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Response to Comments of James K. Eckmann, August 18, 2004 (Letter I101) 

I101-1 
Chapter 1 “Purpose and Need and Objectives” is (and has been since 
late January 2004) available on the Authority’s website.  This chapter 
is also on the CD of the Draft Program EIR/EIS provided by the 
Authority. 

I101-2 
The Draft Program EIR/EIS notes on page 2-39 that the LOSSAN 
corridor is the second most traveled rail passenger route in the 
United States as part of the section that is explaining why this 
corridor is not practical for dedicated HST service (Section 2.6.8H).  
While the Authority supports conventional rail improvements in the 
LOSSAN corridor, the implementation of improvements for 
conventional services in this corridor is the responsibility of the 
Department of Transportation (please see standard response 
6.42.1).  The viability of the statewide HST system is not dependent 
on conventional improvements to the LOSSAN corridor, and these 
improvements were not assumed in the HST ridership forecasts. 

Please see standard response 2.30.1 in regards to the elimination of 
the I-5 HST option. 

HST service along the I-15 corridor would only compete with the 
LOSSAN corridor for the San Diego to Los Angeles travel market.  
The Surfliners are a predominately local service with eight stops 
between San Diego and Los Angeles.  A majority of the LOSSAN 
ridership is from intermediate markets.  The co-lead agencies believe 
that HST service on the I-15 corridor and the Surfliner service on the 
LOSSAN corridor are complimentary services which primarily serve 
different markets.    

I101-3 
The No Project Alternative is defined in Section 2.1.1 as follows:  
“The No Project/No Action (No Project) Alternative represents the 
state’s transportation system (highway, air, and conventional rail) as 

it is today and would be after implementation of programs or 
projects that are currently in regional transportation plans and have 
identified funds for implementation by 2020.”  It does not include 
improvements, incentives, or management policies beyond that 
which are currently programmed and funded.  Because of the 
significant level of forecasted future intercity travel demand, the 
Modal Alternative is defined in terms of intercity capacity 
improvements.  Additional incentives and management policies are 
not expected to result in sufficient capacity gains to offset the future 
demand.   

I101-4 
Determining whether the “costs set forth for the competing travel 
alternatives are in any way subsidized by government programs, 
from tax breaks to outright grants or long-term loans, including sub-
market load terms, and other direct or indirect subsidy programs” is 
beyond the scope of this program EIR/EIS process. 

I101-5 
The air quality analysis presented in the Program EIR/EIS assumes 
the future air quality conditions from accepted policy forecasts from 
the California Air Resources Board (CARB).  CARB’s forecasts account 
for improvements in vehicular emissions as stated in Section 3.3.3 
“Pollutant burden levels of CO, NOx, and TOG are predicted to 
decrease statewide through 2020 compared to 2001 levels (Figure 
3.3-2). This decrease is due to the implementation of stringent 
standards, control measures, and state-of-the-art emission control 
technologies. Emissions per vehicle are dropping significantly in 
California as a result of CARB’s clean vehicle and clean fuel 
programs.” 

Engineering design criteria (See Engineering Criteria, January 2004) 
regarding tunnel cross section and length provide for the proper 
ventilation of the tunnels.  However, tunnel ventilation design is very 
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project/site specific nature and will be appropriately addressed at the 
subsequent project level of analysis. 

I101-6 
Trains in tunnels do not have ambient noise impacts to sensitive 
receptors located on the ground surface, unless the receptors are 
near the portal locations.  At the portals the noise levels are not 
significantly different than any other location on the line.  The noise 
analysis procedure applied accounts for potential noise impacts near 
portals as well as throughout all line segments.  
 
Vibration levels associated with HST are relativey lower than the 
levels associated with passenger and freight trains due to the lighter 
weight of HST equipment and the high standard of track and 
trackbed construction and maintenance required for high-speed 
operations.  Vibration impacts are highly site-specific in nature.  
These issues will be addressed during subsequent project level 
environmental review, based on more precise information regarding 
location and design of the facilities proposed (e.g., specific 
alignment, track and trackbed construction, soil types, type and 
design of proximate structures, etc.). The detail of engineering 
associated with the project level environmental analysis will allow 
the Authority to further investigate ways to avoid, minimize and 
mitigate potential impacts. 
 
The LOSSAN Conventional Rail Improvements have been removed 
from this Final Program EIR/EIS and are the subject of the Caltrans 
LOSSAN Rail Improvements Program EIR/EIS (Draft PEIR/EIS SCH # 
2002031067). These comments have been forwarded to Caltrans for 
consideration.  See Standard Response 6.41.1 

I101-7 
For most, if not all, rail and roadway projects, construction of a 
tunnel alignment has typically presented far fewer and reduced 
levels of impacts to adjoining properties and communities than 
development of surface or aerial alignments, particularly with regard 
to traffic, land use, noise, and visual impacts.  Please see Standard 

Response 3.15.13 regarding the purposes of the PEIR/S.  The Co-
lead agencies have found that there is sufficient information in the 
PEIR/S and public comments to support identification the HST 
Alternative and eliminate from future consideration the alignment 
options passing through CDM, including the tunnel option. 

