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Mr. Dan Leavitt

California High-Speed Rail Authority
925 “L” Street, Suite 1425
Sacramento, CA 95814

Subject: Comments to Draft Program EIS/EIR for the Proposed

California High Speed Train System (CAHSR)

Dear Mr. Leavitt:

PCIPB staff has reviewed the Draft Program CAHSR Draft EIS/EIR and is submitting the following
comments;

. The PCIPB has authorized its Executive Director to execute a M 1

The Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board has affirmed its support and full cooperation for the
CAHSR program and more specifically the CAHSR alternative(s) which share the corridor with
Caltrain from San Francisco to San Jose. Please refer to the attached PCIPB Board Resolution
No, 1999-48, (S5.4.3)

of Und i
(MOU) with CAHSR which identifies specific technical and operational issues related 1o
CAHSR “shared corridor alternatives™ on the San Francisco to San Jose PCIPB corridor.
Provided that the CAHSR Draft EIS/EIR is adopted, and a decision is made to pursue the
PCIPB/CAHSR shared corridor concept, additional analysis will be needed to fully evaluate both
the impacts and potential benefits of the proposed shared corridor, Copies of the PCIPB Board
Resolution No. 2003-24 and executed MOU are attached for reference.

. Of the three alternatives proposed, PCIPB supports the High-Speed Train alternative utilizing

state-of-the-art electrically powered, 2 x 25 KV Overhead Catenary, high-speed, steel-wheel-on-
rail technology. (S.4.3)
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. The ‘DRAFT" EIS/EIR assumes that CAHSR service could be

. The PCIPB recently adopted a 20-year Strategic Plan. The Strategic Plan provides four future

scenarios for development of the PCIPB (Caltrain} system. These development scenarios include
a Status Quo, Moderate Growth, Enhanced and Build-Out. Portions of the Strategic Plan that are
relevant to implementation of CAHSR are attached. The No-Project and Modal Alternatives
should also be taken into consideration with respect to the attached portion of the PCIPB
Strategic Plan and addressed in the Final EIS/EIR. (S.4, 5.5).

. With regard to the alternative corridor alignment and station options, the PCIPB supports a

CAHSR alignment that shares track with PCJPB on the PCIPB corridor provided that the
technical and operational compatibility issues outlined in the PCIPB/CAHSR Memorandum of
Understanding can be mutually resolved. PCIPB's ptual pl cfforts indicate that the
combined future PCIPB and CAHSR service levels will require an electrified 4-track fully grade
separated rail corridor with maximum operating speeds from 90 to |10 mph. Additionally,
conceptual planning has indicated that the shared PCIPB/CAHSR tracks, structures, signals, train
control systems, stations, and rolling stock must be fully compatible in terms of both operations
and regulations. The combined PCIPB/CAHSR “shared rail corridor” must also be able to
accommodate a limited amount of inter-state commerce freight service as well as allow for new
construction, reconstruction and maintenance of the system. (S.4.3) (5.7) (5.5.2)

. The PCJPB agrees with Key Findings that implementation of CAHSR as the preferred system

alternative (5.5.4)

. The performance criteria provided in Table 2.6-2 for the CAHSR system should include a

“shared track compatibility category™ and the criteria should siate that the system would be “fully
compatible” when operating at reduced speeds with the other rail operator(s) under a “shared
corridor” scenario,

tiated only after completion of
the system from San Francisco to Los Angeles. It would be possible and very advisable to
complete some short segments of the system and place those segments into service 1o facilitate
testing and start-up of the larger system. The CAHSR/PCIPB shared segment from San
Francisco 1o San Jose would be an excellent candidate for early construction and operations
while the remaining more difficult line segment to the south are under construction.

. The PCIPB agrees with the alignment and station options carried forward on pages 2-51, 2-52, 2-

53 and 2-54 for San Francisco to San Jose and San Jose to Merced alignment and station options.
(8.2.6.9)

10. The PCIPB recommends that a site for basic service, inspection, light maintenance and storage of|

CAHSR train sets be included near the San Francisco Downtown Terminal. The proposed
Transbay and 4" and Townsend terminals cannot support these additional support functions.
(5.2.6.10)
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RESOLUTION NO. 1999- 4’ g

PENINSULA CORRIDOR JOINT POWERS BOARD
STATE OF CALIFORNIA
L1 In Appendix 3.17-A, Page 3.17 A-1, please include the Caltrain Electrification Program and the
Transbay Terminal/Downtown Extension Project, plus the four development seenarios in ALOS4-11 kR
PCJPB's strategic plan, in this Cumulative / /sis.
- e A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING THE PENINSULA RAIL CORRIDOR AS A
POTENTIAL SEGMENT OF THE INTERCITY HIGH SPEED RAI'L NETWORIK
LINKING NORTHERN AND SOUTHERN CALTFORNIA

12. The Draft Program EIS/EIR appears to lack a projected ridership section and projected ridership
effect on secondary public transportation providers. Please include a ridership projection section
in the Final EIS/ETR broken down by segments, and include ridership effects of CAHSR on local | apgsa12
public transportation providers such as Caltrain. Please include the ridership projections in a fro— ity Hi il ission has identified
: x wercity High-Speed Rail Commission niile
table in the document, in the index, table of contents, and as an appendix. WHEREAS, the Califoria Lntercty High R
the Peninsula Rail Cerridor 25 a potential sepment of the 676-mile network that would
Again, thank you for CAHSR's collaboration on this proposed project. We look forward to working

! . i i Jink Northern and Souther Celifornia and serve more than 90 per cent of the State's
with you as you complete this environmental review and during design and construction. If you need
additional information, please don’t hesitate to contact me at (650) 508-6346. copulation, and

i’f"ﬁ'&, "31)’1 ]"_{7 WHEREAS, said Peninsula Corridor and its rail facility, Celtrain, a‘..sn joins the
/-—tf\ (5} i\' > cities of San Francisco and San Jose, two of California’s most vital population centers
lan B. MeAvoy ___—

Chief Development Officer

o
and conduits of enticipated economic and cultural growth at the threshold of the 21
Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board

