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Response to Comments Bay Area Open Space Council, et al., August 31, 2004 (Letter O049) 

O049-1 
Please see standard response 3.15.2 and standard response 3.15.13 
regarding the general level of detail in this Program EIR/EIS and the 
anticipated more detailed project-level, Tier 2 studies.  Please see 
response to Comment O042-1 for more information on the purpose 
of the Program EIR/EIS and the subsequent studies.  The co-lead 
agencies believe that the Program EIR/EIS contains sufficient 
information and analyses for the decisions made as part of this 
document.  Please see response to Comment O064-08 in regards to 
suitable mitigation measures.  In addition, further clarification and 
description of the design features of the proposed project and 
further discussion of proposed mitigation strategies have been added 
to the Final Program EIR/EIS in Chapter 3.  Please see Chapter 6A 
and the Summary of the Final Program EIR/EIS in regards to the 
preferred HST alignment and station locations.   

Please refer to standard response 3.15.13 in regards to the level of 
detail of the Program EIR/EIS process and Section 1.1 of the Final 
Program EIR/EIS document.  The mitigation strategies described in 
the Final Program EIR/EIS represent mitigation menus for decision-
makers to consider.  Commitments to specific mitigation measure 
will come in decisions on the program document and in the future, 
more specifically as part the decisions on project-level documents, 
should the HST proposal move forward. 

O049-2 
The co-lead agencies believe the Final Program EIR/EIS meets the 
requirements of both CEQA and NEPA, including the Summary 
section.  Conclusions regarding significance of impacts before and 
after mitigation are presented in Section 7, “Unavoidable Adverse 
Environmental Impacts”.  Tables describing the HST alignment and 
station choices are included as Section 6, “High-Speed Train 
Alignment Options Comparison”.  This section is a “summary 
chapter”, which presents in table format a summary of the data 

presented in Chapter 3 and in the supporting technical documents so 
that alignment and station comparisons can be made between the 
various HST design options.  Given that the HST Alternative is over 
700-miles long and that thousands of miles of alignment options 
have been investigated, it is not practical to place all the information 
suggested by your comments into a single “summary chapter”.  
Section 6 is over 100 pages in length (not including the many pages 
of figures).  The preferred HST alignments and potential station 
locations and the rationale behind their identification are presented 
in Chapter 6A of the Final Program EIR/EIS document. 

O049-3 
Section 2.6 of the Program EIR/EIS describes the No Project, HST, 
and Modal alternatives.  The description of the HST Alternative 
includes key engineering and operations aspects and references 
additional technical documents.  For the Final Program EIR/EIS, 
Section 3.18 has been added which includes a description of 
construction practices and discussion relating to potential 
construction related impacts.  Potentially significant environmental 
impacts are addressed in Chapter 7.  Chapter 3 summarizes the 
potential environmental impacts of the No Project, HST and Modal 
Alternatives.  The co-lead agencies believe that the Final EIR/EIS 
presents sufficient information to accurately and thoroughly describe 
the proposed project and actions.  However, it is neither necessary 
nor practical to include all the technical information related to the 
Final EIR/EIS (about 100 supporting technical reports) in the Final 
EIR/EIS.  Please also see standard response 10.1.1 in regards to the 
availability of the supporting technical documents.  Please also see 
response to Comment O043-1 and O043-2.  Please see Chapter 12 
of the Final Program EIR/EIS for a complete list of references 
including supporting technical reports.     

O049-4 
Please see response to Comment O043-3. 
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O049-5 
Please see response to Comment O043-3.  The co-lead agencies 
believe that the HST Operations description is appropriate for a 
program level document.  Should the HST proposal move forward, 
more detailed operational analysis will be required as part of future 
project-specific studies.  Please also see standard response 2.7.2 and 
standard response 2.7.3. 