I101-8 
More details regarding the archeological evaluation of this area can 
be found in the Cultural Resources, Archeology technical report for 
this region.  The technical reports, prepared for five regions of the 
PEIR/S study area, served as supporting information for the Draft 
PEIR/S.  The reports are available for review on the California High 
Speed-Rail Authority website:  

http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/eir/regional_studies/default.asp, 
and have been incorporated in the Final PEIR/S by reference.  Please 
note that the Co-lead agencies have removed from future 
consideration the coastal HST corridor, including the area in CDM. 

I101-9 
The LOSSAN Conventional Rail Improvements have been removed 
from this Final Program EIR/EIS and are the subject of the Caltrans 
LOSSAN Rail Improvements Program EIR/EIS (Draft PEIR/EIS SCH # 
2002031067). These comments have been forwarded to Caltrans for 
consideration.  See Standard Response 6.41.1 

I101-10 
Please see standard response 3.15.5 and response to Comment 
O044-26 regarding groundwater.  The types of additional studies 
and evaluations requested in this comment regarding groundwater 
evaluation and geology cannot be completed until more detailed 
designs for the HST alternative are developed in the project-level, 
Tier 2 environmental evaluation.  Please note that the Co-lead 
agencies have removed from future consideration the inclusion of 
the coastal HST alignment, including the area in CDM. 
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I101-11 
Comment noted.  A check of the CHSRA website on December 22, 
2004, found that Section 3.15 was available for download and 
viewing (and has been since late January 2004) available on the 
Authority’s website.  This chapter is also on the CD of the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS provided by the Authority. 

I101-12 
The co-lead agencies disagree with the commenter’s many 
contentions that the HST alternative would lead to extensive 
operating losses over the life of the project.  Extensive ridership and 
revenue forecasting conducted for the HSRA’s Business Plan 
indicates that HST fare revenue will produce an operating surplus 
under all reasonable scenarios of operating costs and market 
competition.  It is entirely possible that some of these surpluses may 
be used to support later stages of construction of the proposed HST 
system.  Please also see standard response 2.1.1 and standard 
response 2.1.2. 

The Program EIR/EIS acknowledges that funding of the entire capital 
cost of the Modal or HST Alternative from state tax revenues would 
result in a less positive economic growth effect than other financing 
that would draw upon national or global economic resources.  The 
potential differences in growth from different funding and cost 
assumptions were described at a sensitivity level of detail in Section 
5.5.3. of the Draft Program EIR/EIS.  Results from the sensitivity 
analysis indicate that even if the entire $37 billion capital cost were 
funded from increases in state taxes, the HST Alternative would still 
lead to a net statewide increase in jobs (409,000) and people 
(608,000) over the No-Project Alternative.   

The co-lead agencies believe that it would be imprudent and 
impractical to conduct modeling “out to seven or more” decades.  
There are no reliable economic base forecasts beyond 30 years into 
the future.  Further, any analysis beyond this 30-year horizon would 
be highly speculative and would be unable to take into account the 
significant likelihood of structural changes in the economy during 
that timeframe. 

I101-13 
The co-lead agencies disagree with the commenter’s many 
contentions that funding of the entire capital cost of the Modal or 
HST Alternative from state tax revenues would decrease statewide 
economic growth.  The potential differences in growth from different 
funding and cost assumptions were described at a sensitivity level of 
detail in Section 5.5.3. of the Draft EIR/EIS.  Results from the 
sensitivity analysis indicate that even if the entire $37 billion capital 
cost were funded from increases in state taxes, the HST Alternative 
would still lead to a net statewide increase in jobs (409,000) and 
people (608,000) over the No-Project Alternative.  Further, extensive 
ridership and revenue forecasting conducted for the HSRA’s Business 
Plan indicates that HST fare revenue will produce an operating 
surplus under all reasonable scenarios of operating costs and market 
competition. 

The co-lead agencies believe that it would be imprudent and 
impractical to conduct “out to seven or more” decades.  There are 
no reliable economic base forecasts beyond 30 years into the future.  
Further, beyond this 30-year horizon, there is a significant likelihood 
of structural changes in the economy that would require extensive 
speculation to analyze.  

I101-14 
The statement in the PEIR/S is correct.  CEQA guidelines 
§15126.6[e][2] state that, “if the environmentally superior 
alternative is the ‘no project’ alternative, the EIR shall also identify 
the environmentally superior alternative among the other 
alternatives.”  The No Project Alternative is assumed to include 
development of numerous projects across the state, as contained in 
the local, regional, and statewide plans.  It is assumed that each of 
these projects would undergo separate review that would describe 
their environmental impacts.  It is clear that the No Project 
Alternative and its component parts will have major environmental 
impacts, but these projects are not under the purview of the 
California High Speed Rail Authority and would occur without any 
action on their part, therefore No Project Alternative impacts are not 
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detailed in the PEIR/S.  The No Project Alternative serves as an 
environmental baseline against which the impacts of the Modal and 
HST alternatives can be compared.  The Co-lead agencies have 
found that the No Project Alternative would not meet the intended 
purpose and need of the HST System, as described in Section 1 of 
the PEIR/S. 