Century; and
IBM/DIM:] WHEREAS, the corridor not only provides criticel rail access to the City of San
IM:Ipm ) . ) .
Attachments: PCIPB Resolution No. 1999-48 (2 Pages) Francisco, but also serves as the gateway to San Francisco International Airport, one of
PCIPB Resolution No. 2003-24 (2 Pages)

the most important transportation terminals on the Pacific rim; and
CAHSR and PCIPB MOU (3 Pages)
Caltrain Strategic Plan 2004-2-23 Excerpts (18 Pages) | _ ‘
WHEREAS, the Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board is embarking on a series
Ce: - Dareell J. Maxey of major improvements to the system infrastructure, including track, signals, bridges and
Mot i station enhancements; and
Michael Chan
Anthony Quicho
Stephen Chao

WHEREAS, said improvements also include electrification of the system beiween
Brian Ficzpa San Francisco end Gilroy; and
Brian Fitzpatrick
Erik Olafsson
Document Control
File

U.S. Department

N “ of Transportation Page 4-179
U Federal Railroad
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WHEREAS, the Joint Powers Board's newly-adopted Capital Budget includes a
provision for final environmental documentation to support an extension of the Caltrain

system from its present San Francisco terminal to & downtown location; and

WHEREAS, these develop serve to enh the potential of the Peninsula
Corridor as an irreplaceable component of the California High-Speed Rail system;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Peninsula Cerridor Jomt
Powers Board hereby affirms its support of the Califoria Intercity High-Speed Rail
Program, and affirms its full cooperation to the California High-Speed Rail Authority in
its efforts to bring the program to early fruition.

Regularly passed and adopted this 2" day of September, 1999, by the following vote:

AYES: Ayerdi, Burns, Lloyd, Melemore, Wevin, Powers,
Schmidt, Lawson

NOES: |[
ABSENT: Katz \ p

T I CATU RO
Tl

ir, Peninsula Corridor Jeint
Pgwers Board

RESOLUTION NO.2003 - 24

BOARD OF DIRECTORS, PENINSULA CORRIDOR JOINT POWERS BOARD
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

ik

AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO EXECUTE A
MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING WITH THE
CALIFORNIA HIGH SPEED RAIL AUT HORITY

WHEREAS, the State of California has estgblished the Califomia High Spesd Rail
Authority (CHSRA); and
VWHEREAS, the CHSRA has selected the Caltrain Peninsula Corridor (the “Corridor™)
25 a potential route fora proposed High Speed Rail (HSR) System (the "HSR Project”); and
WHEREAS, cppertunities exist for Caltrain to significantly benefit from the HSR
Project; and
WHEREAS, the CHSRA is preparing a Program Level Environmental Assessment for
the HSR Project which contemplates shared wtilization of the Corridor between San Jose and San
Francisco, and
WHEREAS, shared used of the Corridor will require coordination and resolution of
technical and servics issues; and
WHEREAS, the Peninsuia Corridor Joint Powers Board (IPB) and CHSRA staff have
dralted a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) which defines specific areas upon which the
parties will coordina:e and provides Lhe basis for each agency to jdentify and evaluate the issues
and requirenents associated with sharad use of the Comidor.

1jve Direcior is avihonzed w

NOW, TUEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED ¢

execute the zitached Memorand

n of Understanding will High Speed Rail

L0

- U.S. Department
U Federal Railroad

CALIFORNIA HIGH SPEED RAIL AUTHORITY i 5
Administration
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Autherity on behalf of the Peninsula Corridor Joint Pewers Board in a form approved by Legal

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
Counsel.

N . . Between
Regularly passed and adopted this 3rd day of Tuly 2003 with the following vote:

fhe California High Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) and
AYES: Byerdi,Janney,Lloyd Maxwell,Nevin, Yalerio,Yeager

the Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board (PCIFE)
NOES:

A. Purpose
ABSENT: Burns, McLemore —

The parties desire to set forth 2 framework for future cooperation between the CHSRA
and the PCIPB after the CHSRA and the Federal Railroad Administration have
completed the Final Program EIR/EIS fora proposed high speed train system for
California.

B. Shared Corridor Concept
ATTEST:

) Based upon planning studies conducted by the CHSRA and the PCIPB, the CHSRA

’&Lb&&i&‘ﬂ‘\ 3 &/\h {dentified the shared corridor concept as an altemative for evaluation in the Program

=< - - EIR/EIS. Following the completion of the Final Program EIRVEIS, if a decision is made

@Spﬁrclary to pursue the shared corridor concept, additional snalysis will be needed in order 1o
evaluate the full potential for such shared use inthe Corridor. The initial tasks and
chjsetives of the parties under this MOU will be to prepare a description of potential
comidor modifications and to prepare 2 proposed draft complementary operating strategy,
of strategies, which may be needed or useful in order to facilitate or to enhance the
potential for shared use of the corridor, This MOU sets forth the process for performing
these initial tasks. ,

C. Eouipment and Facilities Compatibility

1. The PCIPB shall meke available to the CHSRA and its consultants detailed
information describing the standards and requirements currently applicable to the
PCIPB’s Caltrain system, including equipment specifications, train signaling,
engineering criteria and traffic control, pius other technical characteristics which
determine the requirements for Caltrain equipment and facilities.

2. The CHSRA shall meke available to the PCIPB 2 detailed description of the
performance standards, the engineering parameters, the equipment need and the
system operational assumptions used in the preparation of the Final Program
EIR/EIS for 2 proposed high speed train sysiem for Califorria and any additional

requirements resulting from decisions made following the certification of the

Finzl Program EIR/EIS. This information will include vehicle type, size and

performance characteristics and such other detzils necessary to evaluaie further

' of Transportation
CALIFORNIA HIGH SPEED RAIL AUTHORITY U iedderal Railroad
ministration
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"

the potential compatibility of proposed high speed train operations with Caltrain
operations in the Corridor (i.e., shared use).

Staff of the PCIPB and staff of the CHSRA shall each prepare a draft assessment
of the equipment and facilities compatibility potential for the possible joint use of
the Corridor. After staff of cach agency has independently made 2 draft
assessment, staff rep ives from each agency will meet to discuss thelr
respective draft assessments, and to commence preparation of a draft joint
assessment of compatibility.

