concluded that both the Pacheco Pass and 
Altamont Pass network alternatives have high ridership and revenue 
potential.  While additional forecasts with different assumptions may 
result in somewhat different results, the bottom-line conclusion is 
expected to remain the same and therefore ridership is not a major 
factor in differentiating between the Altamont and Pacheco Pass 
alternatives. 

O006-6 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 4 regarding 
growth.  The Authority does not agree with your assessment. 

The Authority and FRA respectfully disagree with the assertions that 
the growth-inducement analysis is not credible and that highway 
congestion “will prevent any kind of substantial expansion of 
commuting into the Bay Area.”  The 2030 employment and 
population projections shown in Tables 5.3-1, 5.3-2, and 5.3-5 for 
the No Project Alternative in the Program EIR/EIS illustrate that 
Central Valley counties will experience higher population growth 
rates than employment growth rates, as well as higher population 
growth rates than Bay Area counties.  Both results, which are based 
on official forecasts from the Department of Finance and regional 
planning agencies, strongly support a conclusion that commuting 
from the Central Valley into the Bay Area will continue into the 
future in the absence of HST. 

It is true that people are willing to commute long distances via car 
and that population and employment forecasts show people 
continuing to expand their commute and to populate the Central 
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Valley.  However, neither the employment nor population trends 
would be substantially affected by the introduction of HST because 
HST does not provide faster door-to-door travel times than auto in 
most short to medium distance travel markets between the Central 
Valley and Bay Area.   

Furthermore, part of this time/cost factor for potential commuting 
via HST involves travel between the HST station and the actual 
employment location.  The HST system will have a very limited 
number of stations in the Bay Area, requiring that users transfer to 
another transit mode or private shuttle to access a destination that is 
beyond walking distance from an HST station.  For many Bay Area 
commute trips, a local transit option is not available.  An analysis 
prepared for the Interstate 580 (I-580) BART to Livermore Study1  
showed that only 30% of job destinations for Central Valley to Bay 
Area commuters would be accessible via BART and local transit (with 
only 4% within walking distance of a BART station).  Lacking access 
to a transit egress mode, many prospective commuters on HST 
would need to drive or take taxi to their final destination, adding to 
the cost associated with the trip.   

Even assuming transit is available, the cost of the HST would be 
significantly greater than the cost of driving for short- to medium-
distance trips, making it unlikely to be preferred by commuters.  For 
example the full cost of taking HST from Merced to Mountain View 
(HST fare, access, egress and station parking) is more than $40 one 
way, as compared to about $25 one-way for an automobile trip.  
HST would provide neither a time nor cost advantage compared to 
auto travel for commute trips between the Central Valley and Bay 
Area.  Given that the HST connection between the Central Valley and 
Bay Area would be designed to serve primarily intercity travel, rather 
than regional commuters, it is quite logical that population, 
employment, and commute travel patterns would not substantially 
change with the introduction of HST. 

                                                 
1  I-580 Bart to Livermore Study – Final Report; Cambridge Systematics, 
Inc.; July 2002; pages 6–8. 

O006-7 
Please see Standard Response 4 regarding growth and Chapter 5 
(Economic Growth and Impacts).  Please also see Chapter 6 (Station 
Area Development), which includes the Authority’s adopted policies 
requiring transit-oriented development (TOD) at HST stations and 
station area plans in the Central Valley.   

The “tremendous increase in population and jobs” noted by the 
commenter are a feature of the No Project Alternative and also serve 
as the foundation of the HST alternatives.  This increase is not due 
to the HST alternatives, and therefore does not require mitigation.   

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.   

Please also see Standard Response 4 (subsection “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 within the Central Valley as the preferred locations 
for HST stations (see Chapter 6 and Chapter 8, Section 8.6.4 of this 
Final Program EIR/EIS and Chapter 6A of the California High-Speed 
Train Final Program EIR/EIS, 2005), which is consistent with the 
overall desire to avoid or minimize impacts. 

The additional mitigation measures suggested by the comment for 
evaluation by the Authority are outside the scope of this Program 
EIR/EIS and beyond the purview of the Authority and FRA to 
accomplish (e.g., redirecting state highway funding, seeking 
redirection of transportation funds approved by ballot initiation, 
preparing local land use plans, seeking local development fees, and 
raising the state gas tax). 
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O006-8 
Please see Responses to Comments Letter O007.  The Authority and 
FRA are pursuing a transportation solution that would truly benefit 
the people of the State of California.  The Authority and FRA 
appreciate the comments provided by TRANSDEF on the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS. 
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Comment Letter O007 (Stuart M. Flashman, October 25, 2007) 
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Comment Letter O007 - Continued 
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Comment Letter O007 - Continued 
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Comment Letter O007 - Continued 
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Comment Letter O007 - Continued 
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Comment Letter O007 - Continued 
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Comment Letter O007 - Continued 
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Comment Letter O007 - Continued 
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Comment Letter O007 - Continued 

 
 



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

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 23-27

 

Comment Letter O007 - Continued 
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Comment Letter O007 - Continued 
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Comment Letter O007 – Continued 
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Comment Letter O007 – Continued 
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Comment Letter O007 – Continued 
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Comment Letter O007 - Continued 
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Comment Letter O007 - Continued 
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Comment Letter O007 - Continued 
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Comment Letter O007 - Continued 
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Comment Letter O007 - Continued 
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Comment Letter O007 - Continued 
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Comment Letter O007 - Continued 
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Comment Letter O007 - Continued 
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Comment Letter O007 - Continued 
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Comment Letter O007 - Continued 
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Comment Letter O007 - Continued 
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Comment Letter O007 - Continued 
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Comment Letter O007 - Continued 
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Comment Letter O007 - Continued 
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Comment Letter O007 - Continued 
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Response to Letter O007 (Stuart M. Flashman, October 25, 2007) 

O007-1 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of comments from 
Stuart M. Flashman and the groups that Mr. Flashman is 
representing in his letter, including Bay Rail Alliance, California Rail 
Foundation, California State Parks Foundation, Defenders of Wildlife, 
Grassland Water District, Planning & Conservation League, Regional 
Alliance for Transit, Sierra Club, Train Riders Association of 
California, and TRANSDEF. 

O007-2 
The Authority and FRA do not agree with the contention that the 
Draft Program EIS/EIS fails to comply with CEQA and NEPA.  Please 
see responses to comments below.  The Authority and FRA 
acknowledge receipt of comments on the prior statewide draft 
Program EIR/EIS from the groups identified in Mr. Flashman’s letter.  
Please see Standard Responses 1 and 2.   

O007-3 
Please see Response to Comment O007-2.  The Authority and FRA 
have fully analyzed multiple alignment and network alternatives and 
station location options, consistent with the Authority Board directive 
to perform such an analysis.  The comprehensive evaluation is 
presented in the Draft Program EIR/EIS. 

The Altamont Pass alternative is not identified in this document as 
the Preferred Alternative for the reasons provided in Chapter 8 of 
this Final Program EIR/EIS.  Concerns regarding assumptions made 
in the choice of alternatives and the methods used in the analysis 
are discussed below.  Please see Standard Response 3 regarding 
identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  
Responses to your previous comments were included in the final 
program EIR/EIS that was certified in November 2005. 

O007-4 
The Authority and FRA do not agree with the contention that the 
Draft Program EIR/EIS was released in haste.  Rather, the document 
was developed in a deliberative and comprehensive manner and was 
released once it was completed.  Information was not omitted.  
Please see Standard Responses 1 and 2.   

The Authority and FRA do not agree that the rail ridership and 
impact analyses presented in the Draft EIR/EIS are deficient.  
Revision to the Draft Program EIR/EIS with a recirculation is not 
necessary.  Please see response to comments below, especially 
Response to Comment O007-46. 

O007-5 
The Authority and FRA disagree with this statement.  Each of the 
alleged defects and omissions of the Draft Program EIR/EIS are 
responded to below.  The Draft Program EIR/EIS appropriately 
describes the HST project alignment, station, and network 
alternatives in Chapters 2 and 7 and the plans/profiles and station 
concepts are provided in the appendices. 

O007-6 
The Authority and FRA disagree with this statement.  The Summary 
in the Draft Program EIR/EIS presents a concise summary of the 
HST purpose and need, project alternatives, and associated impacts 
and compares the major differences of the alternatives. 

O007-7 
The Authority and FRA disagree with this statement.  Please see 
Response to Comment S009-17 and also see Standard Responses 1 
and 2. 
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O007-8 
The Authority and FRA disagree with this statement.  Ridership 
forecasts for the Pacheco Pass (with termini in San Jose and San 
Francisco) and the Altamont Pass (with termini in San Jose and San 
Francisco) have been used as the representative demand for 
defining the intercity travel need for the HST alignment alternatives 
in this Program EIR/EIS. 

The projected HST travel times account for alignment, train 
performance characteristics, acceleration and deceleration 
capabilities, and passenger comfort criteria.  HST system operators 
and manufacturers of HST equipment were consulted in the 
development of the travel times and design criteria for the proposed 
HST system. 

Ridership for the HST system is now estimated to be between 88 
million and 117 million passengers for 2030, with a potential for 
further ridership growth beyond 2030.  These new ridership 
forecasts are higher than those analyzed in the previous program 
EIR/EIS for the HST system; however, this analysis is consistent with 
that provided in the previous document because the infrastructure 
and facility footprints analyzed in that document would 
accommodate the new ridership forecasts. The purpose of and need 
for this project is to meet a part of California’s future intercity travel 
demand in 2030 and beyond.  Although the HST system would have 
the capacity to carry many more passengers than indicated in the 
high-ridership forecast, by using longer trains, double-decker cars, or 
more frequent service (e.g., the Shinkansen system in Japan carries 
more than 300 million passengers annually), it is reasonable to 
assess the HST alternatives using forecast ridership rather than 
theoretical capacity.   

O007-9 
The Authority and FRA disagree with this statement.  Please see 
Response to Comment O007-46. 

HST ridership (including commuters and non-commuters) in the 
corridor between Sacramento, the San Joaquin Valley and the San 

Francisco Bay Area was fully analyzed and considered in the Program 
EIR/EIS, contrary to the assertion in the comment.  The HST 
ridership and revenue model is the most complete, accurate, and up-
to-date tool for forecasting travel demand across California.  It was 
specifically designed, developed, and calibrated to assess travel 
demand between regions of the state, such as the corridor between 
Sacramento, the San Joaquin Valley, and the San Francisco Bay 
Area.  The forecasting process and results have been completely 
documented in a series of technical reports that are posted on the 
California High-Speed Rail Authority web site at 
http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/ridership/. 

These reports have been available at this location throughout the 
public comment period for the Draft Program EIR/EIS. 

O007-10 
The FRA and Authority disagree with this statement.  The Draft 
Program EIR/EIS evaluates an appropriate range of alternatives.  
Please see responses to comments below. 

O007-11 
The Authority and FRA disagree that the analysis and the supporting 
information in the Draft Program EIR/EIS are inadequate.  Please 
see responses to comments below. 

O007-12 
The Authority and FRA disagree with this statement.  Please see 
responses to comments below. 

O007-13 
The Authority and FRA disagree with this statement.  Please see 
Standard Response 5 regarding mitigation strategies. 

O007-14 
Please see Response to Comment L029-70, which notes that the 
environmentally superior alternative is identified in Chapter 8 and 
the Summary of this Final Program EIR/EIS. 
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O007-15 
The Authority and FRA disagree with this statement.  Please see 
Standard Response 4 regarding growth and Chapter 5.   

Contrary to the assertion in the comment, the Program EIR/EIS fully 
analyzes, describes, and compares the growth-inducing effects and 
secondary impacts of all alternatives, including No Project, Altamont 
Pass, and Pacheco Pass.  This analysis included all network, 
alignment, and station location options for the Altamont Pass and 
Pacheco Pass alternatives.  Sections 4.2 and 5.2 of the technical 
report on economic growth effects2  provide a detailed review of 
growth-inducing differences between the alternatives, and these 
differences are fully disclosed in summary fashion in Section 5.3.   

The impact assessment methodology used for economic growth and 
related impacts followed a multi-tiered analytic process.  The 
methodology first used the Authority’s intercity travel demand model 
to estimate benefits (e.g., reduced travel time and/or cost) of each 
system alternative for air, highway, or conventional rail systems.  In 
this analysis, the quantification of travel time, cost, accessibility, and 
societal (pollution or accident reduction) benefits reflects the mobility 
enhancement provided by each system and allows the HST ridership 
and revenue model to estimate user, nonuser, and accessibility 
benefits from the introduction of HST.   

The second step used a regional econometric model (TREDIS-
REDYN) to forecast population and industry-specific employment 
growth due to the introduction of an HST system.  The 
Transportation and Economic Development Impact System (TREDIS) 
is an integrated modeling framework that combines a business 
attraction model and an economic model for the California economy 
and subregions.  The economic model combines input-output, 
cost/response, and trend-forecasting elements to assess direct 
economic impacts and their potential to create additional multiplier 
effects on the regional and statewide economies of California.   

                                                 
2  Economic Growth Effects Analysis for the Bay Area to Central Valley 
Program-Level Environmental Impact Report and Tier 1 Environmental 
Impact Statement – Final Report; Cambridge Systematics, Inc.; July 2007.   

Third, output from TREDIS was input into a spatial allocation model, 
the California Urbanization and Biodiversity Analysis (CURBA) model.  
CURBA is a spatial-decision support system developed within the 
ESRI ArcGIS software package by the University of California at 
Berkeley’s Institute of Urban and Regional Development.  CURBA 
takes employment and population growth information and uses a 
number of historically calibrated spatial statistical models to assign 
residential growth to various locations in and around California’s 
urban areas. By spatially allocating population and employment 
throughout each county, infill potential and magnitude of currently 
undeveloped land needed to accommodate growth for each 
alternative was determined.  This assessment of likely urbanization 
patterns was driven by three key pieces of information:  local land 
use, zoning, and employment date; national and international 
experience with station area development trends related to HST and 
fixed guideway transit; and county-level industry employment and 
population estimates.     

This analytic framework for approaching the evaluation of economic 
and related impacts is accepted and well documented in professional 
literature3.  Within this body of literature, there is also recognition 
that the application of regional econometric and spatial allocation 
models for project economic impact evaluation is currently serving as 
a best practice for estimating the indirect effects of transportation 
projects.  Both TREDIS and CURBA have been independently 
validated to current conditions, have been used for other projects in 
the state, and are regarded as state-of-the-practice forecasting tools 
for California. 

                                                 
3 See, for example:  Avin, Uri, R. Cervero, T. Moore, and C. Dorney; 
Forecasting Indirect Land Use Effects of Transportation Projects, NCHRP 
25-25, Task 22, National Cooperative Highway Research Program, 
Transportation Research Board, 2007; and The Louis Berger Group, Inc; 
Desk Reference for Estimating the Indirect Effects of Proposed 
Transportation Projects, Transportation Research Board – NCHRP Report 
466, 2002; and Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade and Douglas, Inc.; Land Use 
Impacts of Transportation:  A Guidebook, National Cooperative Highway 
Research Program, Transportation Research Board, 1998. 
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O007-16 
Please see Response to Comment L029-70, which notes that the 
environmentally superior alternative is identified in Chapter 8 and 
the Summary of this Final Program EIR/EIS. 

O007-17 
The Authority and FRA disagree with this statement.  See Standard 
Response 1.  The Draft Program EIR/EIS provided for public review 
and comment on the analysis of the environmental consequences of 
the alignment and network alternatives and station location options.  
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS 
would meet the purpose and need of the project and avoid and 
reduce environmental damage, as described in Standard Response 3 
and Chapter 8. 

O007-18 
The Authority and FRA do not agree with Mr. Flashman’s suggestion 
that the findings would force selection of the Altamont alignment.  
The underlying reasons for identifying the Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative are presented in Chapter 8 of this Final 
Program EIR/EIS, which explains that identification of the Preferred 
Alternative is based on a review of the purpose of and need for the 
HST system and the environmental effects of the various 
alternatives.  Please see Standard Response 3 regarding 
identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

O007-19 
See Response to Comment L019-9. 

As noted in Chapter 8 of this Final Program EIR/EIS, the Preferred 
Pacheco Pass Alternative is no less integrated and efficient than the 
Altamont Alternative.  For example, it would not require splitting 
train service or reducing the frequency of trains to serve the largest 
population centers in the Bay Area, namely San Jose and San 
Francisco.  It would allow for an integrated HST and commuter 
service along the Caltrain Corridor and provide service to the 
growing areas in the Salinas and Monterey Bay area. 

Travel times between northern and southern California for Altamont 
Pass and Pacheco Pass are roughly equivalent, and travel times 
between the northern San Joaquin Valley and San Francisco are less 
for the Altamont Pass alternative.  These factors are clearly noted in 
the Draft Program EIR/EIS and in the discussion of the Preferred 
Alternative provided in Chapter 8.  Chapter 8 notes that there are a 
number of important trade-offs among the alignment alternatives 
and station location options, all of which were considered in the 
course of identifying a Preferred Alternative.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 regarding identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred 
Alternative. 

O007-20 
The Authority and FRA disagree with this statement.  The ridership 
evaluation was performed with the best information and tools 
available and at an appropriate level of detail for the decisions to be 
made on this document.  The ridership analysis concluded that both 
the Altamont and Pacheco Pass alternatives would have substantial 
and generally equivalent ridership.  Please see Response to 
Comment L035-2 for a discussion of access differences to HST as 
well as factors that underlie differences in ridership and revenue-
generation potential between Altamont Pass and Pacheco Pass 
alternatives. 

O007-21 
The reductions in highway vehicle miles traveled (VMT)—congestion 
relief—on the specific freeway/highway segments varies, depending 
on the alignment. Please see Table 3.1-2.  As shown, both the 
Altamont and Pacheco Pass alternatives result in congestion relief 
across the region, with peak period trip diversions ranging 0.6 to 
20.2% for various roadway sections.  Where a freeway segment is in 
the vicinity of a proposed HST station, there can be an increase in 
traffic of about 0.5% due to additional trips going to and from the 
station.  Please also note that the diversions are apparent for 
virtually all roadway/highway segments, regardless of the alignment, 
with relatively larger diversions apparent on roadways parallel to an 
alignment.  Thus, both the Pacheco and Altamont Pass alternatives 
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do meet this portion of the project purpose and need, but the 
differences among the alternatives were not substantial.  Each 
provided this benefit, but the Pacheco Pass alternative was slightly 
higher. 

As a result, the identification of the Preferred Alternative did not 
isolate this one project purpose but rather took into account the full 
range of HST purposes and needs and the key differences among 
the alternatives.  Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 
regarding identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

O007-22 
Removing impediments to San Francisco Bay tidal flows and currents 
and wildlife connectivity would require removal of the existing 
Dumbarton rail corridor across the Bay and replacing it with a 
crossing that would work for both HST and the Caltrain Electrical 
Mechanical Unit (EMU) technology and number of tracks being 
proposed as part of the Dumbarton Rail project. 

As noted in Chapter 2, the approval of Regional Measure 2 (RM2) in 
March 2004 included funding to reconstruct the out-of-service 
Dumbarton Rail line between southern Alameda County and the San 
Francisco Peninsula.  The reconstructed rail bridge across the Bay 
would be the key component in the establishment of the commuter 
rail service between the Union City BART station and the Caltrain line 
on the peninsula. Rail equipment comparable to current Caltrain 
rolling stock is expected to be employed.  The reconstructed 
Dumbarton segment includes embankment, trestle structure, and 
two swing bridges; most of the segment is single track with limited 
passing sidings.  The project is currently being considered for phased 
implementation due to funding constraints and the inability to reach 
a track-sharing agreement with the UPRR.  On March 26th, 2008, a 
presentation was given to the Dumbarton Policy Advisory Committee 
on the status of the Dumbarton and Newark Bridges.  While the 
conclusions are not final regarding the structural condition of the 
bridges, the structures are very deteriorated and realistically not 
capable of supporting a HST system. 