O049-6 
The co-lead agencies disagree with your assessment.  Please see 
standard response 3.15.2 and standard response 3.15.13 regarding 
the general level of detail in this Program EIR/EIS and the 
anticipated more detailed project-level, Tier 2 studies.  Please see 
response to Comment O042-1 for more information on the purpose 
of the Program EIREIS and the subsequent studies.  The expected 
scale of stations and general footprint needs are described in the 
“Engineering Criteria” and “Alignment Configuration and Cross 
Sections” technical reports (January, 2004) and are reference in 
Section 2.7.3 of the Final Program EIR/EIS.  The analysis on public 
utilities (like the analysis for the resource topics) was done at a 
program level of detail.  Further analysis of local traffic impacts and 
connecting transit services will be preformed in project-level 
environmental reviews when additional details of facilities and design 
and location will be known.   A further evaluation of “project-related 
public service facilities” is beyond the scope of this program EIR/EIS 
process.  Should the HST proposal move forward, more detailed 
project-level studies will be required.   

O049-7 
The engineering aspects of HST and the other alternatives are 
described at a conceptual level of detail (see Section 2.6 of the Final 
Program EIR/EIS).  Describing “all engineering aspects of HST and 
the other alternatives” is beyond the scope of this program EIR/EIS 
process.  The co-lead agencies believe that sufficient information has 
been provided in the Final EIR/EIS regarding to the advantages of 
the HST over the other alternatives (please see the Summary of the 

Program EIR/EIS).  A footnote has been added to the Final Program 
EIR/EIS documenting an appropriate source for the claim that HST 
would generate less runoff and has more infiltration potential than 
the Modal Alternative (See Section 3.15.3).  Information from your 
comments (Attachment C) have been added to the Final Program 
EIR/EIS discussing the advantages of railway corridors over 
highways (from DeSanto and Smith 1993).  

O049-8 
The co-lead agencies believe that the Program EIR/EIS document 
fully meets the requirements of CEQA and NEPA for a program level 
document.  The estimated costs for the HST Alternative and Modal 
Alternative are summarized in Section 4 of the Program EIR/EIS.  
Detailed cost-benefit analyses which were prepared as part of the 
Commission’s and the Authority’s feasibility studies were referenced 
in this program process (see Section 2.3).  The preparation of a 
financing plan for the proposed HST system is not required for CEQA 
and NEPA compliance and is beyond the scope of this program 
EIR/EIS. 

O049-9 
Please see standard response 10.1.7.  While the Commission 
discussed several phasing concepts, it made no preference or 
recommendation regarding the phasing of a statewide HST system.  
However, the Commission did determine that the links to 
Sacramento and San Diego were “vital to the feasibility of the 
project” (High-Speed Rail Summary Report and Action Plan, 
December 1996, page 8-28).  Please also see standard response 
2.13.1. 

The co-lead agencies disagree with your conclusions.  In the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS the co-lead agencies identified the HST Alternative 
as the preferred alternative based on a range of potential impacts 
derived from the various design options which were compared to the 
No Project and Modal alternatives.  Based upon the information 
presented in the Draft Program EIR/EIS and comments received 
from agencies, organizations and the public the Authority identified a 
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preferred alignment and station locations which has been added to 
the Final Program EIR/EIS.  The co-lead agencies believe that 
process that has been followed fully meets the requirements of 
CEQA and NEPA. 

Please see standard response 6.3.1 in regards to the Bay Area to 
Central Valley portion of the HST Alternative.  

O049-10 
Please see response to Comment O049-1 and response to Comment 
O049-2. 

O049-11 
In the Final Program EIR/EIS, each environmental area (sections of 
Chapter 3) has been modified to include specific mitigation strategies 
that would be applied in general for the HST system.  Each section 
of Chapter 3 also outlines specific design features that will be applied 
to the implementation of the HST system to avoid, minimize, and 
mitigate potential impacts.    At this level of design it is premature to 
develop more specific mitigation measures for specific potential 
effects.  Only once there is a more detailed analysis of the alignment 
and avoidance and minimization efforts have been exhausted, will 
specific mitigation be addressed.  Also see comment O029-4 
regarding the further examination of alignment options. 