After the preparation of the draft assessments by staff of each party, the parties
will work together to identify and evaluate potential sirategies and potential
modifications which could be used or pursued in order to address limitations or
constraints on the potential for shared use of the Corridor, including issues that
may involve e third party, such as a freight railroad or a governmental agency.

. Service Level Compatibility

L.

w

The PCIPB is prepering a Strategic Plan for Celtrain to identify desired
improvements to Calirain. The PCJPB plans to include in its Strategic Plan an

option which would incorporate a proposed High Speed Rail service in the
Corridor.

The CHSRA will provide to the PCJPB detailed information describing the
proposed HSR service in the PCIPB corridor, anticipated operating speeds and

p ial location of ptual HSR stati from the evaluation of potential
shared use of the Corridor s an alternative in the Program EIR/EIS.

The PCIPB will review the proposed level of HSR service evaluated as an
alternative in the Program EIR/EIS for the PCIPB's corridor in order 1o identify
anticipated services coordination issues which may be related to pursuing such an
alternative. For those locations which could potentially accommodate HSR.
service, the PCIPB will identify the potential fecility improvements and
modifications which may be necessary for or could facilitate such service, and

will provide a description of these potential facility changes to the CHSRA for
review and comment.

E. Shared Corridor Reauirements

ShAred e

1

Based upon the joint assessment of compaiibility and the identification of
potential modifications to enhance shared use opportunities, as deserived in the
preceding two sections, the PCIPB in cooperation with the CHSRA will prepare a
proposed Shared Corridor Plan which contains a drafi complementary operating
strategy or strategies

1.

A preliminary cost estimate for identified possible Corridor modifications will be
prepared by the PCIPB and submitted to the CHSRA for review and comments.

The proposed Shared Corridor Plan will be submitted to the PCIPB and CHSRA
for review and eomment. The parties anticipate that the necessary approvals for,

and the future use of, a Shared Corridor Plan will be addressed in 2 future MOU
or in future amendments to this MOU.

Shared Corridor Agreement

The parties agree that any future implementation of the Shared Corridor Concept,
if decisions were to be made after the completion of the Final Program EIR/EIS to
go forward with the development of a proposed high speed train system and to
pursue the Shared Corridor alternative, would require the preparation of a
comprehensive agreement, or agreements, setting forth the roles and
responsibilities of each party, and addressing construction and operation issues.

The potential topics to be covered in a possible future comprehensive agreement,
however, may constitute an additional aspect of evaluating compatibility. The
parties, therefore, agres to develop a drafl outline of a possible future
comprehensive agresment as an aid to their broad assessment of compatibility.

G Amendments

This Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) may be updated, expanded, or
otherwise altered, by written amendments approved and executed by both parties.

Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board:
Pad = i okey
- [ Date

California High Speed Rail Authority:

M Mg b )

Mehdi Morshed, Executive Director

/o)23/03

Date

CALIFORNIA HIGH SPEED RAIL AUTHORITY

Federal Railroad
Administration

U.S. Department
(‘ of Transportation
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) CALTRAIN STRATEGIC PLAN

2004 2023

STRATEGIC PLAN

| 2004 | 2023

Table of Contents

1. INTRODUCTION | 1

The Caitrain Strategic Plan
Caltrain Today
Alzng the Perinsula
2, WISION & GUIDING PRINCIPLES | &
The Caltrain Vision
The Five Guiding Prnciples
3. FROM PRINCIPLE TO POLICY | 18
The Scenaria Approach
Policy Questons
Snapshat of the Continuum and Future
Imgpravements

THE FUTURE =MNARIOS | 25
Developing the 5
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INTRODUCTION

Entrod ucti on Strategic Pian after adopticn will be included in an addendum or in the next
Strategic Plan update, anticipated by 2010.

Calltrain egic Plan 2004 -
The Ca Strateg far 2023 All of the scenarios are based on bl pions of revenue availability -
The Strategic Plan is a blueprint for the future of Caltzain. It presents a vision and based on past experience and estimates of future events — and optimize federal and
guiding principles that shape broad level pelicy decisions as well as specific slal.e funds. Where estimated revenue meets or exceeds capital program costs, the
strategies for service and capital improvements. The Strategic Plan is intended to capital programs are considered o be fully funded. Undertying the financial
be a reference for policymakers, Caltrain staff, and members of the public that analysis is the assumption that the local funds required to match the maximum
guides them toward & comman vision for Calirain. Above all, it is meant to be an available federal revenues will be provided by Catirain's member agencies. These
agent for change.

Iocal matehing funds ars subject to annual approval by the theee member agencies.
If local matching funds are not ailocated and 2ltemative local seurces are not
identified. Caltrain would not be able to use alt of the federa] funds included in the
financial plans and othet sousces will be required to meet any shortfalls.

The Caltrain Strategic Plan includes the following elements:

«  The Vision & Guiding Principles, which present a vision for Caltrain and

outline principles for guiding pelicy decisions;

s A summary of the Service Plan, which details the service characteristics,
policies, and budget requirements for Caltrain over the next 20 years;

Caltrain
STRATEGIC |
PLAN |
20042023 |
J.

Scenarios: ]

n:> i Service Plan
1. Status Quo -
2. Moderain
Greowth ﬂ:"> [ Capital Plan l
3. Enhanced —
‘ Financial Plan

4. Build-out

A summary of the Capital Improvement Program (CIF), which identifies
policy and prioritizes capital improvements over the next 20 years; and

o A summary of the Financial Plan, which discusses funding strategies for
Caltrain.

