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Response to Comments of Kenneth Ryan, Transportation Issue Chair, Sierra Club, August 31, 2004 (Letter O067) 

O067-01 
Please see standard response 2.18.1. 

O067-02 
Please see standard response 5.2.4 for issues related to impacts of 
specific alignments and stations.  The Draft Program EIR/EIS 
assessed the urban growth potential around each station site at a 
program-level of analysis, and came to largely different conclusions 
from the assertions raised in Attachment 2 of the commenter’s 
letter.  The commenter is referred to Appendices G and H of the 
technical report on economic growth effects for further details on the 
methodologies used to arrive at the conclusions presented in the 
Program EIR/EIS.  The commenter’s preference for “smart growth 
zoning” as mentioned in Attachment 2 is noted.  See also standard 
responses 5.2.1 and 5.2.5. 

Please also see standard response 5.2.1 for issues related mitigation 
of growth inducing effects.  The commenter’s preference for local 
financing of high speed train stations is noted.  Please also see 
standard response 2.1.12 and Chapter 6B of the Final Program 
EIR/EIS. 

O067-03 
The analysis of aesthetic and visual resources for this Program 
EIR/EIS focuses on a broad comparison of potential impacts on 
visual resources (particularly scenic resorrces, areas of historic 
interest, and natural open space areas and significant ecological 
areas [SEAs]) along proposed Modal and HST Alternative corridors 
and around HST stations.  The potential impacts for each of these 
alternatives are evaluated against the existing conditions, as 
described in Section 3.9.2, Affected Environment of the Program 
EIR/EIS. 

Potential changes to the dominant landscape features, or potential 
visual impacts, are described and ranked as high, medium, or low 
according to the potential extent of change to existing visual 
resources.  Visual contrast rankings, or impact rankings, are defined 
as follows. 

• High visual impacts would be sustained if features of the 
alternative were obvious and began to dominate the landscape 
and detract from the existing landscape characteristics or scenic 
qualities. 

• Medium visual impacts would be sustained if features of the 
alternative were readily discernable but did not dominate the 
landscape or detract from existing dominant features. 

• Low visual impacts would be sustained if features of the 
alternative were consistent with the existing line, form, texture, 
and color of other elements in the landscape and did not stand 
out. 

• Shadow impact ranking would be high if the new (not existing) 
elevated structure were within 75 feet (ft) (23 meters [m]) of 
residential or open space, natural areas, or parkland. 

• Beneficial visual impact would result if the alternative eliminated 
a dominant feature in the landscape that currently detracts from 
scenic qualities or blocks vistas. 

The methodology used for visual impacts is a appropriate for this 
Program EIR/EIS; more detailed examination of potential visual 
impacts will be provided in project-level environmental reviews, 
should the HST proposal move forward.   

The Authority will not pursue HST alignments crossing Henry Coe 
State Park and the Orestimba Wilderness.  See standard response 
6.3.1.  
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O067-04 
The program EIR/EIS considered the potential for HST noise impacts 
using FRA guidance that is based upon detailed measurements of 
existing HST’s traveling at various speeds.  The impact rating metric 
(high, medium, and low) was developed for use in comparing HST 
corridor options of varying lengths at the program level stage, based 
on FRA noise impact assessment methodology.  The impact rating 
method represents the relative potential for noise impact and was 
applied to each section of each alignment option to produce an 
overall rating for the purposes of comparing HST alignment options 
at the Program Level.   

See Standard Response AF008-13 regarding the use and analysis of 
express “loops” around cities in the Central Valley.   

Speed reductions in specific areas may be considered at the 
subsequent project specific level of analysis, as more specificity is 
provided on the proposed HST design and alignment and the 
ramifications related to system performance can be fully assessed 
and disclosed.  Please also see additional discussion of “design 
practices” and mitigation strategies in Chapter 3 of the Final Program 
EIR/EIS (for each environmental resource area).  More detailed 
consideration of site-specific noise mitigation options will be provided 
in project-level environmental review where more detailed data 
concerning alignments, station sites, and system design will be 
available. 