Because the proposed HST system would not be operational until the 
year 2020, the affected environment discussions describe both the 
existing conditions as of 2003 and, where appropriate and not overly 
speculative, the anticipated 2020 conditions that would pertain when 
the project becomes operational.  For disciplines where projections 
of future changes in existing conditions would be overly speculative, 
the existing 2003 conditions were used as a proxy for the 2020 
conditions.  For some disciplines—such as transportation, energy, air 
quality, and land use—future conditions are routinely projected in 
adopted regional or local planning documents or are forecast by 
public agencies.  In these cases, the existing conditions and the 
projected 2020 conditions were used as the basis for impact 
analysis.  The technical studies prepared for each region and 

addressing each resource area provided key information for the 
preparation of the affected environment discussions. 

The environmental consequences discussions describe the potential 
environmental impacts (both adverse and beneficial) of the Modal 
and HST Alternatives in comparison to the No Project Alternative and 
compared to each other.  Each discussion begins by comparing 
existing conditions with 2020 No Project conditions to describe the 
consequences of No Project and how environmental conditions are 
expected to change during the timeframe required to bring the 
proposed HST system online.  As described above, existing (2003) 
conditions were used as a proxy for 2020 No Project conditions 
where 2020 baseline information was unavailable, could not be 
projected, or would be overly speculative.  Using 2020 No Project 
conditions as a basis for comparison, the analysis of impacts then 
addresses direct and indirect impacts for the proposed HST and 
Modal Alternatives, as well as potential cumulative impacts.  

O049-12 
Program EIR/EIS the traffic analysis has been completed at a 
regional level of detail based on regional modeling data.  Should the 
HST program move forward detailed intersection level traffic analysis 
will be required as part of subsequent project specific analysis.  
Should the HST proposal move forward, the Authority and the FRA 
will work closely with the local governments (cities) and other 
stakeholders involved to ensure that adequate access improvements 
are identified to minimize and mitigate potential traffic impacts. 
Detailed traffic studies are not appropriate until more specificity is 
defined for proposed stations in terms of location and design during 
the subsequent project level studies.    

In the Final Program EIR/EIS, each environmental area (sections of 
Chapter 3) has been modified to include mitigation strategies that 
would be applied in general for the HST system.  Each section of 
Chapter 3 also outlines specific design features that will be applied to 
the implementation of the HST system to avoid, minimize, and 
mitigate potential impacts.  Specific impacts and mitigations will be 
addressed during subsequent project level environmental review, 
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based on more precise information regarding location and design of 
the facilities proposed. 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.  Only after the alignment is refined and the facilities are 
fully defined through project level analysis, and avoidance and 
minimization efforts have been exhausted, will specific impacts and 
mitigation measures be addressed. 

Please see comment O049-11, above, regarding the comparison of 
existing and future conditions. 

O049-13 
The detailed information necessary to conduct a quantitative 
construction phase analysis is not available at this stage of the 
project.  Information such as the years of construction operations at 
each analysis site, the types of equipment and hours of equipment 
operating at each site, the location of this equipment relative to 
nearby sensitive land uses, the number of trucks entering, leaving, 
and idling near site, the mitigation measures that may be required or 
proposed for this project, etc. has not be specified with enough 
detail to conduct a quantitative analysis. 

Section 3.18 of the Final Program EIR/EIS addresses construction 
methods and the potential for construction impacts in general.  In 
addition, each section of Chapter 3 also outlines specific design 
features that will be applied to the implementation of the HST 
system to avoid, minimize, and mitigate potential impacts.  However, 
construction impacts are highly site-specific in nature.  Construction 
impacts will be addressed in detail during subsequent project level 
environmental review, based on more precise information regarding 
location and design of the facilities proposed and the phasing or 
sequencing of construction. 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.   