Information from the Service, Capital, and Financial plans is presented through
four future scenarios: the Status Quo, Mod Growth, Ent d, and Build-out
scenarios. The scenarios are described in detail in the Fumre Sceraries chapler.
The service characteristics, operations and capital costs, and member egency
contribations reflected in each of the scenarios are based upon the Draft Shon
Range Transit Plan, Capital Improvement Flan, and Finance Plan as of June 1,
2004, The information in the Strategic Plan is meant to provide 2 general
urdersianding of the costs and benefits of each scenario and to provide 8 basis for
comparing the scenarics, Adoption of the Strategic Plan does not commut the
member agencies 1o the fiunding requirements, service levels, o capital priofities

p i in this butisan af the principles and policies which
will guide the develepment of the Sher-Renge Transit Plan, Service Plan, Capital
Improvement Plan, and Financial Plan. These plans are being finalized and will be
adopted separaely fram the Strategic Planin the Fall’Winter of 2004, Any updated
informarion related to JPE actions subsequent to the adopiion of the Smategic Plan
will be included 25 these supporting plans ar

finalized. Any revisions to the

2 U.S. Department
CALIFORNIA HIGH SPEED RAIL AUTHORITY U Federal Rall road

Page 4-184
Administration
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From Principle to Policy

The Scenario Approach

Following the development of the Vision & Guiding Principles, four future scenarios
were developed to prepare Caltrain for different possible financial futures in light of
multiple un . such as upcoming ballot and the ic climate,
These scenarios were used to answer key policy questions and will set a clear
direction for making detailed service, capital, and financial decisions. The four

scenarios are: the Status Quo scenario, the Moderate Growth scenario, the Enhanced
scenatio, and the Build-out scenario.

The Status Quo S fo is the most fi iall

¥ ined scenario. [t foliows a

“nay-25-you-go” approach and assumes that only current {2004 levels of committed

and programmed funds are available. Itis assumed that upcoming local sales tax
would not be horized and no i

funding sources would be
pursued. The objective of the Status Quo Scenurio is to keep the railroad operating at
current levels of service, oplimize existing infrastructure, and limit i

nvestment in
P other than lized and

The Moderate Growth Scenario is a steady growih scenario and is financially
constrained in the first five years. Similar 1o the Status Qua Scenario it follows 2
“pay-as-you-go" approach, but requires some additional resources above current

Jevels to fund planned improvements. 1t is assumed that upcoming local sales tax
would not be horized and no i

fundizg sources would be
pursued. The objective of the Moderaie Grawth Scenzrio is to optimize the operating
and capital programs with limited increases in funding resources, service, and capital
improvemants.

The Enhanced Scenario is the “market-driven” scenario, Itis financially
constrained in the first five years {same as the Moderate Growth scenarie}, and
assumes that additienal resources become available in the outer years. The main
ohjective of the Enhanced Scenario is w0 capture latent market demand by providing
optimal levels of service, improving station access and regional connectivity, and

incorporating universal design elements and cusiomer amemities that ars
charact

of 2 “world class” railroad. Innovative fingncing technigues would
have o be pursued.

The Build

ut Scenario is the “ultimate” scenario that integrates Caltrain and the
proposed staiewide High-Speed Rail system. The objective of the Build-out scenario

FROM PRINCIPLE TO POLICY

s to capiure a significant markes share of trips by providing & travel experience
similar to the Enhanced Scenario that is complemented by the additional service and

offered by the to High-Speed Rail. 1t assumes that additienal
funding reseurces via high-speed rail bonds azd other resources would be available.
An aggressive innovative financing program would be required.

More detailed infarmation on each of the scenarios is presented in the chapter titled
“The Future Scenarios.”

Palicy Questions

Six policy questions were developed that address how Calirain will make key

decisions regarding future service and capital improvements and financial strategies.

Many decisi ing capital img need 10 be made within the next few
years 50 that the necessary funding can be secured and costly Te-dos are avoided.
The findings and evaluation of the scenarics, along with input received from the
member agencies and the general public were used to answer the feilowing policy
questions:

Scenario Approach: Should one scenario be selscted or should the
seenarios be viewed as part of a continuum? In a continuum, key funding

oppertunities and increased demand for service can trigger a shift to anather
seEnanio,

Financial Strategy: Should Calirain continue with annual review wilizi
the “pay a5 you go” approach or strive for long-term stability by utilizing
innovative finance techniques?

Service Lavels: Should service levels be determined by projected financial
resources or should it be market-driven?
¢ System Rehabilitation: Should Caltrain follow 2 nomatized

rehabilitation and replacement schedule or follow sn accelerated schedule
that is conbined with other capital improvement projects?

s i Should electrification be deferred until funding is
available or should design continue?
Capacity Improvements: What level of capacity improvements should

Caltrain invest in to improve headways 2ad relisbility of service in the peak
periods?

Each scenario has a different bi nof

p garding funding
avaitebility end finance sirategies. service levels, and capital improvements. These
shape tne gesesl policy direction and chjec
Sranus Quo and Growth

tive of each scenario. In genesal. the

1ake a mort ¢

CALIFORNIA HIGH SPEED RAIL AUTHORITY

U.S. Department
‘ of Transportation
U Federal Railroad

Administration
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their policy positions, while the Enhanced and Build-out scenaries include market-
driven service and capital improvements as well as innovative financing technigues.
The scenario palicy approaches are presented in Table 1.

Table 1: Scenario Policies

I Moderate
| l Status Que t Growth ] Enhanced l Build-out _l
l Anaal review, | ":‘::G‘i'““
Financial Maimain 2004 | Ammal review, | 2ot
Strategy | level of | Pay as you g6 Finance
l invesment | l Strategies
Service Levels L Mainaaln 200% i ey | Muecriven | Markerdiven
e T
System l Scheduled/ \ Scheduled/ ] Ascelerated | Acceleraled \
l l Continue with
Deferred until . . Design, mut
Deferred : Contimue with
Elestrification funding . werdmllf.\wﬂ!
indefinbely \ available Design |
| |
[ Oaly CTX “Nontk quagrant [
Capacity improvements (San Mateo Morth, Central. Enire oune
‘ Improvements oomqﬂm in County) and and South l
| South (Pastiat) | |

The following conclusions to the six policy questions were drawn based on
comprehensive outreach to the public and to the member agencies:

« Scenario Approach: Should one scenasic be selected or should the
scenarios be viewed 25 part of a continuum?