O067-05 
The vast majority of the material excavated for tunneling purposes is 
anticipated to be suitable for reuse in the construction of the 
proposed HST facilities.  Potential uses include: aggregate for 
concrete and fill material for other portions of the line.  Balancing 
the earthwork operations will be a key objective in the subsequent 
project level engineering analysis.  Please also see Section 3.18 of 
the Final Program EIR/EIS regarding construction methods.  

O067-06 
The Final Program EIR/EIS describes specific “design practices” for 
the features of tunnels for the proposed HST system including full 
impermeable water membranes with full concrete lining to avoid 
drainage of groundwater into the tunnels (see Section 3.15.4 and 
Section 3.15.5 of the Final Program EIR/EIS, and the Summary in 
Section S.4.5).  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, 
thorough identification of threatened species and their range, and 
the specific geologic conditions. 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 
groundwater related affects.   

O067-07 
The potential for naturally existing potentially toxic minerals, salts, 
and acids will be identified during subsequent project level 
environmental review, based on more precise information regarding 
location and design of the facilities proposed, and the specific 
geologic and soil conditions. 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 
affects to biological resources.  

O067-08 
Please see standard responses 3.15.2, 3.15.3, 3.15.4, 3.15.9, 
3.15.11 and response to Comments AS004 – 46, 47, 48, 49, & 51, 
AS012 – 7, 8, 9, 12, & 17, and O034 – 3 & 4 regarding impacts to 
wildlife and wildlife corridors and habitat fragmentation. 
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O067-09 
Effects on wildlife movement corridors were considered in the Draft 
PEIR/S, and additional analysis will be conducted at a project level.  
As noted on page 3.15.31 of the Draft PEIR/S, the Program 
document has identified major wildlife movement/migration corridors 
within the study area, but further study needs to be done on 
movement/migration corridors:  “Field studies could identify 
additional locally significant corridors and provide data to assist in 
the design of bridges and wildlife crossings at crucial travel route 
points.”  Measures to mitigate effects of the HST Project on animal 
movements and corridors have been added to the Final PEIR/S and 
are provided in Section 3.15.6.  A discussion of the systemwide 
potential impacts to identified wildlife movement corridors for the 
Modal and HST Alternatives (including illustrative figures) is included 
in Section 3.15.3.B. 

O067-10 
Current studies at the program level have assumed industry 
standard track spacing to adjacent rail lines.  Subsequent project 
specific studies will continue to examine the appropriate separation 
distance and/or barrier (berm, wall) and controls for safety to be 
included in the specific design of HST lines adjacent to operating            
freight lines.   

An alignment option shifted to the west of the existing rail or 
highway corridor would create additional impacts to the adjacent 
farmlands and communities. The proposed HST system uses existing 
corridors to avoid or minimize impacts to farmland properties 
(including severance) that are adjacent to the HST alignment 
alternatives.  See also standard response 2.25.1 and response to 
Comment PH-F030-1.  Further review in project-level environmental 
documents will consider some variations of the preferred alignments 
identified to attempt to achieve additional reduction of impacts and 
operational efficiencies.   

O067-11 
Acknowledged. 

O067-12 
Please see standard response 2.18.1. 

O067-13 
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 sufficient detail for the 
decisions to be made as related to 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 have been added to the 
Final Program EIR/EIS in Chapter 3.  

O067-14 
Please see standard responses 3.15.1, 3.15.2, 3.15.3, and 3.15.4 
and response to Comment O024-36 in regards to “Biological 
Resources” and habitat fragmentation.  Please also see response to 
Comment O067-8 in regards to habitat fragmentation.  Please see 
responses to Comment Letter AL072 (Grassland Water District and 
Grassland Resource Conservation District) in regards to the “Grass 
Wetlands area”.  Please also see standard response 6.3.1.  The 
potential for loss of biodiversity from the proposed HST system or 
alternatives is noted as a concern and an issue to be addressed in 
future project-level studies, when more detail is available on 
alignments and system design. 

O067-15 
Please see response to Comment O067-3 and response to Comment 
O064-04 in regards to potential visual impacts.  Please also see 
standard response 6.3.1. 
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O067-16 
Please see response to Comment O067-2.  Please also see standard 
response 6.3.1 and response to Comment O051-1. 