Section 3.3 of the Final Program EIR/EIS primarily addresses the 
potential impacts to air quality at a regional level.  However, Section 
3.3.1.D describes the methodology applied to assess localized 
impacts at this program level of analysis.  Section 3.3.3 generally 
addresses impacts in each region of study.  More detailed traffic 
analysis (see Response O049-12 above) completed at the project 
level of analysis will be necessary to support potential localized air 
quality impacts. 

In the Final Program EIR/EIS, each environmental area (sections of 
Chapter 3) has been modified to include mitigation strategies that 
would be applied in general for the HST system.  Each section of 
Chapter 3 also outlines specific design features that will be applied to 
the implementation of the HST system to avoid, minimize, and 
mitigate potential impacts.  Specific impacts and mitigations will be 
addressed during subsequent project level environmental review, 
based on more precise information regarding location and design of 
the facilities proposed. 

O049-14 
The co-lead agencies disagree with your assessment.  The Program 
EIR/EIS calculates both direct (Section 3.8) and indirect impacts to 
farmlands (Section 5).  Severance impacts are discussed qualitatively 
in Section 3.8 but cannot be quantified at a program level of detail.  
Should the HST proposal move forward, more detailed project 
specific study will be required.  Please see responses to Comment 
Letter O047 from the “American Farmland Trust”.  Please see 
response to Comment O064-08 in regards to suitable mitigation 
measures and additional information in Section 3.8.6 of the Final 
Program EIR/EIS.     

O049-15 
Section 3 of the PEIR/S programmatically evaluates the potential for 
direct and indirect impacts from the No Project, HST and Modal 
Alternative.  Please see standard response 3.15.2 and standard 
response 3.15.13 regarding the level of analysis and the intended 
uses of the PEIR/s.   Please also see responses to Comments O034 



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  5-338

 

from the Defenders of Wildlife.  Please see responses to Comments 
AS004 – 45 regarding the addition of a construction section and 
response to Comment AS004 – 46 regarding the addition of a 
discussion of HST support facilities to the PEIR/S.  Please see 
standard response 3.15.7 and response to Comment O034 – 15 
regarding the widths of the evaluation corridors – the evaluation 
“envelopes.”  Please see standard response 3.15.10 regarding 
consideration of habitat conservation plans, natural community 
conservation plans (NCCP), and other approved local, regional, or 
state habitat conservation plans.  Please see responses to Comments 
AF007 – 5, and AL072 – 8 and standard responses 3.15.7, and 
3.15.11 regarding impacts to wetlands.  Please see standard 
responses 3.15.2, 3.15.3, 3.15.4, 3.15.9, and 3.15.11 and response 
to Comments AS004 – 46, 47, 48, 49, & 51, AS012 – 7, 8, 9, 12, and 
17, and O034 – 3 & 4 regarding impacts to wildlife and wildlife 
corridors and habitat fragmentation.  Please see response to 
Comment AS004 – 50 regarding privately owned conservation lands.  
Please see response to Comment AS004 – 49 regarding EMF/EMI 
levels associated with the HST Alternative.  Please see response 
AF009 – 26 regarding threatened vs. endangered species.  Please 
see response to Comments AL072 regarding impacts to the 
Grassland Ecological Areas.  Please see standard response 3.15.7 
regarding the future evaluation that will be undertaken for the 
Corridor from the Central Valley to the Bay Area, including a review 
of Altamont Pass.  Please note that the Authority has dropped the 
previously proposed Los Banos HST Station from further 
consideration.  See also additional discussions of potential mitigation 
strategies in Chapter 3 of the Final Program EIR/EIS.   

O049-16 
Please see responses to Comments AL063 – 1 and 14 regarding 
consistency with local and regional plans.  The HST Alternative 
description has been expanded – please see Section 2.6 of the Final 
PEIR/S.  Please see response to O044 – 18 regarding environmental 
justice.  Please see response to Comment O015 – 4 regarding the 
land use impact evaluation envelope.  Please note that the Authority 
has dropped future consideration of the HST alignments through and 

under Henry Coe State Park and the Orestimaba State Wilderness.  
Please see standard response 6.3.1.  Please see standard response 
3.15.2 and standard response 3.15.13 regarding the level of analysis 
and the intended uses of the PEIR/s.   