1t is clear that the contimuam is the most prudent and prastical scenario
approach given ihe unpredictable aature of the economic climate and fuire
funding sources. The strategy for Caltrain should be to begin with the

Status Quo scenaric and advance to the Moderate Growth
Build out scenario when critical milesiones are reached. Cri

Enhanced, or

al milestones

would include sscuring additional capital and operating funds. Because the
first five years of the capital program are financially constrained inall
seenarios. there 15 some flexibility with regard to securing funds to meet the

projected snortialls.

o Financlal Strategy: Should Calirain continue with 2raual

unl.ramg innovative finance technigues?

"pay s you g0 approach of Stnve for long-trem stabil

view by

b

FROM PRINCIPLE TO POLICY

Given the uncertainty of the “pay as you go" approach and the complexities
it creates when planaing and cocrdinating future improvements, Caltrain
should strive for long-term stability through dedicated funding sources and
innovative technigues. This strategy is in line with the fifth guiding
prineiple. which is 1o “develop 2 solid financial foundation that ensures
I inabiliry.” Securing ded) 4 funding sources will enable
Cal.um te m:cxpmJe.led funding shortfalls, plan futre service and capital
and i the i in a timely manner. lowill
be :rilical for shifting from the Stams Quo or Modzrate Growth to the
Enhanced or Build-gut scenaria.

Service Levels: Should service levels be determined by financial resousces
or should it be market-driven?

Service levels must be tied 1o productivity and public demand, yet balanced
with funding availability, Good information on market demand is necessary
1o ine the servics ch that are desired by the public and to
priotitize servics improvements as funding becomes available. Because
service improvements sometimes require capital projects, the availability of
capital funding can directly affect service levels.

swlnm Ruhlblﬂhlinn Should Caltrzin follow a normalized

and rep schedule or an 1 d schedule?

Camla] tepla::mtntawﬂ rehabilitation must not be deferred, but should be
B d in the most TTe

manner. When opportunities anise,
rehabilitation should be accelerated to prevent & situation of deferred
maintenance, which can greatly increase maintenance costs. 1t is eritical to
balance ret with other imp 10 the capital program

Electr Should electrifi
availeble or should design continue?

e deferred until funding is

Design for the electrification preject should continue asd should be factoced
into all improvement projects along the right-of-way. Phasing of
implementation should be part

e design development. A funding plan
must be created in erder 1o implement the project and avoid further delays.

Capacity Improvements: What level of capacity improvements should
Caltrain invest in wo improve headways and reliabili

of service in the peakt
periods?

CALIFORNIA HIGH SPEED RAIL AUTHORITY

U.S. Department
e‘ of Transportation

&

Administration
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Capital improvements that expand systen capacity, such as adding
Zditional tracks, must be tied to service objectives, and must be balanced
with other projects in the capital program. Caltrain should exglore the most

cost-effective means for improving service before investing in capacity
eXpansion.

Snapshot of the Continuum and Future Improvements

Based on the policy approach outlined sbove, a conceptual schedule was develaped
for the capital improvements that can be expected in the next 20 years. The
following chart provides a snapshot of what the capital program will include. The
projects or programs that depend on service and financial triggers, such as
establishing dedicated funding sources, are distinguished from engeing programs
such as rehabilitation, which are almost completely funded.

STAT QUO s | MODGRO » ]
MODGRO | ENWBUILD
20042008 20092013

Eshancrment Pregram
Exesification

Onber Eshancements
Capasiey Expisslos
Support Prograsm

Exgantias (Taird Parry Project]
Dgrwmstown San Francaco Batemios
Cumbzaes Rl Comdor

Manesea/Salinas Exnsion

[ Frogrammed for corgleson wzhin timefoms
E] Requiees funding or uther wigger far completion within timeame

Projections of revenue availability ace based on past experience and reasonable
estinates of furure events, These revenue projections assume that all of the local
matching funds identified in the financial plans will be approved annually by
Caltrain's three member agencies

As shown in the header sow of the chart, Calrrain could begin with the Starus Quo
scenaric and shift to the Moderate Growth scenario within the first five years, once
funding for identified sk
developed. By the end ofthe {
high-speed rail will be const

5 seCured an

ng plan for electification is
¢ five vears, it will be determined whether oz nat

along the Caltrain comidor. Ln the szeond five-

FROM PRINCIPLE TOQ FOLICY

year period, Caltrain could shift from the Modesate Growth scenario to either the
Enhanced or Build out scenario, depending on the starus of the high-speed rail
preject. This scenario shift from the Mederate Growth scenario would require
Calirain to secure operating and eapital funds for the Enhancement and Capazity

Expansion programs. By the second half of the 20-year period, Calirain would be in
the Enhanced or Build out scenario.

Existing sales tax measures (Measure A} in San Mateo and (Measure A) Santa Clara
Counties and a new sales tax measure (Proposition K in San Francisco County
provide funds for Caltrain capital projects. Two upcoming ballor measures that
would provide funding for enh: and capacity expansion are the
reauthorization of the San Mateo County sales tax (November 2004) and the high-
speed rail bond measure (Movember 2006 or 2008). Revenue from the San Mateo
County sales tax would help to meet most of the $220 million capital shortfall in the
Moderate Growth scenario. Any additional funding sources could be used toward
achieving improvements included in the Enhanced scenaric. [fthe high-speed rail
bond measure passes, Caltrain would be positioned to shift into the Build out
scenario by the second five-year period.

The following describes the capital program according to the scenario appeoach
ouilined above:

Replacement and Rehabilitation:

«  Ongoing throughout 20-year period independert of scenario. May be
accelerated in the Enhanced and Build-out scenarios. Full funding has besn
i forthe Rep and R i
and Mod Growth ios. Ove: ninety-fi

program in the Stams Quo
pescent of Repl

and Rehabilitation funding sources have been identified for the Enbanced
and Build out scenarios.

Major p include repl and overhanl of rolling stock and
rehabilitation of track, bridges, unnels, signals and grade crossings.
Replacement of rolling stock must be coordinated with the timing of the
electrification project {se¢ Enhancemeris), which will regquire the purchase
of new eiectric | . Platform i
remove the hold-out rule are included.