O067-17 
Acknowledged.  The preferred HST system identified by the 
Authority has greatly minimized potential agricultural impacts 
through maximizing the use of existing transportation corridors.   

O067-18 
The co-lead agencies believe that the traffic and circulation 
evaluation prepared for the Draft EIR/EIS is appropriate for this 
program level document.  Should the HST proposal move forward, 
more detailed project specific analysis will be required.  Please see 
response to Comment O067-37.   

O067-19 
Please see standard response 2.18.1.  Please also see response to 
Comment O067-13 in regards to the level of detail of the program 
EIR/EIS and potential mitigation measures, including mitigation for 
impacts to cultural, historical, and archaeological resources.  Please 
also see response to Comment O067-39 in regards to “indirect costs 
of bond measures” and in regards to ridership and revenue 
forecasts. 

O067-20 
Please see standard response 6.3.1 regarding the Authority’s 
decision not to pursue HST alignment options through Henry Coe 
State Park. 

O067-21 
Please see standard response 2.18.1.  The comment notes that “a 
second ridership study was conducted without analyzing the 
Altamont Alternative route”, this is not accurate.  The ridership and 
revenue forecasts prepared in conjunction with the Authority’s June 
2000 Business Plan included forecasts for the Altamont Pass 

alignment option (ridership and revenue forecasts for “Northern 
California Corridor Alternatives” were presented to the Authority on 
May 19, 1999 and summarized in the Authority’s December 1999 
“Corridor Evaluation” Final Report).  The ridership work done for the 
Business Plan produced different results for the comparison between 
the Altamont Pass and Pacheco Pass for several reasons: 1) total 
demand models for air and auto were re-estimated using more 
recent data (level of service characteristics, socioeconomic 
characteristics, and travel volumes by mode); 2) the Pacheco Pass 
option used in the Business Plan was considerably different from the 
one investigated by the Commission.  The Commission assumed that 
the Pacheco Pass would serve a Merced Station as part of the 
routing between the Bay Area and Southern California (see Figure 
3.2 of the Commission’s 1996 “High-Speed Rail Summary Report and 
Action Plan”), whereas the Authority identified a more direct route 
(which did not include a Merced Station on the route between the 
Bay Area and Southern California) which reduced travel times 
between the major markets by over 10 minutes; 3) the Commission’s 
analysis assumed that HST trains would “split” at the junction at 
Union City in order to serve San Francisco and San Jose, whereas 
the Authority’s Business Plan did not have any trains splitting as part 
of the operational plan.   

O067-22 
Please see standard response 2.18.1.  Cost estimates for a “new” 
Dumbarton Bridge are not included as part of the Final Program 
EIR/EIS.  Various concepts and the associated costs for a potential 
San Francisco Bay HST crossing will be investigated as part of future 
studies.  Future studies for proposed HST service between the Bay 
Area and Central Valley will consider the information provided and 
include comparisons of HST infrastructure costs for the various 
alignments investigated.  Please see response to Comment AF008-25 
in regards to the construction of tunnels.  Please see response to 
Comment O064-08 in regards to suitable mitigation measures. 
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O067-23 
Please see response to Comment O064-08 in regards to suitable 
mitigation measures.  The Hayward/Niles/Mulford alignment option 
was carried forward since it is an existing, and very active rail 
alignment.  However, the Authority has identified the Hayward Line 
to I-880, which was determined to have less potential environmental 
impacts than the Hayward/Niles/Mulford option, as the preferred 
HST alignment between Oakland and San Jose (please see standard 
response 6.2.2).  Please also see standard response 6.3.1 in regards 
to the elimination of HST alignment options through Henry Coe State 
Park.   