Please see standard response 5.2.1 in regards to potential growth 
inducement.  Analysis for “Land Use Planning, Communities and 
Neighborhoods, Property, and Environmental Justice” is summarized 
in Section 3.7 of the Program EIR/EIS.  Section 3.7.3 “Environmental 
Consequences” describes the potential impacts of the HST and 
Modal Alternatives.  Section 3.7.4 “Comparison of Alternatives by 
Region” provides more detailed comparisons for each region of 
potential land use impacts.  Section 3.7.5 presents mitigation 
strategies for potential land use impacts.  The findings of Section 3.7 
are summarized in Chapter 7.  The use of design practices and 
commitments to mitigation strategies as part of the decision on the 
Final Program EIR/EIS are expected to substantially mitigate most 
potential adverse impacts of the proposed HST system.  However, 
demonstrating specific significant land use impacts and how 
mitigation measures would be applied to reduce these to less than 
significant is beyond the scope of this program EIR/EIS process and 
must be included in project-level analyses when more detailed 
information on specific alignment locations and design options will 
be available.   Should the HST proposal move forward, more detailed 
project specific studies will be required. 

O049-17 
Please see standard response 5.2.1 and 5.2.5. 

O049-18 
Please see standard response 3.15.13.  The Co-lead agencies 
acknowledge the importance of detailed comments regarding 
hydrology and water resources that are embodied in this comment.  
These issues will be addressed in the subsequent studies and 
project-level, Tier 2 studies for the selected HST alignment and 
station options.  The Co-lead agencies believe that the level of 
analysis presented in the PEIR/S is sufficient to support a decision 
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regarding whether to advance the statewide high speed train 
network and to eliminate some alignment options from further 
consideration and identify preferred corridor alignment options.  The 
Co-lead agencies acknowledge that information on the subjects 
described in this comment must be addressed in the analyses of 
alignment and station options that will be prepared in subsequent 
studies and the project-level, Tier 2 evaluations.  The Co-lead 
agencies recognize the importance of the issues raised in this 
comment (and many others) requesting more detailed analysis, but 
believe that using the two step analysis process (outlined in standard 
response 3.15.13) is a reasonable, appropriate, and practical way to 
evaluate such a large and extensive project as a statewide high 
speed train network.  Therefore, the Co-lead agencies acknowledge 
that the conceptual nature of the Alternatives makes it impossible to 
fully evaluate the potential for impacts on hydrology and water 
resources, but are satisfied that the PEIR/S provides enough 
information to make a decision about whether to advance the HST 
alternative and identification of preferred alignment and station 
options. While detailed environmental setting information will be 
necessary as part of the project-level environmental analysis, the Co-
lead agencies are confident that the PEIR/S provides enough 
information to confirm that, all other things being equal, the 
proposed HST alignment would have fewer impacts on hydrology 
and water resources than the Modal Alternative consisting of 
highway and airport expansions. Mitigation measures can only be 
appropriately defined as part of the more detailed project-level 
design and environmental process. 

O049-19 
Please see response to Comment O064-07.  Please also see 
response to Comment O064-08 in regards to suitable mitigation 
measures.  Please also see Section 3.18 for a discussion of potential 
construction related impacts and Chapter 3 for “design practices” 
commitments. 

O049-20 
The public utilities impact analysis is programmatic and addresses 
only representative utilities; it does not address all utilities and does 
not address local details.  Project-level analysis would address all 
utilities and local issues once the alignments and profiles, and facility 
designs are more defined.  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.  Should the HST proposal move forward, the Authority and 
the FRA will work closely with the local governments (cities) and 
others to avoid, minimize, and mitigate, where necessary, taking all 
necessary steps to ensure that there will be no disruption to service 
through thoughtful design and best construction practices.  