The Dumbarton Rail project might be able to be completed prior to 
implementation of the HST system, but it would conflict with the 
proposed HST system.  The HST system planned for 2030 includes 
at least two tracks for all of the system and does not include a single 
track as planned for the Dumbarton Bridge, which would not 
accommodate HST service.  The HST system would also conflict with 
the Caltrain JPB EMU option.  A retrofitted Dumbarton rail crossing 
does not meet the criteria of the HST system of full grade 
separation, speed, reliability and safety criteria due to the use of 
swing bridges.  If high-density regional rail service is developed in 
the future along this route, a double track bridge across the bay 
would be necessary and would likely result in significant impacts on 
San Francisco Bay, Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife 
Refuge (Refuge), aquatic resources, and sensitive plant and wildlife 
species.  This would also hold true for adding HST service across the 
Bay.    

The HST alignments that cross the Bay along the Dumbarton 
corridor would have a significant impact on the bay and its aquatic 
resources, including wetlands and sensitive plant and wildlife species 
in addition to the Refuge.  Much of the area surrounding the bay is 
already protected and there are challenges for developing substantial 
mitigation strategies.  The preferred Pacheco Pass network 
alternative identified by the Authority would not require a bay 
crossing, would not affect any established Refuge, and would result 
in fewer impacts on wetlands and aquatic resources than the 
Altamont Pass network alternatives.  The Pacheco Pass network 
alternative, although it would pass through the area identified as the 
GEA, would have less impact than would crossing the Bay and the 
Refuge.  The magnitude of impacts on biological resources of the 
Bay crossing would be greater than the impacts along the Pacheco 
alignment.  In the area along Henry Miller Road and through the 
Diablo Range, the Authority would work with stakeholders in 
developing mitigation that would benefit the GEA and surrounding 
area.  In addition, engineering design refinements would be 
undertaken to avoid and/or minimize environmental impacts.  This 
will include evaluating design alternatives to the north and south of 
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the current proposed Henry Miller alignment (between the Central 
Valley and the Pacheco Pass). 

The potential to induce growth within the GEA or the Los Banos area 
would be limited because no station or maintenance facility would be 
located in this area.  The closest proposed stations are located in 
Merced and Gilroy.  Growth-inducing impacts are discussed in 
Chapter 5. 

As noted above, the HST system would not be compatible with the 
Dumbarton Rail service technology and would require more tracks.  
A tunnel or high bridge across the Bay to replace the current 
Dumbarton rail bridge would require a larger tunnel or bridge and 
have larger potential impacts on the Bay and the Don Edwards 
Refuge and result in higher costs.  A tunnel would not necessarily 
remove all impacts on the bay or refuge.   

The Authority received comments signed by five members of 
Congress and four members of the California Legislature stating that 
any alternative requiring construction through the refuge with 
additional impacts on the Bay and Palo Alto shore of the Bay should 
be rejected.  The City of Fremont opposes the Dumbarton 
alternatives because of the potential impacts on Fremont 
neighborhoods.  Please see Standard Response 3 regarding 
identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative and 
Chapter 8 for more detail. 

O007-23 
The Authority and FRA do not concur and find the Draft Program 
EIR/EIS to be adequate.  The Authority and FRA find that 
recirculation of the draft document is not warranted. 

The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of comments from Mr. 
White and Ms. Watt and their resumes.  Please see Standard 
Responses 1 and 2. 

O007-24 
Please see Standard Responses 1, 2, and 5.  The Authority and FRA 
believe that the Draft Program EIR/EIS does adequately analyze, to 

the extent currently feasible, all potential impacts that may arise 
from the alternatives described in Chapter 2.  Extensive data and 
information were collected and analyzed and are presented in a 
comprehensive and systematic manner for numerous subject areas 
for all of the Bay Area to Central Valley alignment alternatives and 
station location options. 

Chapter 3 lists mitigation strategies for each type of impact.  Please 
see Standard Response 5 regarding mitigation strategies.   

O007-25 
The Draft Program EIR/EIS describes impacts as potentially 
significant or insignificant.  It is common practice to use information 
from planning and transportation funding documents to describe a 
foreseeable future condition, and this is the approach taken in the 
Draft Program EIR/EIS.  The assumptions are therefore supported by 
state, regional, and local planning and transportation funding plans.  

This Program EIR/EIS appropriately evaluates the environmental 
effects of the proposed HST system at the earliest possible stage 
and identifies potentially significant impacts and mitigation strategies 
to address such impacts.   

The Draft Program EIR/EIS presents the impacts for all alignment 
alternatives and station location options.  A comparison is then made 
of the impacts and benefits of all alignment alternatives and 21 
representative network alternatives—not two alternatives – in 
Chapter 7.  The 21 network alternatives are also compared in the 
Summary.  The network alternatives are not described as “preferred” 
but rather as “representative.”  Please also see Standard Responses 
1 and 2. 

O007-26 
Alignment maps in the appendices are overlain on aerial 
photography, and the proposed alignment profile is provided 
(surface, aerial, trench, tunnel) for purposes of performing the 
environmental analysis.  The scale is sufficient to generally identify 
adjoining land uses, and Section 3.16 identifies the parklands and 
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other 4(f) and 6(f) resources that are within specified distances 
(e.g., 1–150 feet) from the alignments.  This represents a 
conservative approach for identifying potential impacts on resources 
in the defined study areas.  More detailed analysis of impacts will be 
provided in Tier 2 project-level environmental documents when more 
detail will be available for system engineering, system  design 
features, the location of facility footprints, and variations in the 
selected alignment.  Please also see Response L029-57 regarding the 
Section 4(f) process.  

O007-27 
See Response to Comment O007-46. 

O007-28 
Significance levels in this Program EIR/EIS have been determined 
based on similar projects in similar settings, which is appropriate for 
this analysis.  These determinations are not speculative but rather 
are based on appropriate evaluation techniques for a program-level 
EIR/EIS.  See also response to comment O007-25. 

O007-29 
 The Authority and FRA disagree with this statement.  Extensive data 
and information were collected and analyzed and potential 
environmental consequences are presented in a comprehensive and 
systematic manner throughout the Draft Program EIR/EIS for 
numerous subject areas for all of the Bay Area to Central Valley 
alignment alternatives and station location options. 

During the EIR certification process, a mitigation monitoring plan will 
be adopted as part of the project approval.  Please see Standard 
Response 5 regarding mitigation strategies.  Please also see 
Response to Comment O007-28 regarding determinations of 
significance.   

O007-30 
Please see Standard Responses 1, 2, and 5.  Intersection, physical, 
and operational street improvements, and parking facility locations 

and sizes are standard mitigation for traffic and parking impacts 
associated with rail transit stations.  The parking analysis in Section 
3.1.3 does describe, based on the current conceptual facility 
planning, the number and general location of necessary additional 
parking spaces for each HST station.  Detail is given by the station 
fact sheets in Appendix 2F.  Note that these demand numbers are 
based on a probable worst-case parking demand.  The station traffic 
impact analyses were also based on link analyses of specific streets 
under a probable worst-case HST traffic demand. These results are 
summarized by the screenline results reported in Table 3.1-3, 
Impacts to Traffic, Transit, and Parking from HST Station Location 
Options, and the individual streets examined are illustrated by the 
screenline diagrams in Appendix 3.1-A, Station Location Street Maps.  

Specific intersection, physical, and operational street improvements 
and other specific mitigations cannot be defined until the project-
level environmental review and preliminary engineering phase of a 
project.  

O007-31 
Please see Standard Responses 1, 2, and 5.   

O007-32 
See Standard Response 5 regarding mitigation strategies.  The 
construction costs for the network alternatives included mitigation 
costs as well as contingency costs.  Costs are discussed in Chapter 4.  
Future project-level Tier 2 environmental documents will further 
refine these costs when specific details are known. 

Broad mitigation strategies were identified at the program level for 
potential significant impacts.  Analyzing secondary impacts requires a 
level of specificity that will be available as the design progresses and 
will be analyzed as part of the Tier 2 project-level environmental 
analysis.   

Chapter 9 discusses unavoidable adverse environmental impacts and 
identifies significance before and after mitigation is applied.  Section 
3.17 discusses cumulative impacts and significance.  Mitigation 
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strategies throughout the document would be applied to cumulative 
impacts.   

O007-33 
The Authority and FRA do not agree that the identification and 
analysis of potentially significant effects and the provision of 
mitigation strategies and measures in the Draft Program EIR/EIS are 
inadequate.  As evidenced by the numerous comments on the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS, agencies, organizations, elected officials, and 
citizens have established strong positions regarding the best 
alignment using information contained in the document, citing 
effects and benefits shown in the draft document. 

The Authority will make a determination regarding project approval, 
and the adequacy of this Final Program EIR/EIS to take such action, 
following release of this Final Program EIR/EIS.  The Authority and 
FRA find that recirculation of the Draft Program EIR/EIS is not 
necessary.  See Standard Responses 1, 2, and 5. 

O007-34 
The Authority and FRA agree that the environmental document 
should be well organized, clear, readable, and useful and 
understandable to differing audiences, and worked to ensure that 
the Draft Program EIR/EIS met these objectives. 

As noted in the letter, the HST Program is one of the largest 
infrastructure projects ever contemplated for California.  Thus, a 
broad range of alternatives are evaluated in the Draft Program 
EIR/EIS.  A clear and concise set of network alternatives were 
therefore reviewed and evaluated in Chapter 7 and in the Summary.  
The network alternatives are made up of various combinations of 
alignments, providing services to differing terminal stations. 

The environmental consequences and transportation characteristics 
of each of the alignment alternatives and 21 network alternatives are 
comprehensively presented in Chapter 7 and are summarized in a 
clear and consistent format in the Summary.  Major differences 
among these alternatives are discussed, and the reader can 

objectively compare key aspects, including environmental effects, of 
each of the 21 network alternatives (Table S.8-1). 

The Authority and FRA reviewed a reasonable range of alternatives 
for the Bay Area to Central Valley study area, consistent with the 
Authority Board directive and the requirements of CEQA and NEPA.  
The Authority and FRA disagree with the letter’s contention that 
there are an “excessive” number of alternatives in the document.  
Please note that, by design, each of the network alternatives 
discussed in the Summary constitute a complete alignment linking 
the Bay Area to the Central Valley for the HST system.  They are not 
subalignments but rather full HST networks serving different termini, 
thus allowing for a clear choice among these alternatives.  
Understandable maps for each network alternative are provided in 
Chapter 7 and referenced in Table S.8-1 of the Summary, providing 
the reader with a clear indication of the stations and alignments 
included in each network alternative.  Rather than obfuscate, the 
Table S.8-1 and the corresponding discussion provide concise, 
objective, and uniform comparison of the key differences among a 
reasonable range of alternatives.  

O007-35 
The environmental impacts listed on the second page of Table S.8-1 
are clear, complete, and accurate.  As shown, this table includes 
information on farmland, prime farmland, floodplains, streams, water 
bodies, wetlands, nonwetland water, special-status plants, special-
status wildlife, cultural resources, fault crossings, and 4(f) and 6(f) 
properties.  As noted in the Summary, these alignment impacts were 
arrayed in the table given that there were clear differences for these 
effects.  While not shown on the maps, the number of 4(f) and 6(f) 
properties within 150 feet of the alignment is enumerated in Table 
S.8-1. 

O007-36 
This paragraph is referring to the complex choice to be made to 
identify a Preferred Alternative—not to the adequacy of the 
information.  See Standard Responses 1 and 3 regarding 
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programmatic decision and identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

O007-37 
This combined program-level environmental document complies with 
NEPA requirements for the preparation of an EIS and with CEQA 
requirements for an EIR.  Use of the term “significant” differs under 
these two laws.  While CEQA requires that a determination of 
significant impacts be stated in an EIR, NEPA does not require such 
a determination in an EIS.  Under NEPA, significance is used to 
determine whether an EIS or some other level of documentation is 
required, and once a decision to prepare an EIS is made, the EIS 
reports all impacts and proposes mitigation wherever it is feasible to 
do so.   

For this reason, CEQA significance determinations are focused in the 
sections entitled “Mitigation Strategies and CEQA significance 
Conclusions” for each section of Chapter 3, “Affected Environment, 
Environmental Consequences, and Mitigation Strategies,” and 
summarized in Chapter 9. 

As stated in Chapter 9,  

Only general statements of potential impacts can be made at this 
program level of review because detailed field studies were not 
conducted and the study areas used for some of the analysis was 
many times larger than the actual right-of-way (direct impact 
areas) for the network alternatives under consideration in most 
instances.  Potential impacts would need to be further studied and 
clarified in the next stage of project design and environmental 
review, when more specific information would be available on the 
right-of-way needed for proposed HST Network Alternatives 
alignments and station location options and on the specific 
properties potentially affected.  The objective at the project-specific 
stage of analysis would be to identify design options (plans and 
profiles) that would avoid these sensitive resources to the extent 
feasible. 

Similarly, mitigation strategies have been identified in this Program 
EIR/EIS for expected impact areas, and they will be refined and 
applied in future project-level documents. 

Given these factors, Chapter 7 does report environmental impacts 
prior to mitigation, which enables a meaningful comparison of the 
alignment and network alternatives and station location options. 

The identification of mitigation indicates expected impacts that may 
be significant under CEQA.  NEPA anticipates that mitigation will be 
provided for the impacts of a project where it is feasible to do so.  
For this reason, some mitigation measures described in this 
document and in this section would be appropriate under NEPA, 
although the impacts they address may not be considered significant 
under CEQA. 

O007-38 
The Authority and FRA disagree with this statement.  These reports 
were referenced and evaluated adequately and are discussed in 
Appendix 3.17-A and Chapter 2.   

O007-39 
The Authority has worked collaboratively with MTC, Caltrain, Capitol 
Corridor, BART, ACE, and many other transit, planning, and funding 
agencies and transit providers to understand, coordinate, and 
integrate HST alternatives with other rail planning efforts.  Authority 
staff were participants in the Regional Rail Plan, serving on the 
plan’s management committee along with MTC, BART, and 
SamTrans.  This participation provided the Authority with the 
opportunity to coordinate with the Regional Rail planning process 
and work directly with such major rail agencies in the region.  In 
fact, most of the HST alignment conceptual drawings were produced 
in collaboration with and as part of MTC’s Regional Rail Plan.  The 
conceptual plans developed as part of the Regional Rail Plan are 
provided in the appendices.  Additionally, the Program EIR/EIS 
scoping meetings were conducted collaboratively with the initial 
round of Regional Rail public meetings. 

The Authority reviewed these various planning documents and 
participated in the regional rail planning process, to determine how 
best to integrate an HST system into regional transit network.  But 
the Authority and FRA do not agree that a summary of these other 
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plans is a necessary or useful addition to the Program EIR/EIS 
Summary, particularly since these plans were developed to serve 
different purposes than the HST Bay Area to Central Valley 
alignment and environmental review.  Please also see Response to 
Comment O007-34. 

O007-40 
The Draft Program EIR/EIS does report reductions in regional and 
subregional automotive trips that currently congest the Bay Area 
highway system.  As noted in Response to Comment O007-21, 
vehicle mile reductions along the regional freeways and roadways 
are provided in Table 3.1-2.  The commenter’s suggestion that this is 
a deficiency is therefore not correct. 

The Authority and FRA are aware of the synergy between statewide, 
regional, and commuter rail services and the opportunity to locate 
local regional rail stations (with at least four tracks) along HST 
alignments.  Given the existing Caltrain Corridor, the Preferred 
Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS would take 
advantage of the opportunity to integrate these services, for 
instance.  Please also see Response to Comments O007-39 and 
O007-46. 

The ridership and revenue model used for the Program EIR/EIS 
explicitly includes and analyzes a variety of trips described by the 
commenter including, but not limited to,  trips between counties in 
the Central Valley, trips between the Central Valley and the Bay 
Area, and trips wholly within the Bay Area (including “regional” and 
“subregional” trips).  The Program EIR/EIS and supporting technical 
reports on HST ridership and revenue explicitly identify the potential 
for HST alternatives to serve both interregional and intraregional 
(i.e., regional and subregional) travel.  The ridership and revenue 
model also explicitly analyzes the interaction between the HST 
system and other regional and intercity rail services, such as Amtrak, 
BART, Caltrain, ACE, Muni.  The ridership and revenue model 
analyzes this interaction as both a synergistic system (e.g., regional 
rail services provide access to and egress from the HST system) and 

as modal competitors (e.g., HST and Caltrain serving the same 
markets along the peninsula). 

O007-41 
The proposed HST system is adequately described in Chapter 2 for 
this program level analysis.  Section 3.5, “Energy,” provides an 
analysis of the electricity demand and generation capacity outlook, 
as well as impacts associated with use of this energy.  Additionally, 
Section 3.18, “Construction Methods and Impacts,” describes 
construction methods and associated construction impacts.  See also 
Response to Comment O007-42. 

O007-42 
The full extent, including all components, segments, and future 
phases as currently known by the Authority and FRA, are disclosed in 
the Draft Program EIR/EIS.  Please see Standard Response 2.  The 
proposed Bay Area to Central Valley portion of the HST system has 
not been divided into smaller segments to avoid disclosure and 
analysis of the full environmental effects, and the Draft Program 
EIR/EIS includes related actions.   

O007-43 
Key features of each proposed alignment are provided in the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS.  The appendices provide plans and profiles for 
each alignment and concept drawings for each station location 
option.  Text, tables, and maps of the alignments are provided in 
Chapter 2.  The maps in Chapter 2 and the plan/profile drawings 
show what portions of the alignments are trench, tunnel, 
embankment, cut and fill, retained fill, or aerial.  A description of 
HST system operations is also provided in Chapter 2.  Construction 
methods are described in Section 3.18. 

O007-44 
It is not possible to convey all ridership results in the body of the 
Draft Program EIR/EIS.  Key comparative ridership information that 
identifies substantive differences between network alternatives, 
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alignment alternatives, and station location options is fully disclosed 
in the Summary and Chapters 2 and 7.  Remaining ridership results 
and full documentation of the methodology used to obtain projected 
ridership have been completely documented in a series of technical 
reports that are posted on the Authority website at 
http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/ridership/.  These reports have 
been available at this location throughout the public comment period 
for the Draft Program EIR/EIS. 

The ridership and revenue analysis correctly reflect the operational 
assumptions that were made for each network alternatives, 
alignment alternatives, and station location options. 

O007-45 
Please see Response to Comment L018-7 for information related to 
the source of projected HST ridership.  As noted in that response, 
about 98% of the HST system’s ridership would be made by other 
travel options if there were no HST.  The sources of HST ridership 
are nearly identical for Altamont Pass and Pacheco Pass alternatives. 

O007-46 
Table 4.3-2 outlines the costs associated with the operation of the 
HST system.  Included in those costs is a marketing and reservation 
cost that would account for ridership development.  The Program 
EIR/EIS defines the proposed project (the HST system).  Please refer 
to the “Purpose and Need” (Chapter 1) and “Project Description” 
(Chapter 2).  The ridership forecasts include both interregional and 
intraregional passengers that would use the proposed HST system.  
The ridership and revenue forecasts include both inter-regional and 
intra-regional passengers that would use the proposed HST system; 
see Response to Comment O007-40 for further explanation. The 
Program EIR/EIS does not include the additional ridership or the 
cost of additional infrastructure (stations, tracks, or other 
infrastructure) in order to provide potential regionally operated 
commuter services that might share infrastructure with the HST 
system.  These potential services are not the responsibility of the 
Authority and not part of the HST system.  The MTC’s Regional Rail 

Plan is identified and described in Chapter 2 as a related project and 
is included as part of the cumulative impacts analysis (Section 3.17).  
The analysis and conclusions of the Bay Area Regional Rail Plan were 
considered in the identification of the Preferred Alternative (Chapter 
8).  The Authority believes the Preferred Alternative identified in this 
Final Program EIR/EIS is consistent with the findings of the Regional 
Rail Plan and the comments submitted by the MTC.   