I101-15 
Please see standard response 6.42.1. 
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Response to Comments of Don Barnby, August 19, 2004 (Letter I102) 

I102-1 
Please see standard response 2.18.1. 



California High-Speed Train Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments 

 

 
CALIFORNIA HIGH SPEED RAIL AUTHORITY 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page  6-251

 

Comment Letter I103 

 



California High-Speed Train Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments 

 

 
CALIFORNIA HIGH SPEED RAIL AUTHORITY 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page  6-252

 

Response to Comments of Joan Bartulovich, August 20, 2004 (Letter I103) 

I103-1 
Please see standard response 2.18.1. 



California High-Speed Train Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments 

 

 
CALIFORNIA HIGH SPEED RAIL AUTHORITY 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page  6-253

 
 

Comment Letter I104 



California High-Speed Train Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments 

 

 
CALIFORNIA HIGH SPEED RAIL AUTHORITY 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page  6-254

 
 

Response to Comments of Gerald Cauthen, August 19, 2004 (Letter I104) 

I104-1 
The Authority acknowledges but disagrees with your comments 
regarding ridership forecasts.  The ridership forecasts done by 
Charles River Associates (CRA) for the Authority’s Business Plan were 
considerably beyond the level of detail necessary to support the 
program level environmental process.  While the base forecast year 
for the CRA forecasts was 2020, CRA also did analysis for 2040 and 
2050.  In regards to the “low-end” forecasts, the Authority’s 
Business Plan states, “Ridership and revenue for the high-speed train 
system will continue to grow as the system matures and California’s 
population continues to grow.  By the year 2050, both ridership and 
revenue in constant 1999 dollars are forecast to increase by half 
over 2020 levels to over 47 million passengers and $1.3 billion in 
fare revenue.” (page 27)  CRA’s analysis for 2040 was utilized in the 
evaluating the potential growth inducement from the HST system. 

I104-2 
The Draft Program EIR/EIS states the Transbay Terminal would have 
“direct connections to BART, Muni, and regional bus transit”.  
However, BART commented that the Transbay Terminal is one city 
block away from BART and that the underground moving ramp 
pedestrian connection to BART was not part of the Transbay 
Terminal’s financial plan.  The Final Program EIR/EIS will 
acknowledge that the Transbay Terminal is one city block from 
BART.   

I104-3 
Please see standard response 6.23.1. 

I104-4 
Please see standard response 2.18.1. 
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Response to Comments of Martin and Judith Engel, August 20, 2004 (Letter I105) 

I105-1 
The Authority acknowledges but disagrees with your assessments.  
Consideration of train ridership forecasts and the development of 
construction costs, etc., are appropriate as part of the program 
EIR/EIS process.   The program EIR/EIS has been prepared in 
compliance with the requirements of CEQA and NEPA. 

I105-2 
Please see standard response 2.18.1. 

I105-3   
Addressing “all the significant environmental implications and 
consequences of HSR on the Peninsula” is beyond the scope of this 
program level EIR/EIS process including such areas as private 
property acquisition, imposed easements, tree loss, etc.  If the HST 
proposal moves forward, more detailed project-specific 
environmental documentation will be required prior to construction. 
The level of analysis provided in the program EIR/EIS is appropriate 
to the decisions being made at this time; future project specific 
studies will address potential impacts in more detail at the alignment 
locations identified for further study.    

The HST system would require the Caltrain corridor to be fully grade 
separated, electrified, appropriately fenced and require additional 
tracks.  The Program EIR/EIS evaluates the potential environmental 
impacts of a HST design concept which includes grade separation, 
access control, and additional tracks, where necessary, but also is 
designed to reduce environmental impacts (please see the objectives 
listed in Chapter 2 of the Program EIR/EIS on Table 2.6-5). 

I105-4   
The Authority acknowledges but disagrees with your assessments.   

I105-5   
The Program EIR/EIS evaluates only a fully grade separated, 
electrified (overhead catenary) Caltrain corridor with additional 
tracks as part of the HST Alternative. 

I105-6   
HST links from Fremont to Sacramento were considered but rejected 
as part of an initial statewide HST system.  Please see the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS Section 2.6.8D.  Available studies indicate that use 
of the Bay Bridge, or a new Transbay Tube would not be feasible or 
practicable options for HST service.  Please see the findings of the 
MTC Bay Bridge Rail Feasibility study (cite study).  Please also see 
standard response 6.3.1.  

I105-7 
Please see standard response 6.1.4. 

I105-8 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge but disagree with your 
assessment. 
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Response to Comments of Ernest Goitein, August 21, 2004 (Letter I106) 

I106-1 
Please see standard response 2.18.1. 
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