Each section of Chapter 3 also outlines specific design features that 
will be applied to the implementation of the HST system to avoid, 
minimize, and mitigate potential impacts.  Specific impacts and 
mitigations will be addressed during subsequent project level 
environmental review, based on more precise information regarding 
location and design of the facilities proposed. 

Greater specificity in alignment location and profile, station designs, 
system access, operating plans, and control systems is also required 
to address the potential impacts on specific public services.  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., elevated, at-
grade, access locations, station design features, fencing type and 
location, etc.). The detail of engineering associated with the project 
level environmental analysis will allow the Authority to identify 
system requirements and further investigate ways to avoid, minimize 
and mitigate potential affects.   

O049-21 
Section 3.16: Section 4(f) and 6(f) Resources has been renamed in 
the Final Program EIR/EIS to “Section 4(f) and 6(f) Resources (Public 
Parks and Recreation, Waterfowl Refuges and Historic Sites).”  
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It is important to note that all of the impacts associated with the 
HST and Modal Alternatives are potential impacts. The Authority 
screened a large number of different alignment options and 
alignment combinations throughout the state to develop the HST 
Alternative analyzed in the Final Program EIR/EIS.  A key objective 
for the HST system is to avoid and/or minimize the potential impacts 
to cultural, park, recreational and wildlife refuges.  This objective, 
along with others, was used to eliminate several alignment options 
that would have potentially affected 4(f) and 6(f) resources. 

If a 4(f) or 6(f) resource is ranked as “high” that indicates that the 
HST or Modal centerline is within 150 feet of a 4(f) or 6(f) resource.  
However, given the conceptual level of engineering performed for 
this programmatic environmental document it is premature and 
would be speculative to estimate specific physical impacts based 
upon the location alignment options and their relationship to 4(f) 
and 6(f) resources in the program-level analyses.  The more detailed 
engineering associated with the project level environmental analysis 
will include further investigation of ways to avoid, minimize and 
mitigate potential use of 4(f) and 6(f) resources, findings regarding 
impacts to 4(f) and 6(f) resources would be made during project-
level studies when impacts from more specific alignment locations 
would be assessed.     

A table identifying each potentially affected resource and the nature 
of potential impact in terms of its relative proximity to the proposed 
facilities for both the Modal and HST Alternatives is provided in the 
Final Program EIR/EIS (Appendix 3.16-A).   

Please see response to Comment AS004-1 and response to 
Comment O051-1. 

In the Final Program EIR/EIS, each environmental section of Chapter 
3 has been modified to include more specific mitigation strategies 
that would be applied in general for the HST system and “design 
practices” commitments.  Each section of Chapter 3 also outlines 
specific design features that will be applied to project level studies 
and the implementation of the HST system to avoid, minimize, and 
mitigate potential impacts.  Once alignments are refined through 

project-level analysis and after avoidance and minimization efforts 
have been exhausted, specific mitigation will be addressed.   

O049-22 
Please see standard response 3.17.1. 

O049-23 
Please see response to Comment O064-08 in regards to suitable 
mitigation measures.  Please see Section 5, “Economic Growth and 
Related Impacts” in regards to potential growth inducement as a 
result of the HST and Modal alternatives.  Please also see 
information added to the Final Program EIR/EIS in Chapter 3 on 
mitigation strategies and design practices, and Chapter 6B in regards 
to transit-oriented development measures. 

The total cost of environmental mitigation was estimated to be 3% 
of the line construction costs (i.e., track, earthwork, structures, etc.) 
for each segment, based on other recently implemented 
transportation corridors in California.  This cost is intended to 
represent the total cost associated with potential mitigation of 
environmental impacts such as impacts to wetlands, parkland, 
biological resources, and wildlife habitat.  Noise mitigation with 
sound walls and right-of-way impact and relocation mitigation are 
estimated separately and thus not included in the 3% estimate.  This 
factor is based on the average to estimate a total cost of mitigation 
across a system.    While it does not account for potential differences 
between alignment options or variations along segments, it provides 
an overall estimate of mitigation costs consistent with other projects 
of this magnitude. 

O049-24 
The co-lead agencies believe the Final Program EIR/EIS document 
meets the requirements of CEQA and NEPA.  Please see standard 
response 6.3.1.  Please also see Chapter 2 of the Final Program 
EIR/EIS for a discussion of the process for identifying the 
alternatives to be addressed.  The USACE and the USEPA have 
concurred in the identification of alternatives for analyses and all the 
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cooperating agencies concurred with Chapter 1, the purpose and 
need statement for the Final Program EIR/EIS. 
 

O049-25 
Please see standard response 2.18.1 and response to Comment 
O049-24. 

O049-26 
Please see standard response 2.18.1.  Please also see response to 
Comment O067-23. 

O049-27 
Please see response to Comment O049-24, the Co-lead agencies 
respectfully disagree with your assessment of the Program EIR/EIS 
and the need for recirculation.  Individuals, organizations, agencies 
and others that have submitted comments on the Draft Program 
EIR/EIS as legible addresses will receive an electronic copy of the 
Final Program EIR/EIS.  Eddy Moore and Terrell Watt will be included 
on the Authority’s mailing list. 

Attachment A & B 
Please see standard response 2.18.1 in regards to the Altamont 
Pass.  Please see response to Comment O067-21 in regards to the 
ridership analysis done in support of the Authority’s June 2000 
Business Plan.  Please see response to Comment O049-9 in regards 
to the phasing of the HST Alternative. 

 The co-lead agencies determined that the ridership and revenue 
forecasts done for the June 2000 Business Plan were appropriate for 
use in the Program EIR/EIS process.  Please see standard response 
2.1.1 and standard response 2.1.2 in regards to the ridership 
forecasts.  Additional forecasts for design options that were not part 
of the Business Plan analysis were done by Charles River Associates 
using the same models used for the Business Plan (such as for the 
“Diablo Direct” route options) and the results summarized in the 

Program EIR/EIS.  Detailed results of the “Diablo Direct” forecasts 
were provided by the Authority on request.  The co-lead agencies 
agree that Sacramento to the Bay Area is an important intercity 
travel market and this market is included as part of the HST 
Alternative.  The catchment areas listed were for the purposes as 
outlined for the screening evaluation.  These calculations were not 
used to develop ridership and revenue forecasts.  The ordering of 
the objectives listed in Table 2.6-5 were not intended to represent 
an hierarchy of importance for the objectives as your comment 
implies (while maximizing ridership is listed first in this table, it was 
listed as on page 2-42 of the Draft EIR/EIS).  For the multitude of 
options analyzed in screening, at a program level of detail it was not 
practical to do detailed ridership and revenue forecasts for every 
potential HST design option considered.  The co-lead agencies 
determined to quantify travel time and population and employment 
within a reasonable catchment area in order to indicate the potential 
ridership and attractiveness of alignment and station options.  Please 
see the “Alignment/Station Screening Methodology” (Authority/FRA, 
May 16, 2001) technical report for more details. 

Please see information in the Final Program EIR/EIS regarding 
mitigation strategies and design practices (Chapter 3), construction 
methods (Section 3.18), and transit-oriented development measures 
(Chapter 6B).   

Attachment C 
Please see response to Comment O049-15. 

Attachment D 
Please see response to Comment O049-19. 

Attachment E 
Acknowledged. 

Attachment F 

Acknowledged. 
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Comment Letter O050 
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Comment Letter O050 Continued 
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Response to Comments of Margaret Okuzumi, Executive Director, Bay Rail Alliance, August 31, 2004 (Letter O050) 

O050-1 
Please see standard response 2.18.1. 

 

 

 

 


	O050 Margaret Okuzumi, Bay Rail Alliance