Table 4.3-2 outlines the costs associated with the operation of the 
High-Speed Train system.  Included in those costs is a marketing 
and reservation cost that would account for ridership development.  
The Program EIR/EIS defines the proposed project (the HST 
system).  Please refer to the “Purpose and Need” (Chapter 1) and 
“Project Description” (Chapter 2) in the Program EIR/EIS.  The 
ridership and revenue forecasts include both inter-regional and intra-
regional passengers that would use the proposed HST system; see 
Response to Comment O007-40 for further explanation.O007-47 

Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” of the Draft Program EIR/EIS provides a 
comprehensive description of the alignment alternatives and station 
location options under consideration, refers the reader to appropriate 
maps and drawings, and explains the identification of alternatives 
following the selection of the HST system, based on the statewide 
final program EIR/EIS certified in 2005, which considered modal 
alternatives.  Reference to applicable drawings is appropriate.   

Maps of the alternatives described in Table 2.5-1 are available in 
Chapter 7, and the identification of the preferred alignment is 
addressed in Chapter 8.   

O007-48 
The environmentally superior alternative is identified in Chapter 8 of 
this Final Program EIR/EIS.  Please see Response to Comment Letter 
F007 discussing the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) 
concurrence that the Preferred Alternative identified in this Final 
Program EIR/EIS is most likely to yield the Least Environmentally 
Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA). 
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O007-49 
See Response to Comment LO007-22. 

O007-50 
The operational planning assumptions used as inputs for the 
ridership and revenue forecasts were based on well-established HST 
operational practices.   

As acknowledged in the Draft Program EIR/EIS, some HST systems 
physically separate trainsets (“splitting and joining trains”) at some 
point on the route.  However, the percentage of HST trains actually 
using this practice worldwide is very small.  In France, about 10% of 
the TGV trainsets are physically split, whereas in Japan the 
percentage is even smaller.  HST trainsets generally are not split 
during peak hours or at peak traffic points.  For example, the TGVs 
that split in southwest France have already served the major Paris-
Bordeaux market, and do not add time to the passengers on this 
critical city-pair.  The Paris-Bordeaux passengers in the other 
direction also do not lose time waiting for the trains to be combined 
into one, since they board after consolidation.  The mini-Shinkansen 
that splits to Yamagata does so after the major stations at 
Fukushima and Sendai.  The Thalys HST does not split until after 
Brussels passengers get off.  The HST splits are generally done in 
places where the traffic demands are low—not on the main trunk 
line between the major markets.     

The Program EIR/EIS notes that it is unlikely that the application of 
splitting and joining trains would benefit one alignment alternative 
over the other.  Practically, only one such train split could be 
accomplished for each scheduled train operation.  Limited and 
appropriate splitting of trainsets could be used for either the 
Altamont Pass or Pacheco Pass alternatives (at Fresno or Los 
Angeles for example).  As stated in the Staff Recommendations 
(Appendix 8-A), a key operational benefit of the Pacheco Pass is that 
it minimizes the number of HST network branches and splits. 

The HST ridership and revenue forecasts done by MTC in partnership 
with the Authority concluded that both the Pacheco Pass and 

Altamont Pass network alternatives have high ridership and revenue 
potential.  While additional forecasts with different assumptions may 
result in somewhat different results, the bottom-line conclusion is 
expected to remain the same, and therefore ridership is not a major 
factor in differentiating between the Altamont Pass and Pacheco 
Pass alternatives. 

O007-51 
The ranking of markets noted by the commenter is based on total 
trips irrespective of travel mode. The commenter correctly notes that 
trips to, from, and within the Central Valley represent a large portion 
of the raw market potential for interregional travel in California.  
However, raw potential market size is but one issue to consider; 
market capture potential is a more critical issue, with this potential 
dependent on relative competitiveness of travel options. 

HST is most competitive in intermediate to long-distance California 
markets where it offers: 

• Much faster travel times than the lower cost and more 
convenient auto mode, particularly for people traveling in 
groups; 

• Much faster travel times and higher frequencies than the lower 
cost conventional rail mode; and 

• Equivalent door-to-door travel times and frequencies as the 
more expensive air mode.   

 
For example, more than one-third of the trips between the Los 
Angeles Basin and Bay Area choose HST because it takes 
approximately the same door-to-door time as air but costs about half 
as much.  For trips between the Bay Area and Central Valley, HST is 
most competitive for trips that begin or end in the southern Central 
Valley between Fresno and Bakersfield; in this submarket, HST has a 
33% mode share for Pacheco and 27% for Altamont.  The 
submarket between the Bay Area and northern Central Valley is 
dominated by the auto mode (about 95% mode share), which is 
about an hour (or less) slower than HST but costs about half as 
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much; the HST mode share for this market is 4% for the Altamont 
scenario and 2% for Pacheco.  HST is also not as competitive as 
auto for travel within the Central Valley, with HST capturing 4% of 
the market for the Altamont scenario and 3% for Pacheco. 

On a statewide basis, Altamont Pass and Pacheco Pass provide 
similar service levels for trips to, from, and within the Central Valley.  
The only substantial service-level difference between Altamont and 
Pacheco is between the Bay Area and Central Valley areas north of 
Merced; Altamont provides faster travel times in this submarket 
compared to Pacheco.  About two-thirds of all trips between the Bay 
Area and Central Valley begin or end in the area between Merced 
and the greater Sacramento region.  Even with this large raw market 
potential, HST is not able to capture a substantial share of the 
submarket between the Bay Area and northern Central Valley for 
either Altamont or Pacheco due to the competitive advantage 
enjoyed by auto travel. 

Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, ridership between southern 
California and the Bay Area is not similar for the Altamont Pass and 
Pacheco Pass alternatives— nor should it be.  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 base 
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 base alternative.  Due to the HST service split, the 
Altamont Pass base 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 base Altamont network alternative (San Francisco and 
San Jose) compared to the base Pacheco network alternative (San 

Francisco and San Jose).  This lower frequency contributes to about 
6 million fewer annual systemwide passengers in the Altamont Pass 
base alternative compared to the Pacheco Pass base alternative.  
The ridership and revenue forecasts accurately represent the effect 
of this operating assumption. 

Although Altamont has the potential to achieve higher ridership 
between the Bay Area and northern Central Valley (Merced 
northward), Pacheco 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 Monterey Bay area; this 
market is virtually untapped with the Altamont Pass alternative. 

The travel times noted in the commenter’s footnote (#16) are in-
vehicle times between stations.  HST’s time advantage over auto, 
and Altamont’s time advantage relative to Pacheco, are greatly 
reduced when comparisons are more accurately made on a door-to-
door basis.  HST’s overall competitive position relative to auto in the 
Sacramento to Bay Area market is further degraded by higher costs 
for HST relative to auto and by the fact that the entire Sacramento 
region is served by one HST station located in Downtown 
Sacramento.  Given these factors, HST’s mode share between 
Sacramento and the Bay Area is about 5.2% for Altamont and 3.6% 
for Pacheco. 

O007-52 
Please see Response to Comment O007-50. 

O007-53 
The Authority and FRA disagree with the comment.  The ridership 
and revenue forecasts and underlying methodology used for the 
Draft Program EIR/EIS are current, transparent and accurate.  No 
revisions are necessary.  Please see Response to Comment O007-44 
for availability of detailed, transparent information regarding the 
ridership and revenue model. 
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O007-54 
The core drivers of demand for interregional travel in California are 
the socioeconomic characteristics of Californians and the state’s 
economic and employment picture. The relevant sources of current 
year data and 2030 socioeconomic projections are: 

• Decennial Census data products, specifically the Census 
Transportation Planning Package (CTPP) and the Summary Tape 
File (STF) 1; 

• Local agency socioeconomic estimates and projections, such as 
those developed and updated by the Association of Bay Area 
Governments, Southern California Association of Governments, 
San Diego Association of Governments, and Sacramento Area 
Council of Governments; and 

• State Department of Finance and Caltrans projections. 

To the extent that commercial sources and state employment data 
are used to develop the local agency socioeconomic estimates and 
projections, they were included, but these were not evaluated and 
incorporated separately for this study because there is a desire to 
remain consistent with current local agency forecasts. 

These growth projections were documented in the model validation 
report that has been posted on the Authority website (at 
http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/ridership/) throughout the public 
comment period for the Draft Program EIR/S.  

Population and employment growth potentially induced by the HST 
service was not included in the socioeconomic forecasts used for the 
ridership and revenue forecasts.  A separate analysis of growth-
inducement potential was undertaken and fully documented in 
Section 5.  

O007-55 
For interregional trips, which make up about 75% of total HST trip 
making, the recreation/other ridership is relatively similar between 
Pacheco Pass (67% of interregional trips) and Altamont Pass (62% 
of interregional trips) alternatives.  The difference between Pacheco 

and Altamont is due primarily to Altamont’s ability to attract 
relatively more business and commute trips than Pacheco at stations 
between Merced and Sacramento.  Compared to Pacheco, Altamont 
draws 1.5 million more business/commute trips and 0.4 million fewer 
recreation/other trips.  Hence, the percentage differences between 
Pacheco and Altamont in this regard are due to Altamont’s ability to 
attract relatively more business/commute trips in the northern San 
Joaquin Valley, not to an inherent ability for Pacheco to attract 
proportionately more recreation/other trips. 

For intraregional trips, there are no substantive differences between 
Altamont and Pacheco in their ability to attract recreation/other trips 
in southern California.  Within the Bay Area, the Altamont base 
alternative is projected to attract about 330,000 more annual 
intraregional trips than the Pacheco base alternative.  This total, 
however, masks larger differences in the composition of the trips:  
Altamont attracts about 1.5 million more business/commute trips 
and 1.1 million fewer recreation/other trips than Pacheco.   

There is substantial intraregional trip making in the corridor between 
Santa Clara County and San Francisco. Pacheco’s ability to draw 
more “recreational and other” trips is due primarily to the directness 
of service that Pacheco provides in the entire Santa Clara County to 
San Francisco corridor rather than the inclusion of a Gilroy station. 
The HST would substitute for some Caltrain and auto travel in this 
corridor across all trip purposes. HST is at a relative disadvantage to 
Caltrain for commute and business travelers since, during peak 
commute hours, Caltrain runs at similar frequencies to HST with 
lower fares and many more stations.  However, HST is at a 
competitive advantage to Caltrain for recreation and other trips since 
most of these trips occur during off-peak hours; in the off-peak, 
HST’s travel time and frequency advantage outweigh Caltrain's lower 
cost. Hence, HST would be able to capture recreation and other 
riders at a higher rate than business and commute riders in the 
corridor between Santa Clara County and San Francisco. 

From a ridership and revenue standpoint, one of the main 
differences between the base Altamont and Pacheco scenarios 
involves the splitting of train service between San Jose and San 
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Francisco in the Altamont scenario. This split eliminates a direct HST 
connection between San Jose and San Francisco and significantly 
reduces the frequency of train service to either destination. The 
effects of an Altamont operational split are not obvious for business 
and commute travelers since, during peak commute hours, HST 
would provide high frequency service to both San Jose and San 
Francisco and the alternative transit options (BART to San Francisco 
and ACE to San Jose) provide substantially slower travel times. The 
effects are much more obvious for recreation and other travelers 
because: 

• Overall HST frequencies would be lower during off-peak hours 
when most recreation and other trips occur. With the operational 
split, frequencies would be further reduced to San Jose and San 
Francisco, putting HST at a strong disadvantage to the auto for 
recreation and other trips. 

• In spite of its slower travel time, BART is a relatively more 
attractive transit option for recreation and other travelers 
between the East Bay and San Francisco due to its lower cost 
and much higher off-peak frequency. 

• The loss of direct service between Santa Clara County and San 
Francisco means that HST is capturing very few recreation/other 
trips in this corridor. 

Hence, the base Altamont scenario is able to capture business and 
commute riders at a much higher rate than recreation and other 
riders for trips to and from the East Bay. 

Full documentation of the methodology used to obtain projected 
ridership has been completely documented in a series of technical 
reports, which are posted on the Authority website at 
http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/ridership/.  These reports have 
been available at this location throughout the public comment period 
for the Draft Program EIR/EIS. 

The underlying source of the intraregional travel market definitions 
for the Bay Area used in the HST study was developed by the MTC 
and is documented on their website: 

http://www.mtc.ca.gov/maps_and_data/datamart/forecast/. 

These forecasts are used by the MTC for planning purposes and are 
validated using available observed data sources.  These validation 
reports are also provided on the MTC website. 

O007-56 
All of the information requested by the commenter was available 
during the Program EIR/EIS circulation period in Appendix A of the 
“Ridership and Revenue Forecasts” report (Draft Bay Area/California 
High-Speed Rail Ridership and Revenue Forecasting Study, Ridership 
and Revenue Forecasts, Cambridge Systematics, 2007) described by 
the commenter and posted to the Authority’s website.  The 
information requested by the commenter is further provided in the 
tables below.   

Station Boardings for Base Pacheco Alternative (P1) 

Station  Name Annual 
Boardings 

Percent 
Intraregional 

Percent 
Interregional 

San Francisco – 
Transbay 

11,699,200 12 88 

Millbrae 1,180,700 52 48 
Redwood City 2,014,000 28 72 
San Jose 5,338,000 25 75 
Morgan Hill 363,000 74 26 
Gilroy 1,767,000 11 89 
Sacramento 7,019,000 0 100 
Stockton 1,711,000 0 100 
Modesto Briggsmore 1,290,000 0 100 
Merced 641,000 0 100 
Fresno 2,573,000 0 100 
Bakersfield 3,210,800 0 100 
Palmdale 4,355,500 46 54 
Sylmar 5,681,200 38 62 
Burbank 1,698,900 43 57 
LA – Union Station 8,125,200 36 64 
Norwalk 590,100 71 29 
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Station  Name Annual 
Boardings 

Percent 
Intraregional 

Percent 
Interregional 

Anaheim 3,102,600 35 65 
Irvine 2,926,700 41 59 
City of Industry 3,619,600 61 39 
Ontario 3,584,700 52 48 
Riverside 6,012,700 39 61 
Temecula 3,075,300 42 58 
Escondido 3,382,800 4 96 
University City 2,279,800 4 96 
San Diego 6,649,500 3 97 
Total Ridership 93,890,000 25 75 

 
HST Station Boardings for Base Altamont Alternative (A1) 

Station  Name 
Annual 

Boardings 
Percent 

Intraregional 
Percent  

Interregional 
San Francisco – 
Transbay  

8,642,500 14 86 

Millbrae 1,070,600 56 44 
Redwood City 1,229,900 42 58 
Warm Springs 474,000 63 37 
San Jose 3,052,300 41 59 
Bernal 4,042,400 16 84 
Sacramento 7,653,200 0 100 
Stockton 1,251,800 0 100 
Tracy Downtown 818,000 0 100 
Modesto Downtown 1,618,000 0 100 
Merced 683,300 0 100 
Fresno 2,573,000 0 100 
Bakersfield 2,797,000 0 100 
Palmdale 4,025,100 50 50 
Sylmar 5,279,800 40 60 
Burbank 1,633,600 44 56 
LA – Union Station 7,700,800 38 62 
Norwalk 538,000 77 23 
Anaheim 2,958,100 37 63 

Irvine 2,771,600 43 57 
City of Industry 3,483,900 63 37 
Ontario 3,403,400 54 46 
Riverside 5,610,600 42 58 
Temecula 2,884,400 45 55 
Escondido 3,224,000 5 95 
University City 2,158,400 5 95 
San Diego 6,336,800 3 97 
Total Ridership 87,910,000 27 73 

O007-57 
The Draft Program EIR/EIS discussed the Bay Area Regional Rail 
Plan that was under development when the Draft Program EIR/EIS 
was released.  Please see Standard Response 3 regarding the 
consideration of regional rail service in evaluating the network 
alternatives. The Authority has carefully considered how best to 
capture riders from interregional travel and long-distance 
commuters.  The HST service is most competitive in the intermediate 
to long-distance California markets where it offers: 

• Much faster travel times than the lower cost and more 
convenient auto mode, particularly for people traveling in 
groups; 

• Much faster travel times and higher frequencies than the lower 
cost conventional rail model; and 

• Equivalent door-to-door travel times and frequencies as the 
more expensive air mode. 

A competitive service for long-distance commuters requires more 
frequent station stops so that travel times for the commuters from 
the origin to the ultimate destination is competitive with the 
automobile. 

A system with HSTs that includes a commuter-oriented overlay 
service would require more closely spaced stations and two 
additional express tracks so that HSTs could pass through the 
stations without stopping, as would be the case for the Caltrain 
Corridor.  Without these express tracks, HST travel times would be 
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compromised and the ability to capture interregional passengers 
would be reduced. 

In short, a combined HST and commuter rail overlay in the Altamont 
Corridor would involve more stations, each with four tracks.  
Additionally, the Altamont alignment requires provision for two 
freight tracks, so six tracks would need to be provided for the 
Altamont stations and station areas.  The transition from two to four 
HST tracks requires some distance on either side of the stations, and 
for very closely spaced stations, this transition would not occur (i.e., 
there would be four tracks between the stations).  Please also see 
Standard Response 3 regarding identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative and Chapter 8 of this Final Program EIR/EIS 
and Response to Comment O007-46. 

O007-58 
In Table 7.2-8 of the Draft Program EIR/EIS it is noted as part of the 
constructability analysis that: 

Constructing a new bridge crossing along the Dumbarton corridor 
would involve major construction activities in sensitive wetlands, 
saltwater marshes, and aquatic habitat.  Special construction 
methods and mitigations would be required.   

Given that this is a program-level document, this acknowledgement 
that a bridge would require “special construction methods and 
mitigations” is sufficient.  Please also see Standard Response 3 
regarding identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative 
and Chapter 8 of this Final Program EIR/EIS. 

O007-59 
For the reasons stated in Response to Comment O007-22, it is not 
feasible to use the Dumbarton rail bridge for the HST system.  
However, the Authority recognizes that increased and enhanced 
conventional rail service could benefit greatly from the access to the 
midpeninsula that a rehabilitated Dumbarton bridge would provide. 

O007-60 
The Draft Program EIR/EIS provided station information and 
associated analysis of impacts as is currently available.  Station 
location options for each of the alignment alternatives are provided 
in Chapter 2 (Table 2.5-3).  Station fact sheets are provided in 
Appendix 2-F, including concept drawings.  Further review of station 
concepts and configurations will be provided in Tier 2 project-level 
environmental documents, when more detailed engineering and 
design information is available for the HST system.  Traffic, transit, 
circulation, and parking impacts of the stations are described in 
Chapter 3, Section 3.1.  Individual streets examined in this section 
are illustrated by the screenline diagrams in Appendix 3.1-A, Station 
Location Street Maps.  Construction impacts are evaluated in Section 
3.18.  Growth inducement associated with the stations is reviewed in 
Section 5.5. 

O007-61 
The Authority and FRA find that the Draft Program EIR/EIS provides 
consistent and complete information regarding the description of and 
impacts associated with multiple HST alignments and station location 
options in the Bay Area to Central Valley. Please see Standard 
Responses 1 and 2. 

As noted in Table 2.5-4, the primary reasons for elimination of the 
Los Banos Station are revenue/ridership and environmental factors.  
Environmental factors listed in this table include “Water resources, 
threatened and endangered species, growth related impacts” (page 
2-44).  Appendix 2-G, “Alignment Alternatives and Station Location 
Options Eliminated from Further Consideration,” states the following 
regarding the elimination of the Los Banos Station: 

Los Banos:  A HST station location option at Los Banos (Western 
Merced County) would have low intercity ridership, limited 
connectivity and accessibility, and potential impacts to water 
resources and threatened and endangered species.  Although the 
City of Los Banos supports the Pacheco Pass alignment alternative 
with a potential station location option at Los Banos, considerable 
public and agency opposition has been expressed about this station 
location option because of its perceived potential to result in 
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growth related impacts.  This station location option (as well as the 
Visalia/Hanford station location option) has low ridership potential 
compared to other potential station location options investigated by 
the Authority.  In 2020, this station location option is forecast to 
serve a population of only about 88,000 (forecast to only have 
between 155,000 and 190,000 annual total intercity boardings and 
alightings by 2020).  This station location option would have poor 
connectivity and accessibility and, with potential for environmental 
impacts, would not meet the basic program objectives.  (Page 2-
G-8)  

This Final Program EIR/EIS has no Los Banos station, and the 
Authority has reiterated and expanded its commitment that there will 
be no station and no maintenance facility between Gilroy and 
Merced.  See Chapter 8.6.2 of this Final Program EIR/EIS regarding 
further mitigation to avoid potential HST impacts.  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. 