P 5 at key stations e

Enhancement Frogram:

s Electsification project complered within the first ten yeas, Full funding has
been identified for the project in the owter years of the 20-year ime penad
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F3

A furding plan to bring all dedicated funds forward must be developed in
order to implement the project within the ten-year time frame.

o Other enhancements, such as improved station access and customer

amenities, will require additional funding.
Capacity Expansion

Funding has been identified in the first five ysars for capacity expansion

projects, which include grade separations, track and signal construction, and
station i Additi

P | capacity expansion, mzy be necessary to
substantially improve service levels, and will depend on demand for serviee
and the availability of funds.

Support Program
+  The support program consists of project development and capital program
development, Full funding has been identified for the next 20 years.

Regional Extensions

s Regional extensions include the Dawntown extersion to & rebuilt Transbay
“Terminal in San Francisco, the Dumbarton Rail Corrider, and the extension
to Monterey and Salinas. Thess are considered third party projects whose
capital costs are not included in the Capital Plan. While they are ail
currently partislly funded and not included in the Statas Que or Moderate
Growth scenarios, it is assumed that planning and design will continue and
that they will be implemented within the next 10 years.

THE FUTURE SCENARIOS

CAPITAL PLAN OBJECTIVES

The Capital Improvement Plan consists of a wide array of improvemenits, categorized
by Replacement and Rehabilitation, Enhancements, and Support Programs. Regional
extensions are categorized as Third Party projects. The Capital Plan suppons the
Service Flan by including improvements that are necessary to implement the service
goals of each seenario. The main objectives of the Capital Plan are to:

o ldentify the irade of system

and

Identify the improvements required to realize the service goals
Develop conceptual cost estimates of proposed capital programs
«  Develop techni for imp i fiective capital imp
programs

Replacement and Rebabilitation projects include improvements needed to bring
the railroad into a good state of repair and to continue scheduled replacement of
infrastructure and rolling stock. The major projects in this category are bridge
rehabilitation, rolling stock everhaul and rep and track ilitation, which

prise two-thirds of the £ 5900 million and rehabilitati
program (in 2003 dollars). Also included is the reconstruction of stations to
eliminate the hold-out rule at most stations. The replacernent and rehabilitation
aceds are geaerally consi between Any variations sre due 1o
reconstruction projects that cceur under the enhancement program and defer the need
for replacement.

Enhancement projects inclade upgrades to the system, new construction, and

amenities. The major projects in this category include electrification and

improvements related to capacity expansion, such as grade separations and track

construction. Capacity expansion projects can include track rehabilieaticn 2s well as

new construction and ase nECessary [0 inGrease express service in the peak periods.

The capacity expansion projects are typically packaged together because it is mote
flective to impl them I

“The o5t of the Enhancement program varies widely between the scenanios and
depends primarily on the inc
expansion along the o

on of electrification. and the extent of capacity

. Due 1 inflation, the timing of projects will also affect
cosce, hewever, only constant dotlars (2003 are shown in the Strategic Plan. Inthe
ion, the uming and ion with other i

=l is also
oad prior to the construction of 2
ficanion and the grade

grade separanen project by €3 percent.
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THE FUTURE SCENARIOS

The Support Program includes capital program development and praject

development.

Table 3: Summary of Scenario Characteristics — Status Quo and Moderate Growth

) ERATE
] [ owsao | Emar |
include the ionto D San Franeisco to a rebuilt . ] i |
Tmns'bay Termnal the Dum'harmn Rail Cerridor. and the extension to FINANCE (in 2003 5) !
O A S O i v | oo LMM
their l:apllal costs are not included in the Calirain Capital Improvement Plan. probscl el ! i Sriized” of Decreae l
addini costs Tated with the ion to D San Francisco \:;'ml
i mdrd in the Enhanced scenario beginning in 2010 and Build out FedaralStase/Local frem— Himerieal
- blem N i " i he Joi Sar: Francisco Sales Tax. Theeugh 2034 Thraugh 2034
scenario beginaing in 2014, Operating costs that would be incurred by the Joint | Som Fransisco St | i 1 e o
Powers Board for the Dumbarton and Monterey/Salinas projects have notheen .| e s?;,‘-‘,’ ;‘:ﬁ _ﬂum!h it Tm ‘@ prid
i High Speed Rai | Maone
determined. | Inrovative Techniques | None Nn'!e )
The financial, service, and eapitsl characteristics of the scenarios are summarized in SERVICE by 2023 [ | ]|
I -
Tables 3 and 4 and are described further on the following pages, followed by 2 Express Service Goal | 10 y l 20 erainy’ 3y
. -bonis heads
and eval of all three All costs and revenues are shown ) | one hour headways | one-baus headways ]|
in ZBD‘A dollars and shortfalis do not include potential revenue from innovative 1 Weekday Total Teains | 88 |1 3225 |
a 33
furding sources. Tralns I | I[
T—Slulru buses (statisn atcess) | 45 59
Customer Amenities | Low | Low |
| Average Weekday Ridership 1 43,700 | 59,600 |
Aanusl Ridership | 14,369,000 | 19,484,000 |
Annual Operatiag Cost Avg/Total | SMISIETE | $90M /51818 |
i 4 -
| Anmusl Member Cotrb. Avi/Tatal [ semrssma | semisanm |
TCAPITAL (in 20035) [ 1 |
! Ll .
| Reptacement & Rehablitation | Same Redabilisstion needs in all scenarios 1
i I T
| Sonhgquadaat North né (paral South |
Capasity Expansian | {5M Counry i'l”" || qaadrants by 2011
separations]
1
!' Electrification (Revenue Servier) || Mane ] s ]
r [ 1
l Regional Extension (Third Pariy Projecis) | ] i
Downtown S Fransisco 1 Mo ' Np
Dumbanon | Mo Mo |
Salinas/Monterey | Mo N_a 1
| Calif. High Speed Rail ] Mo Mo i
| Tetal Capiral Program Cost | 51.151 Biltian ' 52.004 Bilkion |
| Shortfall (witheut innovative sources and HER ] SOM (Assumes S139M l $2UTM [Assumes $163% |
! bandt ] local maich) . tecal mzich) |

ures may be revised of
Hions that are steb

the Service 2nd Copital Plans are ficalize
ilized tre consiant yeas-1o-year with the excepd

%
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THE FUTURE SCENARIOS

THE FUTURE SCENARIOS

Tahie 4: yof & rio C

focal match)

istics - E d and Build-out ) )
— I The Build-out Scenario
|
ENHANCED BUILD-OUT - . .
| 1 Objective: Capture a significant market share of wips by providing enhanced
FINANCE (in 2003 §) 1 || ! “world class” service, complemented by the intra-state connectivity and amenities
| Operations offered by the connection to High-Speed Rail.
Farebox Revense Grawth Growth
Member Cornributions Growth Growth | Goneral Characteristics: The Build-out Scenario is the “ultimate” fufure scenario
C;p;l | l for Caltrain and assumes that High-Speed Rail (H5R) would operate on the Caltrain
Federal/Stare/Local Additional T.kddilir.mzl Plus right-of-way, It includes all the ¢t istics and of the Enh d
& T Throu 4 i n 2034 . o . y . " . " P
] i:: i;:;glzl;:: " nm:.g 3339 | n:::fh 2029 Scenario and rail connectivity with 21l the major metropolitan areas in California via
| Santa Clara Sales Tax Through 2034 Theough 2036 HSR. The Build-out Scenario includes improvements that will allow HSR 10 operate
High Speed Rail Bonds Tone Passes in 2006 o 2008 b ot s .
I fve Techniques Yes Yea en the Caltrain right .o! way and asrsun:es major funding nmr_ncs for these
S improvements would be made available through high-speed rail bonds and other
SERVICE by 2023 [ | ! : X . .
1 : - innovative hniques. The ct of the Build-out Scenatio are
Express Service Goal 36 trains'weekday ] 36 trainsweekday summarized in Table 8,
’ I half-hous headways half-hour headways zedin
Weelday Total Trains | | 138 | Service Improvements: The Build-out Scenario is very similar to the Enhanced
v Trains | 3232 3232 | Scenario in many ways in terms of Caltrain service. One of the added service
Shatele buses (station access) ] Th | 18 || benefits would be that the HSR system would be accessible through two or more
Customer Amenities b Medium-High | High | Caltrain stations, making stewide intercity rail travel available to Caltrain
Average Weekday Ridership | 65400 | 12,000 _ | passengers as early as 2016, Calirain would function as & feeder system for HSR
anaual Ridership _1 22,150,000 | 23,626,000 | passengers a5 well, with transfers taking place between HIR and Caltrain.
Annual Operating Cost AvgTotal | SI9MiS2.i8B | _S10sM /52098 | Additional work must be performed to eptimize the integration of HSR and Caltrain.
Annual Member Contrb. Avg/Total | SSTM/SLI3B | $5IM/ 51068 ‘\ Up te 78 shuttle bus routes would provide station sccess services.
CAPITAL (in 20035) ; I | . _ .
— . . l Samme Schabineth ods in al scesarios Capital Improvements: The Build-out Scenario inclades several major
i el in
:!_pimwm Rehabilitason S . e | infrastrecture modifications that would allow HSR and Caitrain to operate on the
Copeiy Espiasion Nert, Central. and South l 5:_1“2&“:5;:‘;“"‘::&3 | same line. The Build-out Scenario includes a fully grade-separated alignment, and
pRcicy P quadranis by 2013 2016 : 1 widening of the entire route to zccommodate four tracks. Some stations would have
— . | i i S— ] 10 be relocated or reconstrusted. Platform configurations would have to be eptimized
| Ewerification (Revesue Sevice || S 1 ot | 1o sccommodate HSR and Calirain. A new signal and communications systems
i
Regianal Extension (Third Parry Projects) l § wauld alse be required. The electrification project and extension to Downtown San
BW'I‘;:WH San Francisto 3_‘|r! w : 'BI\'\:;‘O'.-I Francisco begin operation by 2014 a: the latest, but could be accelerated depending
amoantcs £5 . . . .
g;':“mm,,y \_-: ] Yes l on the coordination with other projects such as grade separations and track capaciry
Calif. High Speed Rail ' o | By 2016 i improvements related o HSR. In this scenasio. capacity expansion projects
Capita! Program Cost I 52,450 Biltion | $5.572 Billian 1 including track rel bil ridge construstion, grade sep signal
al {without innovarive sources and HSR. | S620M [Assume | -538 (Assumes -5180M | consiruct
] los; ! |
i i

ion improvemends, track consiruction end tunnel construction
COMDIiSt BpproKis

iote: Some fi

Iy 53 billion {m 2003 dollars) of the tatal expenditures
res may be revised ones the Service and Copaal plans ore finahzed
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THE FUTURE SCEKARIOS

F “The Build

t Scenario includes the enhanced levels of
funding in the Enhanced Scenario plus new sources of funding, primerily from the

Table 8: Build-out io Ct

¥
o SERVICE [usisting | 2005 | 2000 | 2015 | 2m0 [ 2033 |
propased High Speed Rail bond measure scheduled for voter consideration in "_w%kdnr Express Traims l o 5 l_, L m 4 % m
Movember 2005 While the High Speed Rail bords would not supplant other Wzl:d:) Limited Trains 1 m t T 0 D i 5
innovative fi hni they would g; 2 significant portion of funds Weekday Local - ] e | 39 L a0 | 0 Y |J 0 !
for major Caltrain improverents, Revenues from high-speed rail bands or potential Weekday Total Trains | 76 .\ I 58 | 104 |~ 12 | s |
innovative sources are not included in the estimares of capital shontfalls. Saturday/Sunday Trains | ] 32130 _[ 32 l Wz | 3 1 352 |
. . Shuttle Buses (station aceess) | 40 |52 ] b? 1 ]
Passenger Experience: The wtal number of system improvemenis included in the Average Weekday Ridershi [ mm T 30 90(‘. [ s0s% | 30400 [ &a00 00 |
Build-out Scenario would be greater than in the other scenarios. In addition to the @.; ip (Caltrain) 1 7,562,000 - ; l— I i 3526200 |
[ g i benefits of el and service the Build-out -
includes ive grade separations. track capacity imp and statica :
that will ically affest the p A grade- [ OPERATIONS 1 20042008 | 2009-2013 | 20142018 | 20192023 | TOTAL |
" separated route will increase service reliability, reduce delays, improve safety, T0‘|.' AL Operating Casts " [ a2s0 | 4585 | 567.0 i 643.1 1| 20936 |
improve local pedestrian and traffic circulation, and reduce noise. Additional track 0 erating Revenue | | — | T s | =5 1
capatity provided by four-tracking will allow the flexibility required for high levels g'::"“ ll 1_“:: l l“ 15 H e |. T i = l
of express service. With statewide High-Speed Rail service available in 2016, itis i_m'e;)" Camrl.bunons i ] ;%9 { 23&_4 T 301..‘1‘ ! msg.] !
anticipated that regiona! and inirastate connestivity will be greatly improved. oAl ¢ Revenue l 50 -] ses | see | et | 2096 |
Koy Findings: In the shsence of constructability issues, funding for High-Speed Avg Am-ual Member Contributions all) | 474 | 461 | 514 | 03 1 528 |
Rail could accelerats the timing of many improvements along the Caltrain route. Itis | CAPITAL (Million 20035) | 20042008 | 2009-2013 | 20142018 120192023 | TOTAL 1
i - . ) Facility (Commied Projecy) | 530 | 0 | 0 | o | ss0 |
projected that ridership and farebox revenues will grow, however, the full potential o ition & R T BT I T T i 87:1.?_|
of this growth would probably be realized outside of the 20-year time horizon of this Ef_‘i.'_'_.- ¥ i mlﬁ ooy [ 94'5 5215 | amoa |
plan. Ridership is projected to increase by ever 220 percent between 2004 and 2023, \K . I _6__5. | 6.{} I ', 1.5- e 350 L
which does not include potential ridership gains from transfers between HER and %ﬁLCapunl Costs 4433 | 1,0960 I 3203 | 1354 | :.9"5.0 _|
Caltrain, Operating costs and member agencies contributions are expected to " Average Annual Cost [ 387 | 2009 | 6405 H as.) | 2455 |
increase, but will depend ultimately on how the systems are operated and mm Funding - | N I - 1 - T T N 1
coardinaied. [ Federal EER [ oo k 1453 | o |
The capital program totals approximately $5 billion and will result in & 53 billion i‘::. S (e Apencied i i“;g l] 1 ;‘]‘i t ;1‘3 !. : L:)-‘; _!L
shortfall. The shorsfall doss not includs the potential revenues from high-speed rail Other ¥ — | B | T oss | o T 156 |
bouds or other innevasive: Snuneing rechiques. TOTAL Capital Revenue T aan: | 336 | 9598 | is37 | igma |
Eryp:us I Shortfall | om | oma) | eaans | 6ln |60 |

res may be revised once i Service and Capital Plans are finalized.

f\ mEinus bogal

couts in the first five-year period are lowes becauss the firs: year inchudes servics levels of 76 trains per day (no
eupress srr\arc] Oncntl"zwmm:imclccmnc ion and extension o aomluwn San Francisco starting in 2014,

o funds. San Mateo

an0 Salvaye Vane jor
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Response to Comments of lan B. McAvoy, Chief Development Officer, Caltrain, August 30, 2004 (Letter AL0O54)

ALO54-1

Acknowledged. The Authority has identified the Caltrain (shared
use) option as the preferred HST alignment for serving San Francisco
and the Peninsula. Please also see standard response 6.2.1.

ALO54-2
Acknowledged.

ALO54-3

Acknowledged. The Authority has identified the preferred technology
alternative for the proposed HST system as state-of-the-art
electrically powered (overhead catenary), high-speed, steel-wheel-
on-steel-rail technology, including an assumption that the system
would use 2 X 25 KV Overhead Catenary. The Authority will
continue to coordinate with the Caltrain JPB should the HST proposal
move forward.

ALO54-4

The Authority is aware of the Caltrain Strategic Plan and it was taken
into consideration in the development of the No Project Alternative
to the extent that any of the specific improvements in the Strategic
Plan scenarios meet the criteria for inclusion in the No Project
Alternative (see Appendix 2C: No Project Alternative Projects Funded
for Intercity and Freight Rail in the State of California). The Modal
Alternative is comprised of only intercity highway and aviation
infrastructure improvements. Please also see response to Comment
ALO54-11.

ALO54-5
Acknowledged. See standard response 2.7.3

ALO54-6
Acknowledged.

ALO54-7

Based on the alignment and technology options identified as
preferred in the Final Program EIR/EIS (i.e., Caltrain Corridor and
the LOSSAN Corridor), the Authority will develop performance
criteria for shared use operations in conjunction with Caltrain and
other owner/operators involved. The criteria will be developed to
guide the subsequent project level engineering and environmental
review in these shared use segments.

ALO54-8

Acknowledged. Neither the Draft Program EIR/EIS, nor the Final
Program EIR/EIS makes any assumption that, “CAHSR service could
be initiated only after the completion of the system from San
Francisco to Los Angeles”. Please see standard response 10.1.7.

AL0O54-9
Acknowledged. Please see standard response 6.3.1.

ALO54-10
Acknowledged. Please see standard response 2.35.1.

ALO54-11

Section 3.17 “Cumulative Impacts Evaluation” of the Final Program
EIR/EIS is intended to account for the potential impacts of the
proposed HST system together with impacts from other reasonably
foreseeable projects/actions and has been revised to include the
Build-Out development scenario, which includes the Caltrain
Electrification Program and the Transbay Terminal/Downtown
Extension Project. This scenario represents the most comprehensive
and likely infrastructure and system improvements to be
implemented in conjunction with the HST Alternative.
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ALO54-12

The technical reports which include ridership and revenue by
segment were referenced in Chapter 2 of the Draft Program EIR/EIS
(page 2-7) as well as Chapter 12 “References”. The program
EIR/EIS identifies potential impacts to transit at a broad level.

Please see Section 3.1 of the Program EIR/EIS under “Transit, Goods
Movement and Parking”. Detailed analysis of the projected ridership
effect on secondary public transportation providers is beyond the
scope of this program EIR/EIS process. Should the HST proposal
move forward, this would be investigated as part of more detailed
project level analyses. Please also see response to Comment ALO53-
8 and AL053-9.
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