O067-24 
Please see standard response 6.3.1.  Please see standard response 
2.1.1 and standard response 2.1.2 in regards to the ridership and 
revenue forecasts.  Please also see standard response 1.1.5 and 
standard response 1.1.33 in regards to the primary purpose and 
objectives of the HST Alternative.  The Authority’s ridership and 
revenue forecasts are appropriate for use in this Program EIR/EIS 
and do include the ridership and revenue potential for long distance 
commuters using the HST infrastructure.  Please refer to Chapter 5 
of the Charles River Associates January 2000 report, “Independent 
Ridership and Passenger Revenue Projections for High Speed Rail 
Alternatives in California” referenced in the Program EIR/EIS.  As 
stated on page 73 of that report, “This chapter presents preliminary 
year 2020 ridership and revenue forecasts on express commuter 
services that could be provided on the high speed rail/maglev 
alignments to San Diego, Los Angeles, and Bay Area (San Francisco, 
San Jose, and Oakland) urban centers.  Urban and interregional 
commuters are additional travel markets that could benefit from the 
long-distance intercity HSR/maglev system.”  The Authority’s long-
distance commute forecasts assumed fare structures and frequency 
levels that are appropriate for commuters. 

O067-25 
Acknowledged.  The splitting of HST trainsets will be considered as 
part of future studies.  However, the co-lead agencies believe that 

the splitting of HST trains would not alter the analysis and 
conclusions of this Program EIR/EIS process and therefore no 
changes to the HST operational plan were made for this Program 
EIR/EIS.  It should be noted that the capacity of the HST Alternative 
is a function of both “trains per hour” and number of passenger 
seats.  Arguments “against the Altamont” are not included in the 
Final Program EIR/EIS. 

O067-26 
Please see standard response 6.3.1.  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 sufficient detail for the decisions made as part of 
this document.  Appropriate edits have been made to the tables in 
Chapter 6 of the Final Program EIR/EIS. 

O067-27 
Please see response to Comment O067-13.  Please also see standard 
response 6.3.1. 

O067-28 
Please see response to Comment O067-13. 

O067-29 
Please see standard response 2.18.1.  Please also see response to 
Comment O067-24.  The co-lead agencies agree that Sacramento to 
the Bay Area is an intercity travel market and this market is included 
as part of the HST Alternative.  Please also see standard response 
2.16.3. 

O067-30 
Please see response to Comment O067-14.  Please see response to 
Comment O064-08 in regards to suitable mitigation measures.  In 
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addition, further clarification and description of the design features 
of the proposed project (including tunneling methods) have been 
added to the Final Program EIR/EIS in Chapter 3 (for each 
environmental resource area).  Please also see standard response 
6.3.1.   

O067-31 
Please see response to Comment O067-8 and response to Comment 
O067-9. 

O067-32 
Please see standard response 6.3.1.  Please see responses to 
Comment Letter AL072 (Grassland Water District and Grassland 
Resource Conservation District) in regards to the “Grass Wetlands 
area”.  The co-lead agencies appreciate the information provided by 
the Sierra Club, which will be considered in detail in future studies 
between the Bay Area and Central Valley.  Please also refer to 
response to Comment O067-30. 

O067-33 
Please see response to Comment O067-8, response to Comment 
O067-9 and response to Comment O067-14. 

O067-34 
A list of 4(f) and 6(f) resources potentially impacted by the HST and 
Modal alternatives have been added to the Final Program EIR/EIS 
please refer to Appendix 3.16-A.  Please refer to standard response 
6.3.1, options through Henry Coe State Park have been eliminated 
by the Authority from further investigation.   

O067-35 
Please see response to Comment O067-3 in regards to visual 
impacts.  Please see standard response 3.4.1 in regards to noise 
impacts in open space areas.  Please see response to Comment 
O064-08 in regards to suitable mitigation measures.  The Program 
EIR/EIS addresses potential mitigation at a program-level for noise 

and visual impacts.  The extent of mitigation available to 
substantially reduce noise and visual impacts will be addressed in 
detail in project-level environmental analyses.   

O067-36 
Please see response to Comment O064-07.  Please see standard 
response 6.3.1. 

The co-lead agencies appreciate the information provided by the 
Sierra Club.  Please see response to Comment O064-08 in regards to 
suitable mitigation measures.   