As noted in Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” “Conceptual designs are based 
on engineering criteria (California High-Speed Rail Authority and 
Federal Railroad Administration 2004)” (page 2-38).  These criteria 
have been and are available for public review on the Authority’s 
website and at the Authority’s offices. 

The environmentally superior alternative is identified in this Final 
Program EIR/EIS in the Summary and in Chapter 8. CEQA does not 
require, nor does the Authority believe that it would be appropriate 
to identify an environmentally superior alternative for both Altamont 
and Pacheco alternatives.  Rather, the Authority and FRA have 
identified the environmentally superior alternative from among all 
alternatives for both Pacheco and Altamont Passes.  Please see 
Response to Comment O007-22 regarding the Dumbarton Bridge. 

O007-62 
The development of potential freight service on the HST system is 
not proposed as part of this project; therefore, it would be both 
beyond the scope of this analysis and speculative. It may or may not 
be proposed during future HST system implementation.   

O007-63 
The Authority and FRA acknowledged that regional and local 
governments could be funding partners for commuter improvements 
in the ACE corridor.  Please refer to the description of findings from 
MTC’s Regional Rail plan provided in Section 3.17.  It must be noted 
that commuter services such as ACE typically operate at a revenue 
deficit.  Please refer to Standard Response 3 in regards to the 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

O007-64 

Please see Standard Response 1, 2, and 3, as well as Response to 
Comment O006-3. 

The Authority and FRA disagree that recirculation of the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS is necessary. 

O007-65 
Please see Response to Comment O007-37 and Standard 
Response 2. 

O007-66 
Please see Standard Response 5 regarding mitigation strategies. 

O007-67 
Please see Standard Response 5 and Responses to Comments L029-
61, O007-25, O007-28, O007-37, and O007-61. 

O007-68 
Please see Standard Responses 2 and 5, as well as Response to 
Comment O007-67. 

O007-69 
Impact analyses throughout the Draft Program EIR/EIS appropriately 
take into account both current and future conditions.   

The alternative alignments are shown on current aerial photography.  
In some cases, current conditions formed the basis for the analysis, 
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given that these conditions are not likely to change in the future.  
These include geology and soils, hydrology and water resources.  In 
other cases, current conditions were used for analysis, given that 
future conditions are not easily foreseeable.  These include 
hazardous, agricultural, water resources, EMF, visual setting, public 
utilities, cultural/ paleontology, and 4(f) and 6(f) resources.  Where 
appropriate, current conditions are used as the baseline and future 
(2030) conditions are evaluated based on existing plans, programs, 
and current projections.  These include traffic and parking, land use, 
energy, air quality and air emissions, biological resources and 
wetland, and travel conditions (ridership). 

O007-70 
The Authority and the FRA disagree with this comment.  
Comparisons to existing traffic conditions are provided. Because of 
expected background growth in traffic, horizon year comparisons 
between build and no build conditions are typically more relevant for 
determining potential project effects. 

Please see Response to Comment O007-69.  The Draft Program 
EIR/EIS provides information regarding current (2005) V/C ratios 
and levels of service (LOS) and anticipated changes between 2005 
and 2030. 

The HST system was not evaluated as if it exists on the ground 
today.  Given that such a condition cannot exist, this is not a 
reasonable alternative. 

O007-71 

Please see Response to Comments O007-69 and O007-70.   

O007-72 
Please see Response to Comments O007-69 and O007-70. 

O007-73 
The Authority and FRA disagree that recirculation of the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS is necessary.  Far from confusing or obscuring true 
impacts, the approach applied in the Draft Program EIR/EIS provides 

an appropriate evaluation of the impacts. Please see Response to 
Comments O007-69 and O007-70. 

The Authority and FRA disagree that the approach used in the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS would likely understate the impacts.  Congestion 
levels on the regions roadways will typically increase between 2005 
and 2030, so traffic impacts from associated with the HST project 
should appropriately be evaluated with these more congested 
roadways.  The impacts will be more severe, requiring more 
mitigation. 

In addition, the approach taken in the Program EIR/EIS takes into 
account population growth that will occur in the Bay Area to Central 
Valley region and in the state.  Ridership levels are based on this 
assumed growth, and these ridership projections form the basis for 
the parking demand and traffic that would be generated at the HST 
stations, thus leading to the identification of true levels of impact. 

O007-74 
Please see Response to Comment O007-73.  The increase in traffic 
from the HST system has been compared against the true traffic 
load and capacity that would exist when the HST system is 
developed and operating – not against the lower traffic levels 
present today.  Moreover, the traffic generated by the HST stations 
is based on ridership projections that appropriately assume projected 
population growth in the Bay Area to Central Valley and in the state.    

O007-75 
The comment asks for overly detailed analysis of unforeseeable 
growth that would be speculative and inappropriate for this 
programmatic analysis.  Please see Standard Responses 1 and 2, as 
well as Standard Response 4 and Chapter 5. 

The analysis of direct transportation impacts in Section 3.1, indirect 
transportation impacts in Section 5.4.1, and cumulative 
transportation impacts in Section 3.17.4 demonstrate that no 
transportation system needs would be “induced …if HST is 
introduced and in turn induces new growth.” 
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O007-76 
Because traffic saturation leads to long peak periods on the intercity 
highways, as described in Table 3.1-2, the results of using an 
individual peak hour would yield very similar results to that of using 
the total peak periods. Also see Response to Comment O007-73. 

Please see Response to Comments O007-69 through O007-75. 

O007-77 
The No Project alternative does not include facilities of the proposed 
HST project. The referenced text is describing a dynamic 
transportation environment responding to projected demographic 
growth. Please see page 3.1-24, Section 3.1.3, Environmental 
Consequences. This section explains, in detail, the differences 
between existing conditions and the No Project Alternative. Although 
the No Project Alternative analyzed some of the existing stations that 
would also act as HST stations, this alternative does not take into 
account the new HST stations as the HST alternative has been 
treated and analyzed independently. 

The new infrastructure referred to in this text is at existing stations 
and does not include the HST project.  The text appropriately states 
that travel demand on the local roads surrounding the station 
location options would increase, absent the HST project.  Please see 
Responses to Comments O007-69 through O007-75. 

O007-78 
Because there will be no station between Gilroy and Merced, and 
because the HST tracks would not attract development, the HST 
would not induce growth in the Pacheco area as the comment 
describes.  Please see Standard Response 3 and Response to 
Comment O007-75. 

Please see Section 5.4.1 for a discussion of the indirect 
transportation impacts associated with induced growth. 

Either of the HST alignments, Pacheco or Altamont, would REDUCE 
pressure for a highway and associated infrastructure through the 
Diablo Range. The most pressure would arise under the No Project 

Alternative. Table 3.1-2 in the Program EIR/EIS shows that year 
2030 peak-period traffic volumes across the Diablo Range (SR-152 
and I-580) would be reduced by 6,937 for the Pacheco Pass 
alternative and 6,566 for the Altamont Pass alternative. These 
reductions represent about 5% of peak period traffic across the 
Diablo Range. 

Further, Table 5.3-5 shows that the Pacheco alternative could induce 
up to 1.2% population growth in the northern Central Valley 
(Sacramento County to Fresno County), while the Altamont HST 
alternative could induce up to 1.9% population growth in that area. 
This growth inducement (1.2 to 1.9%) is less than the reduction in 
auto travel due to modal diversion, indicating that either HST 
alternative will result in less traffic over the Diablo Range than the 
No Project Alternative. 

The net conclusion is that HST would reduce the pressure for a new 
highway and associated infrastructure across the Diablo Range, and 
Pacheco would result in a greater reduction than Altamont. 

O007-79 
The comment asks for more specific information than is known or 
reasonable to expect at the program level of analysis.  Please see 
Standard Responses 1 and 2.   

A review of detailed construction impacts and haul routes at the 
program level is neither practical (in terms of the extensive time and 
effort) nor necessary.  Identification of the Preferred Alternative, 
including station locations, enables a detailed evaluation of 
construction impacts for both the alignment and station locations 
(e.g., identification of construction haul routes and trips).  Such an 
approach is consistent with typical project planning and 
environmental review requirements. 

Please see Response to Comment O007-62 regarding HST freight.  
Please also see Response to Comments O007-69 through O007-77 
regarding treatment of current conditions and the No Project 
Alternative.  See also Response to Comment O007-74 regarding 
traffic impact analyses. 
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Information on ridership on the different modes has been presented 
in summary, comparative fashion in the Program EIR/EIS, especially 
Sections 1.2.2, 2.3.3(C), 3.1.2, and 7.2.  More detailed results have 
been completely documented in a series of technical reports that are 
posted on the Authority’s web site at 
http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/ridership/. 

The catchment areas are an output of the ridership and revenue 
model, not an input assumption. Hence, “consistent assumptions 
concerning catchment areas” do not exist, nor should they exist.  
Station catchment areas are very dynamic and are a function of the 
alignment and station location options included in a particular HST 
alternative, as well as the relative travel time and cost among the 
different travel options available in each travel market. 

O007-80 
The comment asks for overly detailed analysis of unforeseeable 
transportation improvements that would be speculative and 
inappropriate for this programmatic analysis.  Please see Standard 
Responses 1 and 2. 

The potential for the HST system to induce the need for future 
transportation system improvements was addressed in Section 5.4.1.  
Please see Response to Comment O007-78.  Access and egress to 
the HST system can be provided by the existing, planned, and 
programmed transportation system that is part of the No Project 
Alternative. 

O007-81 
The comment asks for overly detailed analysis of unforeseeable 
transit improvements that would be speculative and inappropriate for 
this programmatic analysis.  Please see Standard Responses 1 and 2. 

As discussed in the Draft Program EIR/EIS, connectivity was a key 
consideration in station location.  Table 3.1-4 identifies connecting 
transit services at HST stations.  The tables in Chapter 7 also 
summarize transit connectivity for the network alternatives.  The 
existence of the publicly owned Caltrain Corridor and the ability to 

provide a four-track system in this corridor, with impacts that are 
less than other new or expanded corridors, was among the reasons 
for identification of the Pacheco Pass /Caltrain Corridor as the 
Preferred Alternative.  Please also see Standard Response 3.  Please 
see Response to Comments L025-3 and L025-5 regarding 
complementary commuter and HST service along the Caltrain 
Corridor.  Please also see letter L026 from SamTrans, Caltrain, and 
San Mateo County Transportation Authority in support of the 
Pacheco Pass/Caltrain Corridor alternative.   

It is acknowledged that an Altamont alternative crossing the San 
Francisco Bay and heading into San Francisco would not require use 
of the Caltrain Corridor south of Dumbarton nor would it result in the 
associated impacts.  The identification of the Preferred Alternative 
took these reduced impacts into account but also acknowledged that 
other impacts that would occur for this alternative, for instance 
impacts on the San Francisco Bay.  Please see Chapter 8 of this Final 
Program EIR/EIS. 

Please also see Response to Comment O007-46. 

The Transbay Transit Center is currently reviewing the appropriate 
and most effective mix of peak-hour HST and commuter trains, and 
the Authority will participate in this discussion during the preliminary 
engineering and project-level environmental review.  Please also see 
Response to Comment L030-3.  

The Authority and the FRA disagree with the comment that the 
described design of the two-level, eight-track HST San Jose Diridon 
station is “implausible.”  The City of San Jose has already 
undertaken planning studies for such a station.   

The multiple transit providers at the Diridon station—Caltrain, Capitol 
Corridor, ACE, AMTRAK, light rail, the proposed BART extension, and 
bus and shuttle services—and the extensive connectivity that this 
provides are among the reasons that Pacheco Pass/Caltrain Corridor 
is identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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O007-82 
Please see Standard Response 5.  During preliminary engineering 
and the project-level environmental review phase, the Authority and 
FRA will not only review mitigation of potential adverse impacts on 
transit, but also the opportunities to enhance connections between 
the HST system and these transit providers.  The Authority and FRA 
note that construction impacts on transit systems would be 
temporary, while the HST system would be ultimately beneficial and 
complementary.   

O007-83 
Please see Standard Response 5 regarding mitigation strategies, as 
well as Response to Comments L029-61, O007-25, O007-28, O007-
37, O007-61, and O007-67.  A number of detailed cost-effective 
mitigation measures that are consistent with the overall mitigation 
strategies identified in this Program EIR/EIS will be possible.  Given 
the level of conceptual engineering and the sheer number of 
alignment alternatives and station location options under review in 
this Program EIR/EIS, development of detailed mitigation measures 
for possible options and combinations is neither achievable nor 
practical. 

Detailed mitigation measures, including the exact location and 
design, consistent with the mitigation strategies in this Program 
EIR/EIS, will be identified during the preliminary engineering and 
project level environmental review phase, and the right-of-way 
required and associated impacts can be determined in detail at that 
point.  Even though impacts associated with these detailed measures 
will likely fall within the overall envelope of impacts identified in this 
Program EIR/EIS, the impacts associated with the detailed measures 
will be fully reviewed and disclosed in the project-level 
environmental review. 

Right-of-way costs have been included for the conceptual alignments 
(Chapter 4). Detailed right-of-way maps are unnecessary and 
impractical at this program level. 

O007-84 
Please see Standard Response 5.  The commenter states that the 
Draft Program EIR/EIS “concludes that all potentially significant 
traffic and circulation impacts of the HST alternative will be reduced 
to less than significant with mitigation.”  This statement is not what 
is stated in the Draft Program EIR/EIS.  Specifically, Section 3.1.5, 
Mitigation Strategies and CEQA Significance Effects, states: 

The above mitigation strategies would be refined and applied at the 
project level and are expected to substantially avoid or lessen 
impacts around station areas to a less-than-significant level in most 
circumstances.  Planning multi-modal stations, coordinating with 
transit services, providing accessible locations and street 
improvements, and encouraging transit-oriented development in 
station areas would help to ease traffic constraints in station areas.  
At the project level, it is expected that for various HST station 
projects, impacts would be mitigated to a less-than-significant 
level, but it is possible that for some stations impacts would not be 
mitigated to the less-than-significant level.  Sufficient information is 
not available at this programmatic level to conclude with certainty 
that the above mitigation strategies would reduce impacts around 
stations to a less-than-significant level in all circumstances.  This 
document therefore concludes that traffic impacts around station 
areas may be significant, even with the application of mitigation 
strategies.  Additional environmental assessment will allow a more 
precise evaluation in the second-tier, project-level environmental 
analyses.  The co-lead agencies will work closely with local 
government agencies at the project level to implement mitigation 
strategies.  (page 3.1-38, emphasis added) 

O007-85 
Please see Response to Comments O007-69 through O007-77 
regarding treatment of current conditions and the No Project 
Alternative. 

O007-86 
The Authority and FRA disagree with the contentions that the air 
quality methodology used in the analysis is faulty and the air quality 
analysis is inadequate.  The air quality methodology is consistent 
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with the other environmental methodologies in the EIR/EIS, which 
were developed with input from the appropriate regulatory agencies.  
The potential effects are compared between the existing conditions 
and the no-build alternative, and then the no-build alternative is 
compared to the HST alternatives.   

O007-87 
Executive Order S-3-05, signed by Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger 
on June 1, 2005, calls for a reduction in GHG emissions to 1990 
levels by 2020 (equivalent to a 25% reduction) and for an 80% 
reduction in GHG emissions to below 1990 levels by 2050.  Assembly 
Bill 32, enacted in 2006, calls for the California Air Resources Board 
to adopt regulations to help achieve these emission-reduction goals.  
See discussion of GHG issues in Section 3.3, Air Quality, of this Final 
Program EIR/EIS. 

The effect of the HST system on emissions of CO2 was calculated 
and presented in the Draft Program EIR/EIS.  2005 statewide CO2 
levels have been quantified and were estimated at 1.280 million tons 
per day (California Energy Commission).  The air quality analysis 
identified a reduction of about 17.6 billion pounds of CO2 emissions 
annually by 2030 attributed to the proposed HST project.  The 
proposed HST project is shown to have net beneficial impacts related 
to climate change.  Any additional carbon entering the atmosphere, 
whether by emissions from the project itself or removal of carbon 
sequestering plants (including agricultural crops), would be more 
than offset by the beneficial reduction of carbon resulting from the 
project due to a reduction in automobile VMT (mobile sources) and 
reduction in the number of airplane trips. 

O007-88 
Please see Standard Response 5 and mitigation strategies listed in 
Chapter 3.3 of the Final EIR/EIS.  CEQA requires that feasible 
mitigation be identified where significant adverse impacts have been 
identified.  Mitigation measures are not required for effects which 
are not found to be significant (CEQA §15126.4 [a]). As noted 
previously, the proposed HST project is shown to have net beneficial 

impacts related to climate change. Where beneficial impacts have 
been identified, mitigation measures are not required.  Benefits of 
the proposed HST system would include reduced vehicle trips, 
reduced VMT and multi-modal HST stations.  Increased energy 
efficiency for HST facilities, increased recycling, and use of green 
building technology are all measures that can appropriately be 
considered in the future during project-level environmental reviews, 
when more detailed system design and location information will be 
available. 

O007-89 
As noted in Response to Comments O007-87 and O007-88, the 
proposed HST project is shown to have net beneficial impacts related 
to climate change. Where beneficial impacts have been identified, 
mitigation measures are not required. 

O007-90 
Please see Response to Comments O007-87 and O007-88.  The Final 
EIR/EIS includes an expanded discussion of global climate change, 
including a revised setting discussion, and emissions inventories for 
the 2005 existing condition, the 2030 No Project Alternative, and 
proposed HST project alternative.  In addition, the Authority is 
investigating the feasibility of having the HST system be powered by 
energy sources with zero emissions, but this is not required as a 
mitigation measure. 

O007-91 
The Authority agrees that, while not required, creating a carbon 
neutral HST system is an appropriate goal for the HST.  The 
Authority will examine its feasibility at the project-level analysis.  
Also see Response to Comment O007-90. 

O007-92 
See Standard Response 5. 
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O007-93 
The Authority and FRA do not agree that the approach to analyzing 
impacts on agricultural land is flawed.  Please see Standard 
Response 2.  The analysis of all the alternatives identified impacts 
when compared to the existing (baseline) condition.  As stated in the 
Program EIR/EIS, because it is not possible to identify or quantify 
the amount of farmland that might be affected by future 
transportation projects, no quantified impacts were identified for the 
No Project Alternative.  HST alternatives were therefore compared to 
the existing (baseline) condition.    

The Program EIR/EIS recognizes that there would likely be 
significant impacts from severance.  Analyzing severance impacts 
requires a level of specificity that will be available as the design 
progresses and will be analyzed as part of the Tier 2, project-level 
environmental analysis.  Assuming that severed lands would be 
converted to nonagricultural use is speculative at this time, as are 
potential impacts on agricultural infrastructure and other indirect 
effects. 

Growth inducement is discussed in Chapter 5.  An HST trackway 
does not lend itself to inducing growth in unpopulated areas, such as 
along the Pacheco Pass alignment, especially along Henry Miller 
Road.  Please also see Standard Response 4.   

The direct impacts on agricultural land that were addressed include 
acquisition of this land.  These acres were quantified in Section 3.8 
and Chapter 7.  The cost of acquiring land was discussed in Chapter 
4.  Because the HST would generally follow existing transportation 
corridors, it would tend to result in acquisition of farmland at existing 
parcel edges, where right of way is needed, thereby reducing 
severance and other impacts.  However, it is likely that some 
severance impacts would be significant.  These and other impacts 
will be further analyzed in the Tier 2, project-level environmental 
analysis.   

Impacts on specific types of farmland outside of those categorized 
on available farmland mapping were not addressed in this program 
document.  However, because the HST system generally follows 

existing transportation corridors, impacts on grazing uses would be 
limited.   

The project does not include residential development and the only 
potential for growth inducement would be around station locations, 
which are located in existing developed areas.  Chapter 5 addresses 
the potential growth-inducing impacts of a faster mode of 
transportation (HST).  Please see Standard Response 4 regarding 
growth.   

The identification of the preferred network alternative was based on 
many factors including in some cases, off-setting or competing 
impacts.  It was not based on the potential for agricultural impacts 
alone. Please see Standard Response 3 regarding identification of 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

The mitigation strategies will be refined in the Tier 2 project-level 
environmental document.  If agricultural easements are identified as 
a mitigation measure, the timing of these easements will also be 
identified.  In general mitigation intended to avoid or offset impacts 
is timed to occur before the impact or contemporaneously with the 
impact.  Local land use planning authority resides primarily with local 
government agencies.  The Authority does not have the power to set 
urban growth boundaries or establish smart growth zoning in 
individual jurisdictions but has established principles to guide station 
area planning that are consistent with state “smart growth” goals.  
See Chapter 6 and Chapter 8, Section 8.6.2.A, and Standard 
Response 5 regarding mitigation strategies. 

The Program EIR/EIS did not state that farmland impacts could be 
reduced to less than significant even with the mitigation strategies 
implemented.  More specific findings will be determined at the Tier 2 
project-level environmental analysis. 

O007-94 
The Authority and FRA consider the information adequate for the 
decisions to be made and to meet CEQA and NEPA requirements. 
Section 3.15 discloses the direct and indirect impacts on biological 
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resources and wetlands.  Section 3.17 discusses the cumulative 
impacts.  See Standard Responses 1 and 2. 

O007-95 
Please see Standard Responses 2 and 3.  Extensive biological 
resources and wetlands data and information were collected and 
analyzed and are presented in a comprehensive and uniform manner 
for the alignment alternatives and station location options.  Chapter 
3, “Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and 
Mitigation Strategies”, Section 3.0.1, “Purpose and Content of This 
Chapter,” of the Draft Program EIR/EIS states: 

The program EIR/EIS analyzed the potential environmental 
impacts, including biological resources and wetlands, of the HST 
alignment alternatives and stations equally.  Impacts on resources 
resulting from both the Altamont Pass and Pacheco Pass alignment 
alternatives and stations were analyzed consistently and are 
documented in the program EIR/EIS.   

O007-96 
See Standard Responses 1, 2, and 5 regarding the programmatic 
decision, nature of a programmatic analysis, and the role of 
mitigation strategies.  See also Response to Comment O007-34. 

The data for biological resources and wetlands were interpreted and 
synthesized to the appropriate level for a program-level 
environmental analysis.  Further interpretation and qualifiers, 
including quality and regional importance, will be developed as part 
of the Tier 2 project-level environmental analysis, following detailed 
surveys and habitat assessments.   

The biological analysis was based on the thresholds and criteria set 
in CEQA Appendix G.  Impacts on nonsensitive species and habitats 
were not considered a criterion to base decisions of identifying a 
preferred alternative.  Methods of impact evaluation for the project 
were developed with input from both state and federal resource 
agencies.  As noted above, additional detailed information regarding 
potentially affected species will be provided in the subsequent 
project-level environmental evaluation and documentation.  This 

information will include species descriptions, distribution, seasonal 
activity, range, reproduction, habitat characteristics, population 
status, threats, conservation status, and a detailed evaluation of 
effects of the project and proposed mitigation. Refer to Response to 
Comment O007-95 regarding the biological analysis.  Section 3.17 
includes a cumulative biological resources impact assessment.  
Section 3.15 recognizes the potential impact that the HST may have 
on wildlife movement and sets forth mitigation strategies to minimize 
this impact, such as, include design features such as wildlife 
underpasses, bridges, and/or large culverts, to facilitate known 
wildlife movement corridors; ensure that wildlife crossings are of a 
design, shape, and size to be sufficiently attractive to encourage 
wildlife use; provide appropriate vegetation to wildlife overcrossings 
and undercrossings to afford cover and other species requirements; 
establish functional corridors to provide connectivity to protected 
land zoned for uses that provide wildlife permeability; design 
protective measures for wildlife movement corridors in consultation 
with resource agencies; and use aerial structures or tunnels to allow 
for unhindered crossing by wildlife. 

O007-97 
Additional information on wildlife movement linkages was added to 
Figure 3.15-3 in this Final Program EIR/EIS from the draft Santa 
Clara County Habitat Conservation Plan.  It should also be noted that 
many of the wildlife movement corridors are along drainages.  The 
HST would be elevated over drainages, which would minimize 
impacts on wildlife movement corridors.  When field surveys are 
conducted as part of the Tier 2, project-level analysis, specific 
biological values and ecosystem functions will be assessed, habitat 
connectivity and other wildlife movement corridors will be identified, 
specific impacts on biological resources and wetlands will be 
analyzed, and detailed mitigation measures building off the 
strategies proposed in Section 3.15.5 will be identified.  See also 
Standard Responses 2 and 5 regarding the nature of a programmatic 
analysis and the role of mitigation strategies. 
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O007-98 
The specific functions and values of wetlands potentially affected by 
the HST alignment alternatives will be determined as part of a 
subsequent Tier 2, project-level environmental evaluation when 
detailed wetland delineations are conducted and impact areas for 
direct and indirect effects are identified in more detail.  At the time 
that project-level analysis is being conducted, a survey of the 
availability of replacement wetlands will also be conducted.  The 
Authority and FRA will continue to work with the resource agencies 
and others to identify wetlands mitigation.  As noted in Section 
3.15.5, mitigation strategies include onsite or offsite restoration, 
creation, or enhancement; mitigation banking; or in-lieu fee 
payments.  The USACE typically favors the use of approved 
mitigation banks or in-lieu fee programs in cases where they result in 
more regional or watershed benefit than onsite compensatory 
mitigation. 

O007-99 
Section 3.15.2 provides information on the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service Grasslands Wildlife Management Area, The Nature 
Conservancy lands including the Mount Hamilton Project, East Bay 
Regional Park District lands, CDFG-owned/managed lands, as well as 
other conservation lands.  The impacts on these lands are discussed 
in Section 3.15.3, and such impacts will be analyzed in further detail 
in future project-level environmental documents addressing the 
selected alternative or alternatives.      

O007-100 
The Authority and FRA disagree with this comment.  The Draft 
Program EIR/EIS adequately characterized biological resources 
potentially affected by the HST alternatives, and, to better convey 
the information, an additional figure, Figure 3.15-4, Public Lands – 
San Jose to Central Valley Corridor, has been added in this Final 
Program EIR/EIS to show urban areas, roads, and publicly 
owned/managed lands.  This figure, in addition to Figures 3.15-1 
through 3.15-3, as well as other figures throughout the Program 
EIR/EIS, shows information that characterizes the resources within 

the project study area.  This is discussed on page 3.15-11 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS, and an additional sentence was added in this Final 
Program EIR/EIS stating that no field surveys to identify species 
were conducted at the program level.    

O007-101 
Each of the HST alignment alternatives and station location options 
is evaluated at a consistent level of detail in Section 3.15.  
Quantification of impacts of projects and programs included in the 
No Project Alternative was not provided for this document because 
location information is known for only some of the projects and 
programs out to 2030.  For others, no alignment or other physical 
locations have been identified.  Therefore, any quantification 
estimate would represent only a partial magnitude of the potential 
impacts, and reporting this would be confusing and misleading.  
Each project-level Tier 2 EIR/EIS will evaluate site-specific HST 
project alternatives and a related No Project Alternative that will be 
further refined with the information known at that time. 

Please see Standard Response 2 and Response to Comment O007-
96 regarding level of analysis.  Additional information on wildlife 
corridors and linkages has been added to Section 3.15 in this Final 
Program EIR/EIS.  Additional detail related to species identified, 
habitats, and wildlife corridors is contained in Appendices 3.15-A 
through 3.15-N.  Further interpretation and qualifiers, including 
relative values, functions, and regional importance, will be developed 
as part of the Tier 2 project-level environmental analysis following 
detailed surveys and habitat assessments.  The discussion of the 
network alternatives in Chapter 7 takes into consideration the 
impacts of alignments and stations identified in Chapter 3 that, when 
added together, constitute a network alternative.  

O007-102 
The direct and indirect impacts on the grasslands vegetation 
community, including the San Jose to Central Valley corridor, was 
identified in Section 3.15.3 of the Draft Program EIR/EIS.  
Appendices 3.15-A-1 and 3.15-A-7 identify habitats, including 
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grasslands, where sensitive species may occur.  Impacts on species 
that may occur in grassland habitat are also discussed in Section 
3.15, including the San Joaquin kit fox.  It should be noted that San 
Joaquin kit foxes occur in a variety of habitats, including grasslands, 
scrublands, vernal pool areas, alkali meadows and playas, and an 
agricultural matrix of row crops, irrigated pastures, orchards, 
vineyards, and grazed annual grasslands (U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service 1998).  Mitigation strategies are discussed in Section 3.15.5 
and include biological resources management plans (BRMP).  BRMPs 
will specify the design and implementation of biological resource 
mitigation measures, including habitat replacement and 
revegetation, protection during construction, performance (growth) 
standards, maintenance criteria, and monitoring requirements.  The 
primary goal of a BRMP is to ensure the long-term perpetuation of 
the existing diversity of habitats in the project area and adjacent 
urban interface zones.  Specific to habitats, including grasslands, 
BRMPs will contain, among other things, specific measures for the 
protection of sensitive amphibian, mammal, bird, and plant species 
during construction; identification and quantification of habitats to be 
removed, along with the locations where these habitats are to be 
restored or relocated; and procedures for vegetation analyses of 
adjacent protected habitats that will be used to determine the 
requirements of the revegetation areas. 

To avoid impacts from building access roads, construction in 
sensitive areas (as defined at the project level) would use in-line 
construction (i.e., use new rail infrastructure as it is built) to 
transport equipment to/from the construction site and to transport 
excavated material away from the construction to appropriate reuse 
or disposal sites.  See discussion of construction methods and 
impacts in Section 3.18, and Response to Comment L029-29 

Cumulative biological impacts are discussed in Section 3.17 and 
growth inducement is discussed in Chapter 5.  See also Standard 
Response 4.  The HST trackway itself would not induce growth, 
especially in relatively undeveloped areas along the Pacheco Pass 
corridor.  Station location options have been placed within urban 

areas in the San Jose to Central Valley corridor, including San Jose, 
Morgan Hill, and Gilroy. 

O007-103 
Impacts on parks and wildlife refuges are discussed in Section 3.16, 
Section 4(f) and 6(f) in more detail.  Some parks and recreation 
areas, depending on uses, can provide functional biological open 
space.  Where this occurs, those are discussed in Section 3.15 under 
the heading Special Management Areas.  Potential impacts on these 
lands and conservation areas are also discussed in Section 3.15.  
Design practices have been included in the alignment alternatives to 
minimize potential impacts on these lands, including the use of 
tunnels through much of the Diablo Range and in the East Bay under 
parks and conservation areas and elevated structures through a 
large portion of the GEA. Additional engineering design refinements 
will be undertaken to avoid and/or minimize environmental impacts 
on these resources as part of the Tier 2 project-level environmental 
analysis.   

It would be very unlikely that growth-inducing impacts would occur 
within special management areas (parks, refuges, or conservation 
areas) since the management agency or entity would be required to 
approve any development.  Specific impacts on special management 
areas will be further identified as part of the Tier 2 project-level 
environmental analysis once additional design details are known.  
Refer to Response to Comment Letters S006, California Department 
of Fish and Game, and L029, Grassland Water District.  Also refer to 
Response to Comment F002-10 regarding the kit fox.  Detailed noise 
and vibration studies as they relate to biological resources will be 
required and conducted as part of the Tier 2 project-level 
environmental analysis. 

O007-104 
Please see Standard Response 5 regarding mitigation strategies.  
Section 3.15 does not purport that the mitigation strategies 
identified would fully mitigate significant impacts at the program 
level.  It concludes that impacts on biological resources would 
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remain significant, even with the application of mitigation strategies.  
Additional environmental assessment at the Tier 2 project-level will 
allow a more precise evaluation of the effectiveness of mitigation 
measures, which will also be further refined at the Tier 2 project 
level. 

O007-105 
The Authority and FRA do not agree that the cumulative impacts 
assessment for biological resources presented in the Draft EIR/EIS is 
deficient.  Revision of the Draft Program EIR/EIS and recirculation 
are not necessary.  The cumulative impacts analysis for biological 
resources and wetlands discussed in Section 3.17.4, subsection N, 
indicates that under the No Project Alternative, the cumulative 
impact related to biological resources and wetlands would be 
significant when considering past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the study area.  The Program EIR/EIS 
also states that the HST network alternatives would result in a 
considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact on 
biological resources and wetlands when considering past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the study area. 

The direct and indirect impacts of the HST network alternatives are 
discussed in Section 3.17, subsection N.  There is not enough 
specific information about the proposed network alternatives or 
many of the projects included in the cumulative impact analysis to 
provide a discussion of the issues in this comment at a more detailed 
level in this program-level document.  Each of these issues as they 
relate to a particular section of the HST System will be further 
reviewed as part of a subsequent Tier 2 project-level analysis, when 
more detailed engineering, design and location information will be 
available, along with variations in alignments to further reduce and 
avoid impacts.    

O007-106 
Please see Standard Response 2 regarding the level of detail. Please 
see Section 3.7.1, Land Use Compatibility, which states: 

Future land use compatibility is based on information from general 
plans and other regional and local transportation planning 
documents.  These documents were examined to assess an 
alignment alternative’s potential consistency with the goals and 
objectives defined therein.  An alignment alternative is considered 
highly compatible if it would be located in areas planned for 
transportation multi-modal centers or corridor development, 
redevelopment, economic revitalization, transit-oriented 
development, or high-intensity employment.  Compatibility would 
be considered low if an alignment alternative would be potentially 
inconsistent with local or regional planning documents… (page 
3.7-2)   

In addition to the program-level analysis, local standards and 
requirements will be considered during preliminary engineering and 
Tier 2 project-level environmental review, and during final design.  
Please refer to Chapter 6 for a review of the potential of the HST 
stations to promote sprawl. 

Development of parcel maps, zoning maps, and ownership data is 
well beyond what is required for a program-level review.  The land 
use analysis did review the land use compatibility in areas (including 
station areas) where right-of-way would need to be acquired.  Please 
see Section 3.7.1, Land Use Compatibility, which states: 

Because in this analysis an area’s sensitivity or compatibility is 
based on the presence of residential properties, low, medium, and 
high levels of potential compatibility are identified based on the 
percentage of residential area affected, the proximity of the 
residential area to facilities included in an alignment alternative, 
and the presence of local or regional uses (such as parks, schools, 
and employment centers).  For highway corridors (under the No 
Project Alternative) and for proposed alignment alternatives, land 
use compatibility was assessed using GIS layers (or aerial 
photographs where available) to identify proximity to housing and 
population and to determine whether the alignment alternatives 
would be within or outside an existing right-of-way in the study 
area.  Potential impacts are considered low if existing land uses 
within a potential alignment, station, or maintenance facility area 
are found to be compatible with the land use changes that may 
result from the alignment alternative.  The type of improvement 
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that would be associated with the alignment alternative would also 
affect the level of potential impact… (page 3.7-2)  

Wetland, agricultural land, and geologic impacts are reviewed in 
Sections 3.14, 3.8, and 3.13.  For a discussion of existing land use—
the environmental land use setting—please see Section 3.6, B. 
Discussion of Resources by Corridor, Existing Land Use.  As stated,  

This section briefly discusses the land use–related resources by 
corridor along HST Alignment Alternatives in the study area and 
vicinity.  The following five land use-related resources are 
addressed:  (1) existing and planned land use, (2) population 
characteristics, (3) income, (4) neighborhood and community 
characteristics, and (5) housing. (page 3.7-6) 

O007-107 
The contention that land use impacts are reviewed for only one 
network alternative each for Pacheco and Altamont is incorrect.   

All alignment alternatives are reviewed in Section 3.6, B. Discussion 
of Resources by Corridor, Existing Land Use.  Table 3.7.3 reviews 
land use compatibility, community cohesions, property impacts, and 
environmental justice for each of the alignment alternatives under 
consideration, and each of these impacts are reviewed for each of 
the alignment alternatives in Section 3.7.3, Environmental 
Consequences.  Land use impacts (i.e., compatibility, environmental 
justice, community, and property) for all alignment alternatives are 
also provided in Tables 7.3-1 through 7.3-11 in Chapter 7. 

The composition of the network alternatives is described at the 
beginning of Chapter 7 of the Draft Program EIR/EIS, which states:  

The purpose of this chapter is to summarize and compare the 
physical and operational characteristics and potential environmental 
consequences associated with different combinations of alignment 
alternatives that comprise the HST Network Alternatives, as well as 
differences among alignment alternatives and potential station 
location options.  This chapter summarizes potential environmental 
consequences for each of 21 representative network alternatives 
for the environmental resource areas where relative differences 
were identified (refer to Chapter 3 under Affected Environment, 
Environmental Consequences, and Mitigation Strategies for a 

comprehensive presentation of potential environmental 
consequences in each environmental resource area for each 
alignment alternative).  The 21 representative network alternatives 
present a range of reasonable alternatives among the three basic 
approaches for linking the Bay Area and Central Valley:  Altamont 
Pass (11 network alternatives); Pacheco Pass (6 network 
alternatives); and Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local service) 
(4 network alternatives).  (page 7-1) 

O007-108 
Please see Standard Response 2 and Chapter 6 regarding station 
area development.  Infrastructure and public service requirements 
will be further evaluated as part of the preliminary engineering and 
project-level environmental review.  See also Chapter 5 and 
Standard Response 4.  The need for general plan and zoning 
amendments by the local jurisdictions will be reviewed at the project 
level. The Program EIR/EIS appropriately reviews and discloses land 
use impacts at the program level. 

O007-109 
Please see Standard Responses 2 and 4. Please see Response to 
Comment O007-106, which notes that general plans were reviewed 
as part of the land use evaluation and notes that existing land uses 
along each corridor are described in Section 3.6.B, Discussion of 
Resources by Corridor, Existing Land Use.  

Regarding the study area, Section 3.7.1.B, Methods of Evaluation of 
Impacts, states:  

The analysis was conducted using U.S. Census 2000 block group 
information/data compiled in a geographic information systems 
(GIS) format, local community general plans or regional plans, and 
land use information provided by the planning agencies in each of 
the regions.  Existing and future conditions were described for the 
No Project Alternative by documenting existing information for 
existing and planned future land use policy near HST Alignment 
Alternatives and potential station location options, development 
patterns for employment and population growth, demographics, 
communities and neighborhoods, housing, and economics… 
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“…Because this is a programmatic environmental review, the 
analysis of these potential impacts was performed on a broad scale 
to permit a comparison of relative differences among the alignment 
alternatives.  Further evaluation of potential impacts would occur at 
the project-level environmental review. (page 3.7-1-2)  

The study area for growth inducement is California’s 58 counties 
grouped into seven geographic regions, as noted in Chapter 5, 
Section 5.2.2, Study Area and Alternatives.  There will be further 
study of community impacts in future Tier 2 project-level 
environmental analysis, when more detailed information concerning 
the HST system design, engineering, and operations will be 
available, and will support more detailed review of environmental 
impacts.  

O007-110 
Please see Standard Response 5 regarding mitigation strategies.  
The Authority and FRA agree that additional mitigation strategies 
may be appropriate for potential land use impacts and further 
consideration of the mitigation strategies included in this Final 
Program EIR/EIS will occur in future project-level analyses. 

Please see Standard Response 4 regarding potential growth 
inducement; Chapter 6 for station area development policies; 
Chapter 8, Section 8.6.2.A, regarding the Los Banos area; and 
Section 3.7 and Section 3.15.5 regarding future consideration of 
easements to provide mitigation for impacts.   

O007-111 
Please see Standard Response 5, Response to Comment O007-37 
regarding the identification of significant impacts and the 
determination of significance with mitigation, and Response to 
Comment O007-60 regarding station configurations. 

O007-112 
Please see Standard Response 4 regarding growth, as well as 
Response to Comment O007-15. 

The Authority and FRA disagree that the growth-inducement analysis 
is inadequate, contradictory, or flawed.  The assertion that the 
Program EIR/EIS characterizes HST growth potential as “potentially 
beneficial” is false; that term is not used in the Program EIR/EIS in 
relation to induced growth or secondary impacts. 

O007-113 
The comment reflects a lack of understanding about potential for rail 
systems to stimulate land use development and urban growth, which 
is limited to effects from stations.  Please see Standard Response 4 
regarding growth and discussion of Los Banos in Chapter 8. 

The spatial allocation model used in the growth-inducement analysis 
(CURBA) accurately characterizes the development potential of land 
parcels based on ownership, aerial photography (to verify current 
development patterns), and other critical factors (e.g. access to 
employment, adjacency to current development and transportation 
facilities, etc.). 

The historical growth examples noted by the commenter are 
irrelevant for analyzing the potential growth-inducement effects of 
an HST alternative.  The highway improvements that contributed to 
growth in the San Fernando Valley, Contra Costa County, and other 
locations disperse accessibility benefits over a very wide geographic 
area – essentially for several miles around any interchange.  The 
HST alternatives, on the other hand, would provide very localized 
accessibility benefits to a limited number of station sites around the 
state.  For example, between Sacramento and the Grapevine, there 
are more than 50 interchanges just on I-5; there are only six 
preferred HST stations in all of the Central Valley.  Therefore, it 
would be inappropriate to draw conclusions about the type of growth 
and development that might ensue with the HST system based on 
the widely dispersed development patterns that are sometimes 
associated with freeway expansion projects.   

The HST system would not lead to a significant increase in commute 
accessibility between Central Valley homes and Bay Area or southern 
California jobs.  When combined with the fact that the preferred HST 
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station sites are located in existing downtown areas, HST would not 
open up new areas to development. 

O007-114 
The comment points to an example of the meaningful station-by-
station differences in growth effects that were described in the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS to assist the reader.  Please see Standard 
Response 4 regarding growth. 

The Authority and FRA disagree that the growth-inducement analysis 
does not provide sufficient information on HST alignment and rail 
stations consistent with the program-level of analysis.  Refer to 
Standard Response 4 regarding growth, as well as Response to 
Comment O007-15.  See Response to Comment F007-12 for a 
discussion of the need for mitigation of secondary impacts.  See 
Response to Comment F007-12 for a discussion of inferring growth-
inducing impacts of specific station sites. 

O007-115 
The comment reflects a lack of understanding about potential for rail 
systems to stimulate land use development and urban growth, which 
is limited to effects from stations.  No station is planned near or in 
the “Grasslands area.”  Please see Standard Response 4 regarding 
growth, and Chapter 8, Section 8.6.2.A. 

Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, introduction of HST along the 
Pacheco (or Altamont) alignment will not make it possible for Bay 
Area employees to easily commute to and from locations around the 
Grasslands area, or elsewhere in the Central Valley.  See Standard 
Response 4 for a discussion of the commute accessibility potential of 
HST versus auto; Response to Comment O007-113 for a discussion 
of general accessibility differences between highways and HST; and 
Response to Comment O006-6 for a discussion of how access and 
egress to an HST station affects the door-to-door travel time and 
cost of HST relative to auto. 

O007-116 
 The methodology used to derive the results shown in Table 5.3-5 
and all subsequent tables is summarized in Section 5.3.1 and 
detailed in the technical report on economic growth effects4.  The 
values presented in these tables are accurate, reasonable, and 
logical. 

The induced population and population growth in each county are a 
function of three factors:  1) changes in highway VMT and vehicle-
hours of travel (VHT) due to diversion of highway trips to HST and 
access/egress to HST stations; 2) utility benefits that travelers gain 
by switching to HST from air, auto and conventional rail; and 3) 
improved access to labor and markets due to the introduction of 
HST.  The three factors are somewhat interrelated, yet can interact 
in complex and conflicting ways.   

At a county level, the Altamont and Pacheco alignment alternatives 
provide about the same extent of utility benefits for travel to/from 
the Bay Area, and they also create about the same VMT and VHT 
reduction due to diversion of auto trips to HST.  The key factor that 
leads to the results noted in the comment (higher Contra Costa 
County and Alameda County growth under Pacheco than Altamont) 
is the increase in auto VMT and VHT due to HST station 
access/egress.  Essentially, counties with HST stations end up with 
increased VMT/VHT due to in the influx of travelers from adjacent 
counties; this influx reduces the relative travel time benefit for the 
counties with the HST stations, and in turn reduces the induced 
population and employment growth.  From a growth inducement 
standpoint, the improvements in access to labor and markets are 
simply not able to offset the travel time benefit of having an HST 
station in the county. 

                                                 
4 Cambridge Systematics, Inc.; Economic Growth Effects Analysis for the 
Bay Area to Central Valley Program-Level Environmental Impact Report 
and Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement – Final Report; July 2007. 
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O007-117 
The FRA and Authority disagree that the growth analysis needs to be 
redone. Please see Standard Response 4. 

Section 5.2.2 in the Program EIR/EIS provides the list of HST 
stations that were included in the quantitative growth analysis.  See 
Response to Comment F007-12 for a discussion of inferring growth-
inducing impacts of specific station sites.   

Sections 4.2 and 5.2 of the technical report on economic growth 
effects provide a detailed review of growth inducing differences 
between the alternatives, and these differences are fully disclosed in 
summary fashion in Section 5.3 of the Bay Area to Central Valley 
Program-Level EIR/EIS.  These discussions are based on information 
derived from a multi-tiered analytic process and state-of-the art 
economic forecasting tools.  The methodology, assumptions and 
supporting data for the analysis process are fully explained in the 
technical report on economic growth effects.  See Response to 
Comment O007-15 for a summary of this analysis process. 

O007-118 
The growth analysis considered and described the changes from the 
existing conditions to the future No Project Alternative.  The 
comment reflects a lack of understanding that growth in all parts of 
the study region will take place with or without the HST system.  
Please see Standard Responses 1, 2, and 4. 

The growth-inducement analysis comprehensively considers all 
assumed demographic, economic and transportation system features 
of each alternative as described in Chapters 2, 3 and 5.  By 
definition, “undeveloped areas [that are] underserved by roads and 
transit” are unlikely to experience induced growth since they lack 
access to employment, consumers, and other key necessities of 
everyday life.  Since preferred HST station sites are in currently 
developed downtown areas, HST will not improve accessibility to 
undeveloped areas. 

O007-119 
The comment reflects a lack of understanding of concentrating 
effects of rail (transit, commuter, intercity, and high-speed) stations 
on land development and urban growth demonstrated in countless 
locations around the world. Please see Standard Response 4 
regarding growth. 

The methodology, assumptions, supporting data, results, and 
conclusions for the analysis process are explained and substantiated 
in the technical report on economic growth effects.  (See Response 
to Comment O007-15 for a summary of this analysis process.)  In 
particular, see Section 3.3 and Appendices E and F in that report for 
a discussion of the models and data that were used to derive the 
analysis results and conclusions.  The technical report demonstrates 
that consistent development and density assumptions were used for 
all alternatives, and that a continuation of each county’s trend in 
development patterns was assumed except for a small density 
increase within 1-mile of an HST station. 

The analysis indicates that HST system “concentrates commercial 
growth around stations” and is “correlated with higher overall growth 
rates.”  Results and conclusions presented in Chapter 5 support 
these points.  The HST system also has the potential to disperse 
“residential populations and induce long distance commuting,” but 
only if HST offers substantially better door-to-door travel time and 
cost than competing options; these conditions would not be met for 
the vast majority of Central Valley locations (see Standard Response 
4 regarding growth). 

“Land consumption,” as used in Table 5.3-7, is equivalent to the 
increase in the size of urbanized area as shown in Table 5.3-6.  The 
figures shown in Table 5.3-7 for the entire study area are not 
misleading or overly broad.  Results from Tables 5.3-5 and 5.3-6 can 
be used to derive comparable results for any county or combination 
of counties in the study area. 
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O007-120 
See Standard Response 4, and Response to Comments L029-114 
and O007-113.  The proposed HST system could perhaps induce 
some ranchette development only if HST removed the barrier of 
accessibility to jobs; but such barrier removal would not occur with 
the HST system.  Ranchettes, by definition, are not located in 
urbanized areas; they are low-density housing options that, even in 
the Central Valley, will be located well away from downtown areas 
and HST stations.  While residents of many ranchettes will be 
geographically closer to a Central Valley HST station than to most 
Bay Area jobs, the door-to-door time and cost via HST would quickly 
exceed a pure auto drive for residents of low-density Central Valley 
ranchettes that commute to Bay Area jobs.  Individuals living in 
outlying ranchettes would be unlikely to use HST on a daily basis 
due to the greater time and monetary cost associated with using 
HST versus automobile for long-distance commutes.  See Standard 
Response 4 and Response to Comment O006-6 for further discussion 
of the reasons why HST will not remove accessibility barriers 
between Central Valley homes and Bay Area jobs. 

O007-121 
The commenter has misstated the paragraph in question, and this 
misstatement misrepresents the conclusion.  The paragraph actually 
reads: 

In short, either HST Network Alternative provides a strong incentive 
for directing urban growth and minimizing a variety of impacts that 
are frequently associated with growth. This outcome would be seen 
in results for resource topics such as farmland, hydrology, and 
wetlands, where the indirect effects of either HST Network 
Alternative are in some cases less than the No Project Alternative, 
even with more population and employment expected with the HST 
Network Alternative.  (underlined text was omitted from 
commenter’s quote) 

The conclusion, as actually written in the Program EIR/EIS is fully 
supported by results presented in Tables 5.4-2, 5.4-3, and 5.4-4. 

The commenter’s discussion of alleged impacts of the BART system 
is irrelevant when assessing the growth inducement potential of a 
statewide HST system with widely spaced stations.  Further, the 
commenter also provides no evidence to substantiate the claim that 
“sprawl development” in Pittsburg and Antioch was related to 
development of the BART system as opposed to highway expansion 
or some other factor.  Given that only 4% of the Bay Area’s job are 
within walking distance of a BART station (see Response to 
Comment O006-6), it is not conclusive that BART was the sole or 
even contributory cause of the alleged outcome. 

Contrary to the assertion of the commenter, the Program EIR/EIS 
does not claim that HST will induce “compact urban growth” or 
“dense, focused urban development.”  Chapter 5 indicates that an 
HST station creates a strong draw for business development (due to 
economies of agglomeration), and it is this draw that can encourage 
more compact development patterns in the station area.  Although 
this draw is recognized, the analysis of growth-inducing effects and 
secondary impacts assumed continuation of each county’s trend in 
development patterns in order to capture growth potential.  
However, Chapter 6 enumerates station area development principles 
appropriate to encourage more concentrated development around 
HST stations. 

O007-122 
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 Sierra foothills.  First, HST would not “bring these 
areas within an hour of major population centers”, as asserted in the 
comment.  Door-to-door travel times between the Sierra foothills and 
San Jose, for example, would be a minimum of 2½ hours.  On top of 
this high time, problems would be 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 
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mode shifts would be at odds with rational travel and economic 
behavior.  See also Standard Response 4, and Response to Comment 
L029-114.   

O007-123 
No stations are proposed for “greenfield” areas.  Please see Standard 
Response 4. 

Preferred HST station sites are in currently developed downtown 
areas, not “formerly underserved and relatively remote areas” as 
asserted in the comment.  The potential impacts around each 
proposed station site are described in Chapter 3. 

O007-124 
Please see Response to Comment L029-116. 

O007-125 
The Authority and FRA disagree that the conclusions regarding no 
growth-inducing impacts on 4(f) and 6(f) resources are incorrect at 
this program-level of analysis.  Contrary to the commenter’s 
assertion, none of the three comment letters submitted by the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (F002, F005, F008) mentions growth-
inducing impacts on 4(f) or 6(f) lands. 

O007-126 
San Benito and Monterey Counties are included in the “rest of 
California” category throughout Chapter 5. See Standard Response 4 

O007-127 
The commenter accurately states that the land use efficiencies 
displayed in Table 5.3-7 differ at the third decimal, and that there is 
no characterization in the document as to whether these differences 
are significant.  Since the variability of the various models and third-
party data sources are not known for a year 2030 analysis, the 
statistical significance of the difference in results cannot be 
determined.  

O007-128 
No stations are proposed for “greenfield” areas.  Please see Standard 
Response 4 regarding growth, Response to Comments L029-117 and 
O007-110, Chapter 6, and Chapter 8, Section 8.6.2.A. in this Final 
Program EIR/EIS.   

The commenter’s assertion that Altamont, and not Pacheco, has 
“stations in locations where the local jurisdiction has enacted 
‘smarter’ planning and zoning” is puzzling.  Both Altamont and 
Pacheco Pass network alternatives include HST station options 
involving smart growth planning.  The only substantial difference 
outside the Bay Area is that Altamont provides the opportunity for an 
additional HST station in Tracy.  Within the Bay Area, the only 
potential station differences are in southern Santa Clara County and 
eastern Alameda County. 

O007-129 
A single interactive modeling system was used to forecast growth-
inducing effects for the entire state.  This modeling system, 
TREDIS/REDYN, uses discrete economic regions that are based on 
some type of geographic boundary.  Creating economic regions 
using boundaries for individual counties is advantageous because it 
allows the model itself to simulate economic interaction rather than 
relying solely on post-processing, as is often done when a single 
economic region is used.  The overall analytic approach and 
individual models have been independently validated and used 
elsewhere, and they represent a state-of-the-practice approach that 
is appropriate for this program-level analysis.  See Response to 
Comment O007-15 for further information. 

O007-130 
The conclusion that the Altamont alternative may result in 5,000 
more acres of urbanized developed compared to the Pacheco 
alternative is reasonable given that Altamont is projected to induce 
41,000 more people and 13,500 more jobs than Pacheco.  More jobs 
and people will result in more urbanized land. 
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The spatial allocation model used in the growth-inducement analysis 
(CURBA) accurately characterizes the development potential of land 
parcels based on ownership, aerial photography (to verify current 
development patterns), and other critical factors (e.g., access to 
employment, adjacency to current development, and transportation 
facilities). 

O007-131 
As noted in the discussion of the spatial allocation model on page F-
4 of the technical report on economic growth effects: 

Average infill rates and population densities will increase with 
additional development.  It is an axiom of economics that scarce 
resources are used more intensely than plentiful ones. Following 
this logic, as available supplies of developable land are used up, 
developers seek ways to use remaining land more intensely, either 
by increasing densities or through redevelopment. Thus, both 
development densities and infill activity should increase with 
population growth. 

Footnote 5 on page 5-7 of the Program EIR/EIS clarifies that the 
statistical relationships in the spatial allocation model reflect 
historical increases in marginal development density over time, and 
assumes continuation of this trend into the future for all alternatives.  
This trend was not selectively changed for one or both HST 
alternatives in order to provide an objective analysis.  See also 
Response to Comment O007-121. 

O007-132 
Please see Response to Comment O007-116. 

O007-133 
The Authority and FRA disagree that a revised analysis of potential 
growth-inducing effects is needed.  See Standard Response 4 
regarding growth, as well as Response to Comment O007-15. 

O007-134 
Please see Response to Comment L029-57.   

O007-135 
Please see Response to Comment L029-57.  The Authority and FRA 
are aware of the decision in Citizens to Preserve Overton Park, Inc. 
v. Volpe, 401 U.S. 402, and the intent and requirements of Sections 
4(f) and 6(f).  The setting for 4(f) and 6(f) resources will be 
characterized in greater detail consistent with requirements of 
Sections 4(f) and 6(f) during the preliminary engineering and 
project-level environmental review phase.  Impacts on 4(f) and 6(f) 
resources played an important role in the identification of the 
Preferred Alternative.  As noted in Chapter 8, the identified Preferred 
Alternative would avoid the Don Edwards Wildlife Refuge. 

O007-136 
Figure 3.16-1 has been added to show the locations of publicly 
owned lands. 

O007-137 
Please see Response to Comment L029-57. 

O007-138 
Please see Response to Comment L029-57. 

O007-139 
During the preliminary engineering and project-level environmental 
review, the Authority and FRA will continue to look for avoidance 
alternatives for the precise alignment of the Preferred Alternative.  
In the absence of avoidance, the Authority and FRA will ensure that 
all possible planning to minimize harm to the resources has 
occurred.  Please see Standard Response 5 regarding mitigation 
strategies and Response to Comment L029-57. 

O007-140 
The analysis of cumulative impacts is in Section 3.17.  A list of 
detailed projects and plans used in the analysis are listed and 
discussed in Appendix 3.17-A.  A definition of cumulative impacts per 
CEQA and NEPA is included in Section 3.17.  Sufficient detail is 
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provided for this program-level analysis, and further analysis will be 
included in future Tier 2 project-level environmental analyses, when 
more detailed engineering, design, and location information will be 
available for the HST system and when future projects can be 
considered in more detail. 

O007-141 
The cumulative projects included in the analysis were those that 
would be close to the HST network alternatives and have the 
potential to result in a cumulative impact on a given resource or 
those that are of a size/scale that could affect regional resources.   

Although both CEQA and NEPA include the requirement to consider 
“past projects” when addressing cumulative impacts, recent Council 
on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidance discounts the value of this 
assessment of past projects directing that relevance of addressing 
past projects relates to the “concise description of the identifiable 
present effects” (CEQ June 24, 2005 Memorandum).  Because of the 
population growth potential and the proximity to study corridors and 
stations analyzed in this environmental document, a few other major 
projects are also considered as part of the cumulative analysis, 
including the University of California at Merced campus.  Appendix 
3.17-A lists the projects identified for consideration in this cumulative 
impact analysis.  While other project-specific actions may be likely to 
occur in the study area by 2030, this Program EIR/EIS analyzes the 
broad environmental issues based on the broad program definition 
and the regional cumulative impacts and, therefore, does not 
consider the more localized cumulative issues related to subsequent 
approvals.    

Information from existing environmental documents completed for 
regional projects, such as regional transportation plans that include 
transportation improvement projects approved for future 
implementation under the No Project Alternative and projections 
made in the state implementation plan for air quality, were used.  
The list of these projects is included in Chapter 2 (Tables 2.4-1, 
2.4-2, and 2.4-3) and Appendices 2-A, 2-B, and 2-C.   

O007-142 
The 4,500-acre planned community, El Rancho San Benito, which is 
located south of the proposed Pacheco Pass alignment and not in 
the vicinity of the Gilroy station, was included in the cumulative 
impacts analysis.  The Transbay Transit Center and Union City 
projects were also already included in the analysis and identified in 
Appendix 3.17-A.  The project listed in Sacramento was not included 
because it was outside the study area. 

Mitigation strategies for significant impacts are discussed under each 
topic in Chapter 3. 

O007-143 
Please see Standard Response 5 and Response to Comments L029-
61, O007-25, O007-28, O007-37, O007-61, O007-67, and O007-83 
regarding the approach to mitigation strategies and the 
determination of significance with mitigation. 

O007-144 
As listed under 3.1.5, Mitigation Strategies and CEQA Significance 
Effects, of this Final Program EIR/EIS, one of the local mitigation 
strategies is “Increase bus feeder service and/or add routes to serve 
the proposed station areas.” 

The Draft Program EIR/EIS identifies connectivity for all of the 
station locations options.  Please see Response to Comment O007-
81.  It has been the Authority and FRA’s experience that transit 
providers are consistently willing to work with the Authority to 
provide improved station connectivity (e.g., station design for 
efficient and convenient transfers).  The design of such facilities and 
the corresponding efficiency and convenience can be developed only 
during the preliminary engineering and project-level environmental 
review phase. 

O007-145 
Section 3.7.3 reviews the compatibility of each of the station areas 
with a HST station and notes where TOD planning is already 
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underway.  For instance, the Cities of Tracy (Downtown), San Jose, 
Millbrae, San Francisco, and Union City have developed planning and 
redevelopment documents to promote multimodal stations and TOD, 
with the option for an HST station.  Other station areas have not 
advanced their planning to this level, and in some cases (i.e., 
Livermore, Pleasanton, Fremont) are concerned with the effects of 
an HST station in their community.  As noted for this mitigation 
strategy, the Authority and FRA intend to continue the coordination 
with the planning efforts underway for TOD in the Preferred 
Alternative station areas. 

Please also see Chapter 6, “Station Area Development.” 

O007-146 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Chapter 6, “Station Area 
Development.” 

See also Response to Comment F007-12 for a discussion of the need 
for mitigation of secondary impacts.   

O007-147 
See Standard Response 5 regarding mitigation strategies.  The 
Authority and FRA disagree with the statement that the EIR/EIS 
suggests that all potentially significant impacts will be reduced to 
less-than-significant levels.  As noted in Section 3.15.4, a design 
practice for the HST includes the use of bridges or elevated railways 
across water bodies or sensitive natural communities.  The new 
bridges would replace older bridges whenever possible, and the new 
bridges would use materials and designs to minimize the number of 
piles/columns in the water.  This design practice would minimize 
impacts.  Mitigation strategies for impacts on jurisdictional waters 
and wetlands are discussed in Section 3.15.5.  This section notes 
that mitigation strategies are expected to substantially lessen or 
avoid impacts on biological resources in many circumstances, but at 
the program level, sufficient information is not available to conclude 
with certainty that the mitigation strategies will reduce impacts on 
biological resources to a less-than-significant level in all 
circumstances.  The EIR/EIS, therefore, concludes that impacts on 

biological resources would remain significant, even with the 
application of mitigation strategies.  Additional environmental 
analysis for the subsequent Tier 2 document will allow a more 
precise evaluation of impacts and mitigation measures. 

O007-148 
This mitigation strategy can only be further developed in 
collaboration with the local jurisdictions and local/regional transit 
providers during the preliminary engineering and project-level 
environmental review phase, when more detailed information will be 
available regarding system engineering and design, alignment 
locations, and station configurations.  Such discussions could not 
realistically be undertaken for all transit providers and all 26 station 
areas (Table 3.1-4) during the program-level environmental 
analyses.    

O007-149 
Mitigation measures for noise are presented in Section 3.4.5, 
Mitigation Strategies and CEQA Significance Conclusions, and will be 
further reviewed and evaluated in project-level environmental 
documents for selected alignments, when more detailed information 
will be available regarding system engineering and design and 
alignment locations. 

O007-150 
This mitigation strategy can only be developed in collaboration with 
the operators of the connecting rail lines (ACE, Capitol Corridor, 
AMTAK [Caltrans], and Caltrain) and truly depends on the 
configuration of the HST system—the identification and ultimate 
approval of the Preferred HST Alternative—and its relation to these 
feeder lines.  The identification of the Preferred Alternative now 
allows for discussion and development of collaborative agreements 
during the preliminary engineering and project-level review phase 
regarding integration of rail services on a line-by-line and station-by-
station basis. 
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O007-151 
The Authority and FRA disagree with the comment that the program-
level mitigation strategies are inadequate.  Please see Standard 
Response 5 regarding mitigation strategies.   

The mitigation strategies in the Draft Program EIS/EIS are included 
because they are considered feasible and have proven to be 
effective for other rail projects.  Costs for these mitigation strategies 
have been included in the overall project costs as a line item in 
Appendix 4-A “Total Construction and Right of Way (Includes 
Environmental Mitigation).” 

O007-152 
Please see Response to Comment O007-69 regarding the evaluation 
of current conditions, the baseline, and the No Project Alternative. 

The Authority and FRA find that the comprehensive information 
provided in the Draft Program EIR/EIS and its level of detail are fully 
sufficient to allow for a meaningful comparison of alignment 
alternatives and network alternatives and for the identification of a 
Preferred Alternative.  The Authority and FRA also find that the 
Program EIR/EIS provides the appropriate information and 
framework for the advancement of the project to the preliminary 
engineering and project-level environmental review phase.  The 
Authority and FRA note, as does the Draft Program EIR/EIS, that the 
next phase will involve more detailed field reviews and engineering 
for the Preferred Alternative alignment, which will in turn enable a 
more precise description of the impacts and the appropriate 
locational and quantitative aspects of the mitigation measures, and 
use of the word “potential” will no longer be needed. 

The Draft Program EIR/EIS presents the impacts for all alignments 
and station location options.  A comparison is then made of the 
impacts and benefits of all alignment alternatives and 21 
representative network alternatives—not two alternatives—in 
Chapter 7.  The 21 network alternatives are also compared in the 
Draft Program EIR/EIS Summary. 

Each of the impact areas mentioned (with the exception of Energy) 
are categorized as potentially less than significant after mitigation.  
Please also see Response to Comment O007-84.  Energy impacts are 
appropriately identified as beneficial. 

O007-153 
Please see Response to Comments O007-154 through O007-157 
below. 

O007-154 
Section 2.5.2, Alignment Alternatives and Station Locations 
Considered but Rejected, refers the reader (page 2-42) to Appendix 
2-G for a further explanation of the underlying reasons for rejection 
of an alignment or station location.  Please see page 2G-4 for a more 
expanded explanation of why this alternative was eliminated from 
further examination.  

O007-155 
Appendix 2G-4 appropriately describes the status of this corridor and 
the reason for its withdrawal from further consideration. 

O007-156 
See Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding identification of 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  It is important to note 
that the HST system is designed to serve intercity travel, not local 
travel as is suggested in the comment.  The existing and future 
BART system and planned Dumbarton service would serve the local 
travel demand between Fremont and San Jose and San Francisco.   

O007-157 
A station at San Jose Mineta International Airport (Santa Clara) was 
appropriately considered but rejected.  Please see Chapter 2 and 
Appendix 2G (page 2-G-2), which states that the Diridon station 
would adequately connect the airport with the HST system.  
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O007-158 
The Authority and FRA intentionally reviewed a reasonable range of 
alternatives for the Bay Area to Central Valley study area, consistent 
with the Authority Board directive and the requirements of CEQA and 
NEPA.  To limit the number of alternatives would have been a 
disservice to the citizens of California.  Please See Response to 
Comment O007-40.  Please also see Response to Comment O007-
34, which suggests that there are an “excessive” number of 
alternatives. 

O007-159 
The environmentally superior alternative is identified in this Final 
Program EIR/EIS in the Summary and in Chapter 8. 

O007-160 
Based on a review of the 161 comments in this letter, and based on 
a review of the public comments provided by the organizations 
represented in this letter for both the statewide and the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS for the Bay Area to Central Valley, it is clear to the 
Authority and FRA that the organizations represented prefer the 
Altamont alternative. 

Additionally, the comments in this letter and from the organizations 
represented appear to the Authority and FRA to essentially request 
preparation of a project-level EIR/EIS for all alignment alternatives 
and station location options in advance of identification of a 
Preferred Alternative. 

The Authority and FRA do not feel that this is legally necessary.  The 
time, effort, and cost of this approach would essentially halt the HST 
Program, and it ignores the intent and the advantages of preparing a 
program-level review. 

The Authority and FRA have responded to the alleged deficiencies in 
the Draft Program EIR/EIS.  While a few of our responses have led 
to revisions to the draft document, the Authority and FRA find that 
none of the alleged deficiencies provide sufficient legal justification 
for recirculation of the Draft Program EIR/EIS.  

 Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” of the Draft Program EIR/EIS provides a 
comprehensive description of the alternatives under consideration 
and refers the reader to appropriate detailed maps and drawings.  
Extensive data and information were collected and analyzed and are 
presented in a comprehensive and uniform manner throughout the 
Draft Program EIR/EIS for numerous subject areas for all of the Bay 
Area to Central Valley alignment alternatives and station location 
options.  The comprehensive information provided in the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS and its level of detail are fully sufficient to allow for 
a useful comparison of alignment alternatives and network 
alternatives and for the identification of a Preferred Alternative. 

The Authority and FRA also find that the Program EIR/EIS provides 
the appropriate information and framework for the advancement of 
the project to the preliminary engineering and project-level 
environmental review phase.  The Authority and FRA note, as does 
the Draft Program EIR/EIS, that the next phase will involve more 
detailed field reviews and engineering for the Preferred Alternative 
alignment, which will in turn enable a more precise description of the 
impacts and the appropriate locational and quantitative aspects of 
the mitigation measures. 

O007-161 
The Authority and FRA appreciate the contact information and will 
notify these individuals of the release of future relevant documents.
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Comment Letter O008 (Daniel Taylor, Audubon California, October 26, 2007) 
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Response to Letter O008 (Daniel Taylor, Audubon California, October 26, 2007) 

O008-1 
The Pacheco Pass network alternatives, including the alignment 
along Henry Miller Road are in areas that have undergone human 
change either through the development of buildings, transportation, 
or through ranching, farming, and other agricultural activities.  The 
alignments were located to minimize impacts on both the built and 
natural environments.  The alignment along Henry Miller Road would 
not directly impact federally owned or managed lands contained in 
the area generally identified as the GEA.  At the project level, 
alternatives will be investigated to further minimize or avoid impacts 
on the GEA (including alternatives to the north and south of the 
Henry Miller 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. 

The construction and operation of the HST would not undo 
conservation efforts.  Establishment of the GEA occurred well after 
roads, utilities, farms, and residences were already well established, 
and the Henry Miller alignment alternative would not further result in 
additional fragmentation.   

Subsequent Tier 2 project-level analysis would include analysis of 
site-specific impacts, including those related to birds, and specific 
mitigation measures for impacts on biological resources will be 
identified.  Site-specific mitigation measures will be developed 
through consultation with state and federal resource agencies.  
During project-level review, where the agencies determine that 
mitigation is required to address site-specific impacts from the HST 
system, mitigation measures may include easements to preserve 
habitat for sensitive biological resources.  The Authority would 
coordinate with agencies and ongoing mitigation programs in limiting 
impacts on biological resources and in developing appropriate 
mitigation measures.  In the area along Henry Miller Road and 
through the Diablo Range, the Authority would work with 

stakeholders in developing mitigation that would benefit the GEA and 
surrounding area. 

O008-2 
See Response to Comment O008-1 regarding impacts on the GEA.  
Please also see the Response to Comment Letters S006, L029 and 
O011.  

O008-3 
Similar to the GEA area, the area identified as Bolsa de San Felipe 
near Gilroy is crisscrossed by a number of roads, and canals and has 
undergone human change through the development of buildings or 
through ranching, farming and other agricultural activities.  See also 
Response to Comment O008-1 regarding future Tier 2 analyses and 
potential mitigation measures.   

O008-4 
See Response to Comment O008-1 regarding impacts on the GEA.  
Please also see Standard Response 3 regarding identification of the 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Comment Letter O009 (Jason Rhine, California Outdoor Heritage Alliance, October 22, 2007) 
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Response to Letter O009 (Jason Rhine, California Outdoor Heritage Alliance, October 22, 2007) 

O009-1 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of the comments from 
the California Outdoor Heritage Alliance and the stated opposition to 
the Pacheco Pass alternative.  The Pacheco Pass is identified as the 
Preferred Alternative in this Final Program EIR/EIS.  Reasons for this 
are provided in Responses to Comments S009-8, L001-3, and L029-
72 and in Chapter 8 of this Final Program EIR/EIS.   

None of the alignments studied as part of this Program EIR/EIS 
would extend through Los Banos.  The Preferred Alternative 
identified by the Authority is the Pacheco Pass, San Francisco and 
San Jose Termini, which includes the Henry Miller alignment, which 
would extend through a portion of the area identified as the GEA.  
The Henry Miller alignment alternative was colocated with Henry 
Miller Road to minimize potential environmental impacts and was 
further designed at the program level to include over a 3-mile 
elevated segment through the GEA.    

The Henry Miller alignment would extend along Henry Miller Road 
through two southern portions of the GEA boundary and between, 
but not across, areas now managed by public agencies.  The 
construction and operation of the HST would not undo conservation 
efforts or past efforts to protect and preserve the area.  The area of 
the GEA crossed by the project is already bisected by transportation 
and infrastructure facilities, including rail and roadways, and also 
includes housing development, farm operations, and land under 
active agricultural production.  Establishment of the GEA occurred 
well after roads, utilities, farms, and residences were already well 
established, and the Henry Miller alignment alternative would not 
further result in additional fragmentation.   

Future project-level analyses would include focused surveys for 
state- and federally threatened and endangered species, wetlands 
delineations, detailed identification of habitat, and wildlife 
movement/migration corridors to further identify impacts and 

develop site-specific mitigation measures.  In addition, engineering 
design refinements would be undertaken to avoid and/or minimize 
environmental impacts.  This will include evaluating design 
alternatives to the north and south of the current proposed Henry 
Miller alignment (between the Central Valley and the Pacheco Pass).  
Future project-level analyses will include careful consideration of 
construction and operations impacts from the HST system and 
additional efforts to avoid and minimize impacts on wildlife, including 
migrating waterfowl, recognizing both conservation and hunting 
activities in the area.  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. 

O009-2 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 for the rationale for 
identifying the Pacheco Pass (San Francisco and San Jose via the 
Peninsula) as the Preferred Alternative.   

The Authority and FRA acknowledge the California Outdoor Heritage 
Alliance’s support for the Altamont alignment.  The Pacheco Pass is 
identified as the Preferred Alternative in this Final Program EIR/EIS.  
Reasons for this are provided in Response to Comments S009-8, 
L001-3, and L029-72 and in Chapter 8 of this Final Program EIR/EIS.  
Please also see Response to Comment Letters the L0019 and L034.   

O009-3 
During project-level review of the Preferred Alternative, the Authority 
will coordinate with agencies and ongoing mitigation programs in 
limiting impacts on biological resources and in developing 
appropriate mitigation measures.  In the area along Henry Miller 
Road, the Authority would work with stakeholders in developing 
wildlife habitat and wetlands mitigation that would benefit the GEA 
and surrounding area. 
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Comment Letter O010 (Lech Naumovich, California Native Plant Society, October 26, 2007) 

 



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

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 23-95

 

Comment Letter  O010 – Continued 
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Comment Letter  O010 - Continued 
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Comment Letter  O010 - Continued 
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Response to Letter O010 (Lech Naumovich, California Native Plant Society, October 26, 2007) 

O010-1 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of comments from the 
East Bay Chapter of the California Native Plant Society.   

O010-2 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge and share the East Bay Chapter 
of the California Native Plant Society’s concerns regarding impacts 
on open land.  As noted in this Program EIR/EIS, the Authority and 
FRA have by design identified alignments, including the Preferred 
Alternative, that are adjacent to or within existing public 
transportation right-of-way to reduce the impacts of the HST system. 

O010-3 
Comment acknowledged.  The ridership reports were developed with 
the intent of providing a large amount of information to many 
different types of readers, including the “lay person.” 

 
Annual HST ridership should be divided by 365 to obtain average 
daily HST ridership.  Ridership forecasts have been included in a 
summary, comparative fashion in the Program EIR/EIS.  The 
forecasting process and results have been thoroughly documented in 
a series of technical reports that are posted on the Authority web 
site at http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/ridership/.  These reports 
have been available at this location throughout the public comment 
period for the Draft Program EIR/EIS.  See Chapter 4 regarding 
costs. 

O010-4 
The Authority and FRA understand the need for public support of the 
HST system during the planning, construction, and operating phases 
of this statewide public works project.  Information regarding the 
project’s impacts and benefits will be increasingly available for public 
review and comment as the preliminary engineering and project-

level environmental reviews are completed for the Bay Area to 
Central Valley and the other corridors throughout the state. 

O010-5 
While the HST system may result in additional fire danger, the 
design of the HST trackway and operating systems would be state-
of-the-art, would minimize the potential fire risk, and would include 
preventive and protective measures for public safety and security.  
Further study of such risks would be included in future Tier 2 
project-level environmental analyses.  

O010-6 
Air travel estimates are not extrapolated from year 2000 data as 
asserted in the comment.  Travel forecasts for all modes, including 
air, are based on a statistical model that first predicts total statewide 
travel, irrespective of travel mode, based on demographic and 
economic forecasts for each community.  Total statewide travel is 
then assigned to one of the available travel modes (air, auto, 
conventional rail, or HST) based on the relative time, cost, 
convenience, and related factors of all travel options available in 
each market.    

The 77% value noted by the commenter, which was shown in Table 
1.2-2, is a third party projection that is shown for reference purposes 
only.  As noted in Table 1.2-2, “these data … differ from the HST 
ridership forecasting model, which includes only in-state travelers.”  
Table 5.4 in the Bay Area/California High-Speed Rail Ridership and 
Revenue Forecasting Study, Final Report shows a 47% increase in 
intrastate air travel between 2000 and 2030, which is consistent with 
projected population and employment growth during this time 
period.  

O010-7 
The ridership and revenue forecasts used in the Program EIR/EIS 
rely on official population and employment forecasts developed by 
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the California Department of Finance and regional planning agencies 
throughout the state.  The forecasts in the Program EIR/EIS assume 
continuation of current trends regarding telecommuting, fuel costs 
and similar factors that influence people’s desire and willingness to 
travel.  Although ridership and revenue sensitivity tests were 
developed to understand the potential effects of changes in these 
factors, the “most likely” future scenario, based on continuation of 
current trends, was used for the Program EIR/EIS rather than 
speculative changes in some variables. 

O010-8 
Table 3.1-2, Impacts to 2030 Peak-Hour Traffic on Intercity 
Freeways from Diversion to HST, of the Final Program EIR/EIS 
illustrates the magnitude of traffic diversions that are expected on 
regional routes in Bay Area to Central Valley region. The table shows 
that where urban traffic dominates, the traffic savings are modest. 
On I-5 south of I-580 where regional traffic is more in the 
preponderance, the HST diversion approaches 20%, which is a 
substantial change on a congested freeway. 

O010-9 
The Authority and FRA concur with the assertion that employers 
emphasize proximity to employees and consumers over avoidance of 
traffic congestion when making business location decisions.  These 
principles influence the economic growth analysis presented in 
Chapter 5.  The HST system would improve access to both 
employees and consumers for all areas of the state, particularly the 
Central Valley.  At the same time, the HST system would offer 
modest improvements in travel time, cost and accessibility, especially 
for medium-to-long distance intrastate trips.  The combination of 
these HST benefits creates the growth-inducement potential 
reported in Chapter 5. 

O010-10 
Section 3.7.3 of the Draft Program EIR/EIS reviews the compatibility 
of each of the station areas with a HST station and notes where TOD 
planning is already underway.  For instance, the Cities of Tracy 

(Downtown), San Jose, Millbrae, San Francisco, and Union City have 
developed planning and redevelopment documents to promote 
multimodal stations and TOD, with the option for an HST station.  
The Authority and FRA intend to continue the coordination with the 
planning efforts underway for TOD in the Preferred Alternative 
station areas. 

The Authority and FRA agree that providing alternatives to the 
automobile via the provision of local, regional, and statewide transit 
options is a worthwhile goal.  The HST system is focused on the 
longer distance markets, but the Authority and FRA are critically 
aware of the need for integrated regional commute and local transit 
connections as part of the mix of transit options to the automobile. 

O010-11 
The growth inducement potential is not a function of introducing the 
HST system, per se, but rather the travel time, cost, and accessibility 
benefits that the HST system would provide relative to other travel 
options that are available from that community.  Since it is possible 
to accurately predict travel times and costs via HST, it is irrelevant 
“that there is no model community with a recently developed HST 
system.”  Even though most Central Valley communities have 
substantially lower housing costs than Bay Area communities, the 
HST system’s growth-inducement potential is limited since HST does 
not provide faster door-to-door travel times than auto in most short 
to medium distance travel markets between the Central Valley and 
Bay Area. 

O010-12 
This comment provides data on rare plants located in the Altamont 
Pass area.  This data will be used for detailed surveys as part of the 
Tier 2 project-level environmental analysis, should the Altamont Pass 
alignment be selected, and for any alignments that may have the 
potential to affect these species.  The Preferred Alternative identified 
by the Authority is the Pacheco Pass, San Francisco and San Jose 
Termini as discussed in Chapter 8.   
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O010-13 
The spelling for Diablo helianthella has been corrected in Section 
3.15 of the Final Program EIR/EIS.    

O010-14 
A description of the East Bay Regional Park District (EBRPD) lands 
has been added to Section 3.15.  The Altamont Pass alignments 
would pass under the Pleasanton Ridge Regional Park and the 
Vargas Plateau in a tunnel and would be alongside the rail corridor 
and elevated through the Alameda Creek Quarries Regional 
Recreation Area and would minimize potential impacts on biological 
resources.  The Draft Program EIR/EIS analyzed the potential 
environmental impacts, including biological resources and wetlands, 
of the HST alignment alternatives and stations regardless of land 
designation.  Impacts on resources within and outside of EBRPD 
lands were analyzed and are documented in the Draft and Final 
Program EIR/EIS.   

The Tri-Valley Conservancy lands would not be affected by the 
Altamont Pass alignments since the alignment would be within the I-
580 corridor and would not affect conservancy lands to the north.  
The alignment along the UPRR would be more than 1 mile away 
from conservancy lands to the south.  Parks are discussed in Section 
3.16. 

O010-15 
The San Francisco Bay Area Upland Habitat Goals Project is a 
science-based process that will use existing and new data, 
supplemented by expert opinion, to recommend the types, amounts, 
and distribution of upland habitats, linkages, compatible uses, and 
the ecological processes needed to sustain diverse and healthy 
communities of plant, fish and wildlife resources in the nine-county 

Bay Area.  These habitat protection recommendations are intended 
to inform, but not to dictate, protection strategies and stewardship 
policies for conservation targets in the nine counties of the Bay Area.  
The project is anticipated to be completed in 2008.  The final results 
of the Upland Habitat Goals Project would be used as part of the Tier 
2 project-level environmental analysis.   

Text has been added to Section 3.15 regarding the East Alameda 
County Conservation Strategy (EACCS).  HST planning and 
implementation would be coordinated with the EACCS if alignments 
are pursued in eastern Alameda County.  The EACCs is not 
anticipated to be completed until 2009.  

The Authority and FRA appreciate the references to the Bay Area 
Open Space Council’s Upland Habitat Goals Project.  Please note that 
the Preferred Alternative would not affect these areas in Alameda 
County.  As part of the preliminary engineering and project-level 
environmental review, the Authority and FRA will review the status 
of and potential impacts on this ongoing open space planning. 

O010-16 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the opposition of the East Bay 
Chapter of the California Native Plant Society to the proposed HST 
system as described in the Draft Program EIR/EIS, the Society’s 
concerns regarding impacts on undeveloped lands, and the Society’s 
rejection of the ridership, expenses, and benefits as presented in the 
Draft Program EIR/EIS.  The Authority and FRA acknowledge the 
contact information provided in this letter. 
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Comment Letter O011 (Rudolph A. Rosen, Ph.D., Ducks Unlimited, October 22, 2007) 
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Response to Letter O011 (Rudolph A. Rosen, Ph.D., Ducks Unlimited, October 22, 2007) 

O011-1 
The Preferred Alternative identified by the Authority is the Pacheco 
Pass, San Francisco and San Jose Termini, which includes the Henry 
Miller alignment, which would extend through a portion of the area 
identified as the GEA.   

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 or through ranching, farming, and other agricultural 
activities.  The alignments were located to minimize impacts on both 
the built and natural environments.  The alignment along Henry 
Miller Road would not directly impact the state- or federally owned 
or managed lands contained within the GEA.   

The use of elevated sections of the HST system has been included to 
minimize impacts through the GEA.  Mitigation strategies to minimize 
impacts on sensitive species and habitat and wildlife movement 
corridors, such as underpasses, bridges, and/or large culverts, and 
aerial structures have been included in this Program EIR/EIS.  The 
design of these crossings will be further delineated at the project 
level document to ensure that the design, shape, and size would be 
sufficient to establish functional corridors facilitating wildlife 
connectivity and permeability.  The design will be developed in 
consultation with the resource agencies.  

The Henry Miller alignment alternative would extend through two 
southern portions of the GEA boundary 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 
agricultural production.  The other area of the GEA crossed by the 
alignment is south of the CDFG Los Banos Wildlife Area.  The 
alignment would extend approximately 3.3 miles on elevated 
structure, through the GEA boundary along Henry Miller Road.  This 
area of the GEA is bisected by Henry Miller Avenue/Road, State 
Route 165, Baker Road, Delta Road, Santa Fe Grade, Criswell 
Avenue, and a number of manmade canals and also includes housing 
development, farm operations, and land under active agricultural 
production.    

The Henry Miller alignment alternative would not further fragment 
habitat since the alignment is 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 Henry Miller alignment alternative would not 
further result in additional fragmentation. 

The Draft Program EIR/EIS states that aerial structures would be 
used to avoid impacts on the flow of water in streams, channels, 
canals, and sloughs.  In addition, the HST would restore impacts on 
floodplains to their prior operation by constructing culverts under the 
tracks to convey anticipated storm flows and to minimize ponding.  
Impacts of specific water crossings and on floodplains will be 
addressed in the Tier 2 project-level document when design of these 
facilities would be available.   

Access routes, such as those to hunting clubs, would either be 
preserved or rerouted to provide full access.     

To mitigate construction impacts on sensitive areas and habitat (as 
defined at the project level), in-line construction (i.e., use new rail 
infrastructure as it is built) will be used to transport equipment 
to/from the construction site and to transport excavated material 
away from the construction to appropriate reuse or disposal sites. 
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The potential to induce growth in the GEA or the Los Banos area 
would be limited because no station or maintenance facility would be 
located in this area.  The closest proposed stations are located in 
Merced and Gilroy. 

Future project-level analyses would include focused surveys for 
state- and federally 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 HST 
construction and operational impacts and develop site specific 
mitigation measures.  In addition, engineering design refinements 
would be undertaken to avoid and/or minimize environmental 
impacts.  This will include evaluating design alternatives to the north 
and south of the current proposed Henry Miller alignment (between 
the Central Valley and the Pacheco Pass).  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. 

Refer also to Response to Comment Letter L029 for responses to 
comments raised by the Grassland Water District. 
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Comment Letter O012 (Gary A. Patton, Planning and Conservation League, October 23, 2007) 
To view attachments of this comment letter see electronic file: 
O 012 PCL.pdf 
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Response to Letter O012 (Gary A. Patton, Planning and Conservation League, October 23, 2007) 

O012-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of comments from the 
Planning and Conservation League.  The Authority and FRA received 
a letter from Stuart M. Flashman in which he states that he is 
representing the Planning and Conservation League.  Please refer to 
the Response to Comment Letter O007. 

O012-2 
Comment noted.  The Authority appreciates receiving a copy of the 
article. 

O012-3 
The FPEIS/FPEIR includes a discussion and analysis of global climate 
change.  The proposed HST system is shown to have net beneficial 
impacts related to climate change. Where beneficial impacts have 
been identified, mitigation measures are not required. 
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Comment Letter O013 (Carl Guardino, Silicon Valley Leadership Group, October 25, 2007) 
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Response to Letter O013 (Carl Guardino, Silicon Valley Leadership Group, October 25, 2007) 

O013-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of comments from the 
Silicon Valley Leadership Group.  Consistent with this letter, the 
Pacheco Pass Alternative is identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS 
as the Preferred Alternative. 

O013-2 
Comment acknowledged. 

The Authority and FRA acknowledge the Silicon Valley Leadership 
Group’s representation. 

O013-3 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred 
Alternative. 

The HST system is intended to meet the needs and serve the 
purposes identified in this comment, namely the alleviation of 
pressure on California’s major airports, the inability to easily expand 
or build new highways, and the reduction in GHG emissions. 

The statements in support of the Pacheco Pass Alternative are 
among the reasons for identification of the Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative in this Final Program EIR/EIS, namely the fast, 
frequent, and efficient service between Southern California and 
northern California’s major urban areas, the electrification and 
grade-separation of Caltrain from Gilroy to San Francisco, and the 
integration of the HST and Caltrain commuter rail, providing more 
extensive transit options and service. 

Consistent with the Silicon Valley Leadership Group’s support for 
improved commuter service between the Central Valley and Silicon 
Valley, the Authority is working with the Region’s transit providers 
and planning agencies to assist in the identification of commuter rail 
improvements in the Altamont Corridor.  In that these improvements 
would not meet the Purpose and Need for the HST program, they 
are not considered part of the HST Program, but rather an 
opportunity for the region to improve mobility and access in this 
corridor and provide connectivity to the HST system. The Authority is 
currently working with regional stakeholders on the pursuit of 
funding for possible commuter rail improvements in the Altamont 
Corridor. 
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Comment Letter O014 (Alan C. Miller, Train Riders Association of California, October 26, 2007) 
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Response to Letter O014 (Alan C. Miller, Train Riders Association of California, October 26, 2007) 

O014-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of comments from the 
TRAC.  The Authority and FRA received a letter from Stuart M. 
Flashman in which he states that he is representing TRAC.  Please 
refer to the Response to Comment O007. 

O014-2 
Thank you for your submittal. 

The graphic provided by Mr. Miller at the Authority Board meeting is 
included as part of TRAC’s comments.  

Please see Response to Comment O007. 
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Comment Letter O015 (Kenneth A. Gosting, Transportation Involves Everyone [TIE], October 26, 2007) 
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Comment Letter O015 - Continued 
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Response to Letter O015 (Kenneth A. Gosting, Transportation Involves Everyone [TIE], October 26, 2007) 

O015-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of comments from 
Transportation Involves Everyone (TIE).  The comment letter is part 
of the record for this Final Program EIR/EIS. 

O015-2 
Please see Response to Comment O006-3.  Please also see Standard 
Responses 1 and 2. 

The Authority and FRA do not agree with these contention that the 
Draft Program EIR/EIS is fatally flawed or that it would undermine 
CEQA.  Please see responses to comments below. 

O015-3 
No response is necessary for this statement. 

The Draft Program EIR/EIS provides meaningful data and analysis to 
support the identification of a Preferred Alternative in the Final 
Program EIR/EIS.  Rather than offer a judgment as to which 
alignment alternative would be the best route, the Draft PEIR/PEIS 
evaluates the impacts and benefits of various alignment alternatives 
and station location options for the Bay Area to Central Valley.  
Please see Response to Comment L001-3, and Standard Responses 
1, 2, and 3. 

O015-4 
Please see Response to Comment O015-1. 

Please see Standard Responses 1 & 2 regarding the level of detail 
provided in the Draft Program EIR/EIS. 

O015-5 
The Draft Program EIR/EIS provides extensive and factual 
information that is sufficient for informed decision-making, which is 
one of the intended uses of this draft document.  The Authority and 
FRA find this information fully sufficient to identify a Preferred 
Alternative in this Final Program EIR/EIS.  Please see Standard 
Response 1.  Please see Response to Comments O007-86 and O007-
87 regarding the air quality impacts.  Please see Response to 
Comment O007-21 regarding reduction in vehicular miles traveled 
and congestion levels.  

The Draft Program EIR/EIS presented the regional emissions analysis 
of the Pacheco Base Build Alternative.  The Final Program EIR/EIS 
presents the regional emissions analysis for the two “base” network 
alternatives (Pacheco Base, and Altamont Base).  This analysis, on a 
regional level, details the emission burdens generated by each 
alternative in each of the immediately affected air basins (San 
Joaquin and San Francisco).  The analysis presented in Section 3.3 in 
the Program EIR/EIS clearly shows a reduction in pollutants 
generated from mobile sources under the Build Alternative as 
compared to the No Project Alternative and shows that this reduction 
is basically the same for either the Altamont or Pacheco Pass 
alternatives.  It is expected that these predicted emission reductions 
would also be beneficial to air quality in Yosemite. 

O015-6 
The benefits from the proposed HST system depend on how many 
residents would actually use it instead of driving on intercity trips, 
not simply the number of registered vehicles in various areas. The 
expected effect of either the Pacheco or Altamont HST alternatives 
will be to decrease traffic on most intercity highways while 
increasing it locally on streets in station areas. Table 3.1-2 in Section 
3.1, Traffic, Transit, Circulation, and Parking, shows traffic decreases 
expected on I-580, I-5, and SR 99 from diversions to HST to be 
about the same for either the Altamont or Pacheco Pass alternatives, 
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although there was more decrease from the Pacheco Pass 
alternative. 

O015-7 
Table 3.3-7 highlights the air quality benefits of the project.  Using 
the benefit rating system established for the project, the Build 
Alternative is predicted to have medium to high benefits on regional 
air quality levels.  This table will be expanded to include both base 
alternatives (Pacheco Base, and, Altamont Base). 

O015-8 
Considering that California condors can range up to 150 miles in a 
day, it is possible that one of the 16 condors currently at Pinnacles 
National Monument (as of Dec. 2007) (source: 
http://www.nps.gov/pinn/naturescience/upload/Condor_Status-
Dec07.pdf), it is possible that a condor may occasionally fly over 
Pacheco Pass, similar to the way that condors from the Mt. Pinos 
area may occasionally fly over cities like Ventura and Bakersfield.  
However, because no part of the alignment is located within the 
critical habitat for the species, impacts on this species would be 
minimal to none. 

O015-9 
The Authority and FRA respectfully disagree with the assertion that 
the Program EIR/EIS gives inadequate attention to “land use sprawl 
and attendant traffic congestion.”  Chapter 5, and the accompanying 
technical report, Economic Growth Effects Analysis of the Bay Area 
to Central Valley Program-Level EIR and Tier 1 EIS, provide a 
detailed analysis of potential economic growth and related impacts 
(including traffic congestion).  Please refer to Standard Response 4 
and Chapter 6 (Station Area Development).O015-10 

Consistent with NEPA and CEQA, the Preferred Alternative is 
identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS, following public comment on 
the Draft Program EIR/EIS. 

O015-11 
The specific mitigation measures as suggested in the letter will be 
considered in Tier 2 project-level environmental analysis. 
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Comment Letter O016 (Florence M. LaRiviere, Citizens Committee to Complete the Refuge, October 26, 2007) 
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Response to Letter O016 (Florence M. LaRiviere, Citizens Committee to Complete the Refuge, October 26, 2007) 

O016-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of public comments 
from the Citizens Committee to Complete the Refuge and the 
Committee’s interest in the Clean Water Act regulations, policies, 
implementation and enforcement. 

O016-2 
Please see Standard Response 3 regarding identification of Pacheco 
Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

The Pacheco Pass network alternatives are within areas that have 
undergone human change either through the development of 
buildings, transportation, or through ranching, farming and other 
agricultural activities.  The alignments were located to minimize 
impacts on both the built and natural environments. The use of 
tunnels and elevated sections of the HST system have been included 
to minimize impacts through open space resources and sensitive 
habitats.  Mitigation strategies are discussed in Section 3.15 in the 
program EIR/EIS to minimize impacts on sensitive species, habitat, 
wetlands, and wildlife movement corridors. 

O016-3 
The analysis of this Program EIR/EIS concluded that the Pacheco 
Pass alternatives would have slightly less growth inducement 
potential than the Altamont Pass alternatives (please refer to 
Chapter 5 of the Program EIR/EIS). Please also see Standard 
Response 4 regarding growth inducement. 

O016-4 
Please see Response to Comment O016-2. 

Potential impacts on the San Francisco Bay and the Don Edwards 
San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge, discussed in Section 
3.15, played an important part in the identification of the Preferred 
Alternative.  The Preferred Alternative identified by the Authority is 
the Pacheco Pass, San Francisco and San Jose Termini.  Please see 
Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8.   

Refer to Response to Comment F002-10 regarding the kit fox. 

O016-5 
Please see Response to Comment O016-2. 

Comment acknowledged.  This is not the Preferred Alternative; 
however, if it is carried forward to the project level environmental 
analysis, a more detailed analysis of the direct and indirect, and 
duration of potential wetland and noise and vibration impacts on the 
potentially affected areas would be performed. 

O016-6 
Please see Response to Comment O016-2. 

Comment acknowledged.  This is not the Preferred Alternative; 
however, if it is carried forward to the project level environmental 
analysis, a more detailed analysis of the potential construction 
impacts would be performed.  Future project-level analysis would 
include study of the following: 

• Duration and timing of construction activities and associated 
disturbances 

• Examination of potential ground disturbances and shading 

• An examination of the operating and maintenance procedures 
across the proposed bridge to understand what the potential 
impacts are. 
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O016-7 
The Authority and FRA have identified the Pacheco Pass Alignment 
are the Preferred Alternative for the reasons identified in Chapter 8 
of the Final Program EIR/EIS.  Please also see Standard Response 3 
and Chapter 8 regarding identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 
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Comment Letter O017 (Bill Allayaud et. al., Sierra Club, California, October 26, 2007) 
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Response to Letter O017 (Bill Allayaud et. al., Sierra Club, California, October 26, 2007) 

O017-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of comments from the 
Sierra Club - California.  The Authority and FRA received a letter 
from Stuart M. Flashman in which he states that he is representing 
the Sierra Club. 

O017-2 
Comment acknowledged. 

The Authority and FRA acknowledge the Sierra Club’s support for the 
concept of High Speed Rail.  The Authority and FRA likewise are 
committed to a proposed HST system that recognizes and 
incorporates smart energy solutions, reduction in GHGs, safe and 
healthy communities, and preservation of wildlife and habitat. 

As noted in the Program EIR/EIS, the purpose of the HST system is 
to provide an environmentally friendly alternative to highways or 
airways for long-distance intercity travel in the State of California.  In 
response to the Sierra Club’s request, the Authority Board has 
directed evaluation of the feasibility of powering the HST system 
using zero emission sources of electricity.  The Authority and FRA 
are committed to smart growth and urban infill, as evidenced by 
chapter 6 “Station Area Development” of the Program EIR/EIS 
document.  Please also see chapter 8 and the Summary of the 
Program EIR/EIS regarding the “Altamont Corridor.” 

O017-3 

Please see Response to Comment Letter O007 from Mr. Flashman.  
The Authority and FRA find that the differences in environmental 
impacts between the Altamont and Pacheco Alternatives are clearly 
presented in the Draft Program EIR/EIS.  Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” 
of the Draft Program EIR/EIS provides a comprehensive description 
of the alternatives under consideration and refers the reader to 
appropriate detailed maps and drawings.  A map showing publicly 

owned lands is provided as Figure 3.16-1 in this Final Program 
EIR/EIS.  Please see Responses to Comments Lo29-57 and O007-
134 regarding the identification and listing of 4(f) and 6(f) resources. 

O017-4 
The Draft Program EIR/EIS recognized the importance of the federal 
and state lands in proximity to and along the alignment alternatives 
being considered for the HST system linking the San Francisco Bay 
Area and the Central Valley.  The analysis contained in the program 
EIR/EIS included the potential environmental impacts, including 
biological resources and wetlands, of the HST alignment alternatives 
and stations regardless of land designation.  Impacts on resources 
within and outside of ownership/management boundaries were 
analyzed and are documented in the Draft and Final Program 
EIR/EIS.  Additional information has been added to the document 
regarding parks and conservation lands. 

O017-5 
See Response to Comment O007-22. 

O017-6 
In terms of service to the upper San Joaquin Valley, the HST system 
approved at the conclusion of the Statewide Program EIR/EIS 
includes corridors and stations for HST service through the Central 
Valley from southern California to Sacramento, regardless of the 
Preferred Alternative selected for the Bay Area to Central Valley.   

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 
from Bakersfield to Merced, regardless of whether the Altamont or 
Pacheco Alignment is selected.  Thus, for the initial phase, the 
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Central Valley is served between Bakersfield and Merced for either 
alternative. 

The Authority recognizes the desire of the Central Valley to be 
served.  While the Pacheco Pass is identified as the Preferred 
Alternative serving as the primary north/south alignment between 
southern and northern California, the Authority is working with 
regional partners on identifying additional improvements in the 
Altamont Corridor, and correspondingly, the is pursuing  high-speed 
rail bond funds for such improvements. 

O017-7 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the receipt of the Sierra Club’s 
comments.  The Authority and FRA do not find that the 
environmental document needs to be recirculated.  Please see 
Response to Comment O007-160.  Please see Standard Responses 1 
and 2.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 