O067-37 
Please see response to Comment O067-2.  A potential station site at 
Los Banos has been eliminated from further investigation and the 
Union City site was identified by the Authority as the preferred 
location for a potential Southern Alameda County HST station.  
Please see standard response 6.3.1.  Please see response to 
Comment O064-08 in regards to suitable mitigation measures.  The 
Final Program EIR/EIS has been revised to incorporate more 
information on the Williamson Act (see Section 3.8.1).  Please see 
Chapter 5 of the Program EIR/EIS in regards to identification of 
potential agricultural impacts as a result of “population growth and 
urbanization that will result from the development of the HSR or 
Modal Alternative”.  The Program EIR/EIS document references the 
supporting technical reports that were done for each resource topic 
in each region, including those done for “Traffic and Circulation”  
(See Section 3.1 and Chapter 12).  Please also see standard 
response 10.1.1 in regards to the availability of the technical reports 
that support the Program EIR/EIS.  Section 3.2 of the Program 
EIR/EIS evaluates safety for air transportation, the automobile, and 
HST.  The document concludes that the HST Alternative is the safest 
because it results in additional passengers being diverted from the 
automobile mode (the least safe).  No safety benefits were assumed 
for air transportation as a result of the HST Alternative.  The co-lead 
agencies believe that none of the analyses included in the Program 
EIR/EIS are impacted by differences in emergency access.  Potential 
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differences in emergency access should be investigated as part of 
future study between the Bay Area and Central Valley.  Identifying 
potential conflicts with alternative transportation such as bus 
turnouts and bicycle racks 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 studies.  Please 
also see discussion of transit-oriented development measures in the 
Final Program EIR/EIS (Chapter 6B).  Future project-level studies will 
further consider these issues, including the information provided in 
Appendix 8 to the comment.     
 

O067-38 
Please see standard response 6.3.1.  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 provides sufficient information and analysis for the 
decisions made related to this document.  Please see response to 
Comment O064-08 in regards to suitable mitigation measures. 

O067-39 
The Program EIR/EIS does not include a financing plan for the HST 
Alternative (this is beyond the scope of the Program EIR/EIS 
process).  Developing a financing plan is beyond the scope of this 
Program EIR/EIS.  Some funding assumptions were made as part of 
the Economic Growth and Related Impacts analysis in order to 

calculate the potential impacts of the HST and Modal Alternatives on 
growth inducement.  The co-lead agencies do not believe that the 
statement that has been quoted (DEIR/S page 5-9) is “self-
contradictory”.  Please see Section 2.3.2C “Alternatives 
Development” of the Program EIR/EIS in regards to the use of the 
“high end” ridership and revenue forecasts for this Program EIR/EIS.  
Please also see standard response 2.1.1 and standard response 
2.1.2 in regards to the ridership and revenue forecasts.  

O067-40 
Please see response to Comment O067-2 and response to Comment 
O067-8.  Please refer to Chapter 6A of the Final Program EIR/EIS in 
regards to the selection of the preferred alignment and station 
locations.  All of the HST stations selected for further evaluation are 
“potential” stations (please see standard response 2.1.12).  Please 
see Section 5 for which summarizes the growth impacts analysis 
done for this program process.  Please see standard response 6.3.1 
in regards to options between the Bay Area and Central Valley.  
Please see Chapter 6B of the Final Program EIR/EIS for transit-
oriented development measures. 

O067-41 

Thank you for providing this information.  Please see standard 
response 2.1.12.  The Authority believes that transit oriented 
development around HST stations will be important for the proposed 
HST system.  This is addressed in the Final EIR/EIS (see Chapter 6B 
and the Summary – S.4.5 and S.7). 



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.00
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /Description <<
    /FRA <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create PDF documents with higher image resolution for improved printing quality. The PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Reader 5.0 and later.)
    /JPN <FEFF3053306e8a2d5b9a306f30019ad889e350cf5ea6753b50cf3092542b308000200050004400460020658766f830924f5c62103059308b3068304d306b4f7f75283057307e30593002537052376642306e753b8cea3092670059279650306b4fdd306430533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103057305f00200050004400460020658766f8306f0020004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d30678868793a3067304d307e30593002>
    /DEU <>
    /PTB <>
    /DAN <>
    /NLD <>
    /ESP <>
    /SUO <>
    /ITA <>
    /NOR <>
    /SVE <>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice




