
 

Memo 

 
September 7, 2010 
 
 
Roelof van Ark, Chief Executive Officer. 
California High‐Speed Rail Authority 
925 L Street, Suite 1425 
Sacramento, CA  95814 
 
Re: High‐Speed Train Station Area Development Principles and Guidelines 
 
Dear Mr. van Ark, 
 
The Planning Department has reviewed the draft HST Station Area Development: General Principles and 
Guidelines dated August 6, 2010. We feel that the framework is generally well‐considered and sets up 
appropriate expectations and policies for local jurisdictions.  
 
The areas around the two future HST stations in San Francisco, the Transbay Transit Center and 4th/King, 
already exhibit intense and rail‐supportive urban densities and characteristics, possibly more so than any 
of the other stations being considered statewide.  Through historical pattern as well as long‐standing 
existing City policies and endeavors, these areas are already largely model transit‐oriented districts. 
Nonetheless, as you may be aware, the City has worked over recent years to further craft several transit‐
oriented plans to anticipate additional growth for the areas around both Transbay and 4th/King. Should 
you wish, we would be happy to provide your agency with copies of any of our plans, or meet to discuss 
them directly. 
 
Around the Transbay Transit Center, the City adopted the Transbay Redevelopment Plan in 2005 to 
create a new high‐density residential neighborhood with supporting retail on surplus public land two 
blocks to the south of the station. In November 2009 the City released the draft Transit Center District 
Plan to increase development intensity (in what is already zoned as the densest district on the West 
Coast) immediately around the Transit Center and to capture this value to support this growth through 
major public realm improvements.  
 
The area around the 4th/King station is comprised of multiple plan areas. The Mission Bay district, to the 
east and south of 4th/King is rapidly developing as a dense mixed use district with over 6,000 housing 
units, a new University of California campus, a new hospital, and millions of square feet of commercial 
space. The City recently adopted the Eastern Neighborhoods area plans covering the areas to the west 
(Showplace Square) and north (East South of Market) of 4th/King, zoned to accommodate both thousands 
of new residential units and jobs. All of these plan areas contain transit‐oriented controls discussed in 
your policy document, such as mixed uses, high densities, and no automobile parking requirements (with 
maximum parking tolerances),  while including development impact fees to implement needed public 
improvements, such as improved streetscapes, new open space, and childcare. 



 

 2

 
Additionally, the Planning Department is currently undertaking a feasibility study of air‐rights 
development over the 4th/King Station site (bounded by Townsend, 4th, King, and 7th Streets) to consider 
the potential for major transit‐oriented development opportunities that would complement the 
HST/Caltrain station and provide additional ridership. A major goal of this study is to provide 
parameters to ensure that infrastructure planning for the 4th/King Station site does not preclude such 
development on this very large site. We have had productive initial conversations with CAHSRA staff 
regarding this study in order to coordinate. One issue of concern has arisen from this initial conversation 
regarding provision of parking for HST passengers on site. It has been suggested that an above‐ground 
parking structure is being considered by CAHSRA for inclusion on the 4th/King site. This notion is echoed 
generally in the HST Station Area Development document. 
 
We offer the following general comments regarding station parking policy which we believe may be 
applicable to other HSR stations within a dense urban setting. The policy on Page 2 stating that, 
“sufficient train passenger parking would be essential to the system viability,” does not meet with San 
Francisco city policy of limiting center city parking to encourage transit ridership and avoid automobile 
congestion. This is a proven strategy and should likely apply to other city‐based stations. We agree that 
for suburban and rural towns where there is limited public transport, parking facilities adjacent to HST 
stations may be appropriate and needed to attract riders. In the case of a dense mixed‐use area in a 
central city location like San Francisco, including both Transbay and 4th/King, we consider that 
constructing more parking structures in the immediate vicinity is likely not an appropriate or efficient use 
of land. 
 
A major advantage of HST service over airports is the ability to provide direct access to the heart of 
central city locations. Correspondingly, the attractiveness of HST to potential long‐distance travelers in 
cities is easy access via transit, taxi, bicycle and foot through the creation of stations in immediate 
proximity to concentrated origins and destinations. As such, land immediately around HST stations (i.e. 
within walking distance, or ½‐mile) is most efficiently used for a high‐intensity mix of uses that generate 
ridership and support economically‐vibrant communities, such as offices, retail, hotels, conference 
facilities, cultural centers, high‐density housing, and so forth.  
 
While some proportion of future riders from outside the local transit‐shed of the HST stations may need 
to drive to access HST, facilities for storage of these cars should be located remotely from the stations. 
Consideration for parking facilities should include a wide radius (e.g. 3 miles) of available land for such 
facilities, assuming that shuttles and other local transit can provide high‐quality connections to the HST 
stations. It should further not be assumed that CAHSRA itself need own and operate such facilities.  
 
Notably, attracting additional auto trips to central cities around HST stations could substantially conflict 
with local goals to minimize auto trips in core areas and improve surface transit reliability, pedestrian 
and bicyclist safety, and other considerations.   
 
San Francisco and the Bay Area are planned to have the benefit of multiple HST stations. To the extent 
that a potential HST rider coming from outside the core urban area is already going to drive to access an 



HST station, it would be more advisable to facilitate such auto access at non-central city locations than to 

attempt to accommodate these additional vehicle trips and storage in core urban areas such as Transbay 
or 41h/King.  The marginal time and cost to a driver already on the regional road network to continue a bit 

further to access a non-central station rather than Transbay or 4th/King  will be substantially less than the 

local impact and public costs (both direct and opportunity costs) of accommodating that vehicle on local 
streets and in off-street storage at the urban stations. 

We look forward to reviewing refinements to these station area development policies because they are 
critical to ensuring a successful implementation of the HST system statewide. As always, we look 

forward to continuing our broader collaboration with you on this important infrastructure project. 

Sincerely, 

av d Alu baugh K  
Director of Comprehensive Planning (Acting) 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNaNG DEPARTMENT 























From: Ron Ruiz [mailto:rruiz@ci.san-fernando.ca.us]
Sent: Monday, November 01, 2010 9:49 PM
To: Clifford, Alexander
Cc: Mario F. Hernandez; Maribel De La Torre; Al Hernandez; Sara Costin
Subject: RE: City of San Fernando Review of the "Draft HST Station Area Development" policy document
and the proposed "HST Station Area Development Policy" (Resolution #HSRA11-07)

Dear Mr. Clifford:

The City of San Fernando appreciates the opportunity to review the attached subject documents
that you provided to us.

Regarding the “Draft HST Station Area Development” policy document, the City of San
Fernando strongly supports the general principles for HST station area development  provided in
the document. Moreover, the city has taken actions in recent years to adopt a specific plan and
implement it through projects to promote a development pattern in downtown San Fernando
reflecting  such  principles  of  smart  growth.  Thus,  should  the  city  be  selected  for  a  station
location,  there would be significant opportunities for transit oriented development along with
increased economic activity and redevelopment encompassing the HST station area.

We do have a question regarding the timing for the required TOD studies. The document
indicates (on page one) that  “when making decisions regarding both the final selection of station
locations and the timing of station development, the Authority would consider the extent to
which appropriate station area plans and development principles have been adopted by local
authorities”, and (on page four) that “throughout future environmental processes and the
implementation of the HST, the Authority would continue to work closely with the communities
being considered for HST stations”. When should TOD studies be completed within the time line
of the high speed rail project?

The development of a high speed rail station will have a welcomed but far-reaching impact for
our city which must still be planned for. The city’s San Fernando Corridors Specific Plan
includes land use development standards and design guidelines that support TOD; however it
does not include provisions specific to HST station development at a particular location within
the downtown since this could not be foreseen at the time.  However, it would seem premature
for the city to conduct any major endeavors to plan more specifically for a station plan with TOD
until the authority’s environmental impact studies have been completed and a station location has
been designated and/or tentatively approved by the authority.

The city would anticipate a sequence in which the ongoing environmental impact studies would
be completed prior to initiation of the local planning process for an HST station area plan
overlay. This sequence would facilitate the local planning process since the environmental
impact studies would identify mitigation measures such as major modifications of local
transportation and other utility infrastructure (e.g., grade separation locations and conceptual
designs) that would have fundamental spatial implications on the location and design of TOD as
part of a station area plan. A plan with this level of specificity would also facilitate the
identification of particular value-capture techniques to finance and maintain station-related
infrastructure, public facilities and amenities.



Please advise us as to whether such an anticipated sequence of events would be consistent with
the authority’s criteria and process for selecting station locations.

Regarding the draft “HST Station Area Development Policy” (Resolution #HSRA11-07), we
would offer the following recommendations:

Increase the level of funding for cities to conduct TOD studies

Although the city’s adopted San Fernando Corridors Specific Plan, which is part of the
city’s general plan, provides for dense mixed-use development and transit access in the area
of the proposed San Fernando station location, a TOD overlay study specific to HST will be
needed to accommodate the location of an HST station in San Fernando. While larger cities
like  the  City  of  Los  Angeles  may be  better  able  to  allocate  funds  for  TOD studies,  smaller
cities may have limited funds to conduct formal and comprehensive studies.

Therefore, if funds become available through the state or the authority it is recommended that
consideration be given to increasing the amount of funds available to assist smaller cities
with the costs associated with conducting a focused TOD study.

Provide strategies and resources to assist for the development of TOD projects.

The challenge of funding TOD projects due to the expected scope and cost will be
significant. In a time when many cities, redevelopment agencies, and private developers are
struggling to maintain sustainable fiscal year budgets, local funding to help commence these
projects is expected to be very limited.  Likewise, until the regional and national economy
begins to recover, private developers will also be challenged to finance these projects.  The
city recommends that both state and federal agencies also play a major role to support TOD
through funding due to the regional importance of the station sites.

Given  that  this  will  be  a  significant  hurdle  for  TOD,  it  is  recommended  that  methods  or
strategies for funding future projects be included among the authority’s policies. Due to the
regional importance of these projects it may take the combined efforts of the state, the
authority  and  cities  to  incentivize  these  projects  for  private  development.  A  TOD
development strategy should include specific incentives that cities and agencies could
develop in conjunction with value-capture methods to implement this strategy at the local
level.

Once again, thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the draft documents. If you
would like to further discuss any of the points described above please do not hesitate to call Paul
Deibel, Community Development Director at 818-898-1232 or myself at 818-898-1237.

Regards,

Ron Ruiz
Public Works Director
City of San Fernando





























 

 

August 20, 2010 
 
 
 
William Gimpel, AICP, Planning Manager 
Parsons Brinckerhoff 
303 Second Street, Suite 700 North 
San Francisco, California   94107-6306 
 
RE: Comments on California High Speed Rail Authority (“the Authority”) “High-Speed 
Train Station Area Development: General Principles and Guidelines” 
 
Dear Mr. Gimpel:  
 
This letter is to confirm that  SCAG fully supports the goals and objectives of the 
Authority in proposing guidelines for development and intensification of land use around 
potential rail station sites.   
 
The following comments are in regards to the Draft HSR Station Area Development 
General Principles and Guidelines document to be considereed at the Authority’s  
September 2nd Board meeting:  
 

 On page 4 under the bullet point labelled “SCAG” we would encourage you to 
replace the existing language with the following language: 
 
“SCAG manages the Compass Blueprint Demonstration Project Program which 
funds local agencies to carry out innovative planning efforts that align with the 
Compass Blueprint principles.  These efforts include TOD planning, Parking 
Systems Management, and Smart Growth planning efforts.” 
 

 We would like to notify you that SCAG was recently awarded a Caltrans 
Community Planning Grant for a study that will be lead by researchers from 
UCLA looking into the differences between how TOD funcitons around high 
speed rail stations, and how it functions around local and regional transit.  For 
more information on this study please contact Marco Anderson Regional Planner, 
at 213-236-1879 or anderson@scag.ca.gov. 
 

 While the guidelines refer to TOD generally, it should be noted that in some 
locations commericial and office development may be a major component of 
station area plans, as many people mistakenly think of residential focused 
development when thinking about TOD.   

 
We look forward to working with the Authority on this effort, which will benefit our 
local communities and residents. Should you have any questions or wish to discuss this 
further, please contact Naresh Amatya, Manager, Transportation Planning, at 213-236-
1885 or amatya@scag.ca.gov. 
 
 



 

 

Sincerely, 
 

 
 
 
Rich Macias, 
Director of Transportation Planning 
 
 
cc: Alex Clifford, Los Angeles Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
cc: Dan Leavitt, California High Speed Rail Authority 
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September 24, 2010 

 

Mr. Will Gimpel 

Parsons Brinckerhoff 

Marathon Plaza 

303 Second Street, Suite 700 North 

San Francisco, CA  94107-1317 

 

Dear Mr. Gimpel: 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the California High Speed Rail Authority “Draft 

HST Station Area Development: General Principles and Guidelines” policy document.  Two 

high speed rail station alternatives are currently located within the City of Burbank. The City is 

very interested in any policies and funding mechanisms that will affect the development of land 

around any future rail station.  The following are the City’s comments on the Draft Guidelines. 

 

• The Draft Guidelines reinforce the idea that transit-oriented-development (TOD) 

opportunities near high speed rail stations will be essential for stations to attract denser 

development, reduce vehicle trips, and direct new development around these new 

transportation facilities.  While the City agrees that TOD will be an important component 

of stations, the Draft Guidelines should recognize that different styles of TOD may be 

appropriate for different high speed rail station types, depending on the existing land use 

context of each location.  For example, TOD opportunities near airport-serving high 

speed rail stations may be different than opportunities around city center stations.  

Residential TOD at these locations may not be appropriate, whereas residential would be 

desired near a station located in the city center.  The City hopes that the Authority will 

work with local agencies to identify appropriate TOD types and densities for each 

individual station that account for local conditions.  Further, high transit, bicycle, and 

walking mode-splits to and from the station that are assumed for a dense, city center 

station may not apply to other station types, where height restrictions, connections to 

transit, or other land use factors may cause high densities necessary to support these 

travel modes to be infeasible. 

• The Draft Guidelines identify the critical role that local agencies will have in creating the 

proper land use controls to allow for higher densities and TOD opportunities around the 

stations.  However, urban form is not the only variable that encourages non-motorized 

connections to high speed rail.  It is equally important that adequate regional and local 

transportation linkages be created to link these interstate rail stations with the regional 

transportation network.  While local agencies have some ability to control transit systems 

within their jurisdiction, effective regional connections can only be developed with the 

cooperation of regional transit agencies.  The guidelines do not speak to the importance 

of regional coordination to ensure that each high speed rail station has an adequate 



connection to the surrounding local and regional transit network, or who is responsible 

for planning and funding these connections. 

• The Draft Guidelines state that local agencies are expected to finance other public spaces 

needed to support high speed rail stations, but are silent on the funding mechanism 

expected for parking facilities and other required terminal infrastructure.  Also the Draft 

Guidelines suggest that local agencies are expected to implement “value-capture” and 

other financing techniques but they do not define these proposed mechanisms (e.g. 

redevelopment agency funding, transit benefit assessment districts).  What are the 

specific funding mechanisms that the Authority expects local agencies to pursue in 

funding station infrastructure? 

• While the urban form of land uses adjacent to rail stations is important to encourage 

transit and non-motorized travel, the relationship between urban form and travel behavior 

is not as directly correlated as the Draft Guidelines suggests.  Simply building higher 

commercial densities and introducing residential developments near high speed rail 

stations will not necessarily directly cause a dramatic shift away from automobile travel.  

Even if high densities, healthy mixes of land uses, and adequate parking policies are put 

in place surrounding high speed rail stations, it should not be assumed that these policies 

will automatically result in extremely high mode splits for bicycle, pedestrian, and transit 

modes of travel.  Station planning efforts will still need to consider that a large number of 

station users will arrive via private automobile.  Station planning efforts, and particularly 

the environmental review conducted for each station, should assume realistic mode-split 

assumptions so as not to underestimate the additional automobile traffic induced by the 

stations.  The Draft Guidelines are silent on whether local agencies or the High Speed 

Rail Authority will be responsible for any roadway improvements identified as mitigation 

measures in each station’s environmental analysis. 

• The Draft Guidelines cite very high mode-split assumptions for existing transportation 

facilities in the San Francisco Bay area that may not apply to other areas (e.g. Los 

Angeles) that have less developed local and regional transit or lower land use densities.  

Also, the studies referenced in the Draft Guidelines apply to local transportation nodes 

and may not directly apply to inter-regional high speed rail travel.  Due to the nature of 

high speed rail travel, stations may exhibit mode splits that are a hybrid of those expected 

of a regional transportation hub combined with an inter-regional facility (like an airport).  

The City hopes that the High Speed Rail Authority will work with local agencies to 

discuss station area policies and development guidelines to determine what travel 

behavior can be expected to and from each local station given its location and the unique 

nature of high speed rail travel, rather than imposing uniform standards based on 

generalized travel behavior patterns derived from traditional transit systems. 

• The High Speed Rail Authority Board is considering a twenty percent matching program 

to assist cities in planning for station facilities and amending General Plans, specific 

plans, and infrastructure plans.  The Authority should also encourage regional agencies to 

offer station planning assistance and other infrastructure grant programs through local 

transportation funding mechanisms (such as Call For Projects programs), and should 

lobby the federal government to introduce funding programs that support local-level high 

speed rail development. 



• It is not clear in the Draft Guidelines how local planning efforts to change land use 

policies around potential high speed rail stations will coordinate with the High Speed Rail 

Authority’s efforts to select final station locations.  For example, the Draft Guidelines 

suggest that local agencies are responsible for amending relevant policy documents to 

accommodate high speed rail prior to final station selection.  However, these local 

planning activities are extremely costly and time consuming for local agencies to 

undertake, and these efforts would be wasted if a station location was ultimately not 

selected.  It is also unlikely that cities could conduct the extensive planning, outreach, 

and public process necessary to amend a General Plan or specific plan to accommodate a 

station within the short timeframe (one year or less) that the Authority plans on making 

final station selections. 

 

Thank you again for allowing the City of Burbank to comment on the Authority’s “Draft HST 

Station Area Development: General Principals and Guidelines,” which will help guide station 

development near each high speed rail station and assist cities in planning for these large 

infrastructure improvements while ensuring that connectivity and ridership opportunities are 

maximized.  Should you have any questions about our comments, please feel free to contact me 

at 818.238.5269 or via email at dkriske@ci.burbank.ca.us. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
 

David Kriske 

Principal Planner, Transportation 

City of Burbank Community Development Department 

 

cc:  Alex Clifford, Metro 

 Dan Tempelis, Hatch Mott McDonald 

 Sara Costin, Consensus, Inc. 











 

 
 

 

 

 

City of Gilroy

 

Via email  

 

August 26, 2010 

 

Chairman Pringle and Members of the Board

California High Speed Rail Authority

925 “L” Street, Suite 1425 

Sacramento, CA  95814 

 

Subject: City of Gilroy Comments on Draft HST Station Area Development: General 

Principles and Guidelines

 

Dear Chairman Pringle, Members of the Board and Executive Director van Ark:

 

This correspondence is sent in response to your request for comments on the

Area Development: General Principles and Guidelines

Draft Guidelines are dated August 6, 2010 and were received by the city of Gilroy (hereinafter 

“City”) on August 18, 2010.  A cover letter dated August 12, 2010 from Executive Director van 

Ark was received by the City on August 18, 2010 as well

email.   

 

In the transmittal letter the California High Speed Rail Authority (hereinafter “Authority”) 

requests that the City review and comment on the Draft Guidelines by August 27, 2010, or 

within 10 days of receipt of the material.  The City notes this timeframe to point out to the 

Authority that this is a very short timeline

burden on the City to substantively 

lengthier comment periods in the future.  

the City provides the following comments to the Draft Guidelines.

 

We note at the outset that the Board is circulating a 2005 document

little was known locally about the effects of 

imposing project with the capacity to change the very nature, aesthetic and functionality of the 

communities through which it will travel

recognize that primary reliance on a 2005 document 

when originally drafted is now misplaced.  The Draft Guidelines

modified from the original 2005 document

believe the Draft Guidelines are in need of substantive revision before the Board acts to 

approve or apply them based on the following discussion

 

                                                 
1
 Executive Director van Ark’s August 12, 2010 letter specifies the recirculation of the 2005 document.

 

City of Gilroy 
7351 Rosanna Street 
Gilroy, California 
95020-6197 

Telephone (408) 846
Facsimile (408) 846
http://www.

  Thomas J. Haglund
   CITY ADMINISTRATOR

Chairman Pringle and Members of the Board 

California High Speed Rail Authority 

Mr. Roelof van Ark, Executive Director

California High Speed Rail Authority

925 “L” Street, Suite 1425 

Sacramento, CA  95814 

City of Gilroy Comments on Draft HST Station Area Development: General 

Principles and Guidelines 

Pringle, Members of the Board and Executive Director van Ark: 

dence is sent in response to your request for comments on the D

Area Development: General Principles and Guidelines (hereinafter “Draft Guidelines”)

Draft Guidelines are dated August 6, 2010 and were received by the city of Gilroy (hereinafter 

“City”) on August 18, 2010.  A cover letter dated August 12, 2010 from Executive Director van 

received by the City on August 18, 2010 as well.  Both documents were transmitted via 

In the transmittal letter the California High Speed Rail Authority (hereinafter “Authority”) 

requests that the City review and comment on the Draft Guidelines by August 27, 2010, or 

of the material.  The City notes this timeframe to point out to the 

short timeline for such an important document and imposes a 

substantively review and comment within this period.  We request 

comment periods in the future.  Notwithstanding the abbreviated response 

the City provides the following comments to the Draft Guidelines. 

We note at the outset that the Board is circulating a 2005 document1 that was drafted when 

bout the effects of California High Speed Rail as an enormous

imposing project with the capacity to change the very nature, aesthetic and functionality of the 

will travel.  We ask the Board to take note of this fact and 

ze that primary reliance on a 2005 document that was necessarily theoretical

misplaced.  The Draft Guidelines have been only 

modified from the original 2005 document and now propose to have practical a

are in need of substantive revision before the Board acts to 

based on the following discussion.   

Executive Director van Ark’s August 12, 2010 letter specifies the recirculation of the 2005 document.

 

Telephone (408) 846-0202 
Facsimile (408) 846-0500 
http://www.ci.gilroy.ca.us 

 
 

Thomas J. Haglund 
CITY ADMINISTRATOR 

Mr. Roelof van Ark, Executive Director 

California High Speed Rail Authority 

City of Gilroy Comments on Draft HST Station Area Development: General 

 

Draft HST Station 

(hereinafter “Draft Guidelines”).  The 

Draft Guidelines are dated August 6, 2010 and were received by the city of Gilroy (hereinafter 

“City”) on August 18, 2010.  A cover letter dated August 12, 2010 from Executive Director van 

.  Both documents were transmitted via 

In the transmittal letter the California High Speed Rail Authority (hereinafter “Authority”) 

requests that the City review and comment on the Draft Guidelines by August 27, 2010, or 

of the material.  The City notes this timeframe to point out to the 

and imposes a 

We request 

response period, 

that was drafted when 

enormous, 

imposing project with the capacity to change the very nature, aesthetic and functionality of the 

.  We ask the Board to take note of this fact and 

theoretical in nature 

 very slightly 

now propose to have practical application.  We 

are in need of substantive revision before the Board acts to 

Executive Director van Ark’s August 12, 2010 letter specifies the recirculation of the 2005 document. 
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Funding to Carry Out Objectives of the Guidelines 

The Draft Guidelines do not present a reasonable funding commitment for expenses incurred 

by local governments in the furtherance of addressing local impacts of the High Speed Rail 

project (“Project”).  The Draft Guidelines acknowledge the Authority has the “powers necessary 

oversee the construction and operation of a statewide high-speed rail system and to purchase 

the land required for the infrastructure and operations of the system”, but this statement falls 

short in acknowledging the Authority’s responsibility to fund all aspects of the Project including 

costs associated with local government processes to accommodate the Project.  The Draft 

Guidelines at page 3 identify local government use of value capture financing in apparent 

reference to what the Government Accounting Office (“GAO”) defines as value capture 

strategies:   

 

“… joint development, special assessment districts, tax increment financing, and 

development impact fees [that] are designed to dedicate to transit either a portion of 

increased tax revenue or additional revenue through assessments, fees, or rents based 

on value expected to accrue as a result of transit investments.”   

 

The Draft Guidelines reference to a value capture concept is not specifically defined yet is an 

“expected” financing requirement of affected local governments.  Here, the Draft Guidelines 

appear to rely on a “pass-through” financing effort as a requirement of local government, and 

do so without apparent acknowledgement of a significant downturn in commercial 

development and in local governments’ ability to bring about such financing schemes.  

Accordingly, the full cost of the Project on Californian’s does not appear to be transparent and 

is not well defined.  Each of the assumed value capture schemes referenced by the Draft 

Guidelines will be supported by some measure of taxation or fee applicable to everyday 

Californians.    

 

Further, it is obvious that the 2005 version of the Draft Guidelines could not have reasonably 

foreseen the 2008 national economic collapse and the resulting financial issues that local 

governments now face.  Accordingly, the Draft Guidelines require revision to expressly provide 

for the Project, and therefore the Authority, to fully fund its impact on California local 

governments like Gilroy.  It is unlikely that the Project can be adequately planned absent this 

funding commitment by the Authority.  It is equally unlikely that the public will support the 

Authority’s imposition of these costs on local governments when cities and counties are cutting 

services and laying off employees in record numbers.  We request the sensitivity of the Board in 

recognizing these unprecedented economic times.  Gilroy alone has lost more than $8 million in 

general fund revenues since 2008. 

 

Though the Authority may not have initially intended to use the Draft Guidelines to expressly 

address funding considerations in detail, we find that the references within the document to a 

perceived local government financing responsibility for the Authority’s HST station desires, 

coupled with what local governments are now learning about the impact of the Project 

generally, clearly necessitate a more formal expression of financial responsibility for all aspects 

of the Project by and through the Authority.     
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Accordingly, and for these reasons, both the current proposed Draft Guidelines and its 

predecessor 2005 version are inadequate. 

 

 Guidelines Revision Recommendation #1:  In the furtherance of governmental 

transparency in the identification of the actual cost of the proposed Project, we 

recommend that the Draft Guidelines specifically identify the responsibility of the 

Authority to fund what are otherwise hidden (and therefore unaccounted) costs of the 

Project on local government and Californian’s generally.  These costs should be borne by 

the Authority and included in the current design expenditures and in future bond 

measures placed before California voters.  

 

General Principles for HST Station Area Development 

On one hand the Draft Guidelines articulate intermodal importance (co-location of HST with 

other forms of public transit) which is a generally acceptable goal of the Project’s broad 

application.  However, the statement of general principles in the Draft Guidelines does not 

adequately distinguish between the inherent differences encountered between large 

metropolitan and small city locations where the impact of an HSR facility in a downtown can be 

disproportionately significant.  For instance, Gilroy’s historic downtown as an area of commerce 

is very narrow, approximately 2 blocks wide and a mile long, and the imposition of an aerial 

structure through the downtown would certainly change both the character and attractiveness 

of this area.  The Guidelines should more specifically articulate concern for and preservation of 

these small historic downtown areas of commerce in both the location of stations and track 

construction methodology.  The broad brush approach of the Draft Guidelines does not 

adequately address environmental justice issues that may exist in downtown areas with respect 

to potential displacement of economically disadvantaged individuals.  Affordable housing issues 

can often be an issue of particular concern in smaller city downtowns, but also affect larger 

cities as well.   

 

 Guidelines Revision Recommendation #2:  Contain a statement that the Authority’s 

construction of stations, tracks and other facilities in smaller city downtowns will not 

alter the historic areas of commerce either aesthetically or through the impacts of the 

use of high speed rail by end users.  Any such impacts will be appropriately mitigated 

through track, station and other facility location determinations and/or construction 

methodologies.  Additionally, the Authority’s Draft Guidelines should expressly address 

policy statements regarding environmental justice and affordable housing to the extent 

they affect potential downtown, or other, track, station or facility locations. 

 

Context Sensitive Building Design 

The Draft Guidelines provide general commentary about matching HSR building designs to local 

architecture.  We generally concur with the Draft Guidelines with respect to the provisions of 

context sensitive building design.  However, as indicated above, the Draft Guidelines do not 

identify that building construction, presumably stations and parking structures, will be the 

responsibility of and paid for by the Authority.  Given the discussion regarding funding above, 

we believe the Draft Guidelines should expressly acknowledge the Authority’s financing of 

these facilities.   
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 Guidelines Revision Recommendation #3:  In addition to the architectural provisions 

the Guidelines should contain a definitive statement as to the Authority’s responsibility 

to fund local infrastructure in support of the operation of the HSR system.  This includes 

stations, parking and maintenance of way facilities.     

 

Incentives to Local Governments; General Plan Amendments; TOD Encouragement 

Accommodation of HST stations and attendant facilities in local jurisdictions will likely require 

general plan amendments and TOD specific or master plans to achieve desired goals of both the 

local community impacted by high-speed rail, as well as, the goals of the Authority itself.  We 

agree that proper planning to achieve the Project’s goals and local government goals are 

appropriate.  Proper planning efforts in coordination with the goals of the high-speed 

transportation effort can have great effect in achieving a successful rail system.  The Draft 

Guidelines indicate the Authority will work closely with communities being considered for HST 

stations.  The Guidelines properly identify local government authority for land use 

determinations that can assist in maximizing the high-speed rail system for transit oriented 

users.  

 

However, as stated above, the cost of the high-speed rail system exceeds the mere design and 

construction of the rail system itself.  The cost of local government planning efforts will be 

significant and should be shouldered by the Authority.  As discussed earlier in this 

correspondence the Draft Guidelines should expressly acknowledge this point.     

 

 Guideline Revision Recommendation #4:  The Guidelines should be modified to identify 

that the Authority will pay for costs associated with local government planning efforts, 

general plan amendments and TOD specific and other related plans devised to 

accommodate the necessary HST stations, tracks and facilities.  

 

Conclusion 

The City’s review of the Draft Guidelines finds the document to be in need of revision to better 

articulate current, economically relevant guiding principles for HST station area development.  

The Draft Guidelines do not adequately acknowledge or provide for the funding necessary to 

carry out local planning efforts.  The timing of the dissemination of the Draft Guidelines with 

approximately 10 days to respond underscores the inadequacy of the document.  Rather than 

utilizing an outdated 2005 document we respectfully recommend that the Authority step back 

and take the time necessary to engage the affected jurisdictions in the development of a 

comprehensive set of policy guidelines that recognizes inherent differences in the size and 

types of communities to be affected by HST stations and that recognizes the substantially 

different economic circumstances that exist today as compared to when the high-speed rail 

program first began. 

 

Finally, while we express our comments, concerns and recommendations regarding the 

Authority’s proposed Draft Guidelines in this letter, we look forward to working with the 

Authority on the development of an HST station in Gilroy consistent with the city’s vision for 

development of our community.  A highly cooperative partnership will result in a successful 
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high speed rail system that will benefit all Californian’s.   We urge the Board to work with local 

governments on the development of a more contemporary set of guidelines and funding 

mechanisms in pursuit of this overall goal.    

 

Very truly yours,  

 
Thomas J. Haglund 

City Administrator 

 

 























                   

 

November 5, 2010 

Daniel Leavitt 
Deputy Director 
California High-Speed Rail Authority 
925 L Street, Suite 1425 
Sacramento, CA 95814  

Dear Dan, 

Re: HST Station Area Development – General Principles and Guidelines 

Pursuant to your request, select leaders of the Urban Land Institute (ULI) reviewed the draft 
station area development guidelines for comment and suggestions and is providing you with 
this collaborative response.  

We approached this assignment as we would any other request from a state agency or local 
jurisdiction.  We convened a small group of ULI District Council members from California with 
expertise and experience related to land planning, real estate economics, development and 
transportation systems around rail stations.   

We reviewed the materials you provided to us and researched a number of relevant U.S. and 
international station area development principles and guidelines.  We also consulted with the 
Director of the ULI’s Panel Advisory Services in Washington D.C. We further garnered input 
from the San Francisco Planning & Research Association (SPUR), who unveiled a policy paper 
on high-speed rail development at our September 23rd High-Speed Rail TOD MarketPlace in 
Anaheim. As you may know, ULI has published a wealth of materials on the topic of land use 
around transit, some examples are provided in the following links: 

10 Principles for Development Around Transit: 
http://www.uli.org/ResearchAndPublications/Reports/~/media/Documents/ResearchAndPubli
cations/Reports/TenPrinciples/TP_DevTransit.ashx 

Innovative Financing Tools to Support Transit Oriented Development, UrbanLand On-Line 
http://urbanland.uli.org/Articles/2010/Fall10/BergerTODFinancing  

ULI San Francisco’s TOD MarketPlace reports 2006, 2007, 2008, 2009: 
www.todmarketplace.org 

http://www.uli.org/ResearchAndPublications/Reports/~/media/Documents/ResearchAndPublications/Reports/TenPrinciples/TP_DevTransit.ashx�
http://www.uli.org/ResearchAndPublications/Reports/~/media/Documents/ResearchAndPublications/Reports/TenPrinciples/TP_DevTransit.ashx�
http://urbanland.uli.org/Articles/2010/Fall10/BergerTODFinancing�
http://www.todmarketplace.org/�
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ULI Los Angeles 2010 TOD Summit: http://www.uli-la.org/node/481 

ULI Orange County/Inland Empire 2010 TOD Marketplace:  http://orangecounty.uli.org/ 

ULI California District Councils’ High-Speed Rail TOD MarketPlace: www.hsrtodmarketplace.org  

Based on our review of the proposed principles and guidelines, we suggest that the proposed 
document undergo a more thorough review and therefore, we offer the following: 

• 

• 

Preliminary Comments to the Draft High Speed Rail Station Area Development: General 
Principles and Guidelines 

 
It is certainly our privilege to provide you with these comments that we hope will demonstrate 
to you and the Authority our interest in being a partner and resource in the development of a 
high speed rail network in California.  

ULI Panel Advisory Services as a Resource for the CHSRA  

 
 

 

Preliminary Comments to the Draft High Speed Rail Station Area Development: General 
Principles and Guidelines 

First, the draft guidelines provided reflect a complex and somewhat uncoordinated mix of 
urban, rural, and suburban station development proposals.  The guidelines touch on a number 
of policies that ULI generally recommends, such as: city-center focused development, multi-
modal, higher-density, mixed-use, pedestrian and bike-oriented, market-rate parking, and 
linking transportation funding with land use.  However, our California ULI transit, rail and land 
use experts agree that the guidelines do not currently fully recognize that each station is an 
important node on a statewide basis and has the potential to add to California’s rich and 
diverse spectrum of cities.  
 
A more complete policy framework that provides general application for station area 
development standards is suggested to establish an overall foundation that may assist local 
jurisdictions in planning for the long range effects of high speed trains.   
 
Second, the document needs an organizational structure that applies to all stations as 
principles and then separately identifies the uniqueness of various station area environments.  
This can be achieved in either a geographic representation or in a typology context, for 

http://www.uli-la.org/node/481�
http://orangecounty.uli.org/�
http://www.hsrtodmarketplace.org/�
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example, urban, suburban, and rural stations – or even more specific, i.e. “traditional 
downtowns,” “emerging business districts” or “suburban commuter stations”, “airports,” etc.  
Either way, a distinction between the kinds of stations and their existing conditions is a critical 
factor in any development scenario and should be represented in the proposed guidelines. 
 
Third, the proposed guidelines suggest a ‘transit-oriented’ development (TOD) philosophy 
rather than a higher and more appropriate scale of development for high speed rail.  With our 
recent experience in TOD and examining HSR worldwide, our thinking has evolved towards 
more appropriate terminology, such as ‘rail-oriented’ development (ROD).   A theme out of 
ULI’s September 2010 TOD MarketPlace was that a high-speed rail station is more like a small 
airport than a typical light-rail station. Therefore nuances between TOD and ROD are 
significant relative to development implications, such as density considerations, parking 
thresholds, and context for the public realm.   
 
For example, the draft guidelines statement of “…..building design that considers the 
continuity of the building sizes and that coordinates the street-level and upper-level 
architectural detailing, roof forms, the rhythm of windows and doors should be provided” may 
be much less relevant for ROD.  Another example of over-emphasis on TOD versus ROD is the 
draft guidelines focus on half-mile radius around the station; our Temecula study focused on 
transit corridors leading to neighboring jurisdictions’ HSR stop, perhaps several miles away.  
The CHSRA and jurisdictions should leverage development opportunities and connectivity to 
important, further away institutions, such as universities, job centers and airports that maybe 
located more than a half-mile away from the actual station. 
 
Fourth, we see the ability to create value capture to help fund infrastructure, operations and 
community facilities as probably the most compelling reason for the creation of these 
development guidelines. Therefore, we suggest that a comprehensive evaluation be made into 
the value capture opportunity and that a stronger case be made for joint development.  Absent 
a serious analysis of this issue, the economic decision from a local jurisdiction to proceed in 
partnership with the Authority or other entities to advance its own HSR ROD is less compelling.   
 
As we understand in our research from other countries, the economic development potential 
is significant if the station is leveraged to the benefit of the impacted community, which can 
only be appreciated if the economic value of that decision is known.  The CHSRA may want to 
consider acquiring more land around the station to help facilitate public private partnerships 
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and ensure appropriate land uses.  Another strategy to facilitate value capture and community 
benefits is the creation of a non-profit or semi-public local development corporation, such as 
San Francisco’s Joint Powers Authority for the Transbay station.  The creation of such entities 
is something the CHSRA could encourage and facilitate. 
 
Finally, as part of developing guidelines, we suggest the Authority conduct a review of what 
are California’s development constraints that may limit opportunities near stations, such as: 
limited funding for planning; lack of money for infrastructure; limits on financing tools; and 
extensive CEQA review. Out of this review, the Authority may propose some new 
development, planning and finance tools and even introduce legislative changes to facilitate 
station development.   
 
In summary, in response to the request for comment on the provided draft station area 
development guidelines, we suggest the following:   
 

1. A detailed review of the draft guidelines be made with specific attention being given to 
the relative nature of the typology of the station;  

2. A framework for the guidelines that focuses on HSR ROD rather than traditional TOD; 
3. A value capture analysis be conducted for the purposes of making the economic case 

for local jurisdictions to seize the development opportunities at the stations; 
4. A comprehensive analysis of the barriers to development be completed to inform 

future actions.   
 
These are the major comments from our initial review of the draft station area development 
guidelines. 

We support the Authority’s resolution to allocate $200,000 per jurisdiction for the cost of 
station-area development studies, however the Authority should require that these allocated 
funds result in complete “specific plans” as defined under CEQA and full EIRs, so that new 
development can tier off of the program-level EIR, potentially streamlining project approvals.  
Before a new specific plan is complete, the Authority should require a jurisdiction put in place 
interim controls to hold land opportunities for future higher and better uses.  To review the 
grant applications, we suggest the establishment of an inter-departmental review team of 
grant proposals submitted, i.e. by State Department of Business, Transportation and Housing, 
Caltrans, HCD, Strategic Growth Council, OPR, local governments, etc. to help ensure the best 
land use plans.  Also, all HSR planning efforts should focus on ‘rail oriented development’ plans 
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rather than traditional TOD specific plans which will enable more scale appropriate 
development at HSR stations. 
 

 
ULI Panel Advisory Services as a Resource for the CHSRA  

In evaluating the draft station area development guidelines, the ULI review group realized a 
number of handicaps in completing an analysis worthy of your time and consideration.  
Because we were not involved in the early stages of the development of the guidelines, it was 
difficult to understand the process through which they were created.  
 
A deficiency in the guidelines is a lack of a contemporary understanding of the real estate 
industry.  The realities of the real estate market are endemic in any development potential at 
the stations.  The document also makes no mention of public private partnerships that will be 
a critical financing and development tool of the future.   
 
It was clear that our response to your request would be inadequate simply given the time 
constraints that we faced and the point at which we were asked to provide input to the draft 
guidelines, which brings us to the most effective role that we feel we can offer to the CHSRA. 
We urge you to defer issuance of the guidelines until further analysis and input can be 
provided. 
 
We highly recommend the CHSRA engage a 5-day ULI International Panel to assist in the 
development of the station area development guidelines that would include a process of 
involving international and American private and public sector experts in the field of high 
speed rail and station area development, organized out of ULI headquarters in Washington DC.  
This exercise will afford the CHSRA the opportunity to benefit from the vast network of 
development experts and financing specialists who can assist in the creation of development 
guidelines that will attract private investment and leverage public infrastructure to create the 
highest value potential of each station. Established in 1947, this fee-based program has 
completed over 600 panels, in 47 states, 12 countries, and 4 continents.  Sponsors praise 
panels for their comprehensive, pragmatic, objective, and unbiased approach to solving land 
use challenges. For past examples, please see: www.uli.org/advisoryservices.  
 
The process of a ULI Advisory Panel will include interviews with key stakeholders and a review 
of relevant market data that will ensure that the recommendations reflect the geographic 

http://www.uli.org/advisoryservices�
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sensitivities and regional development drivers.  We would be able to complete this analysis 
within three months and provide the CHSRA with the tools to effectively engage the private 
market and give their public sector partners the framework for collaboration. We believe the 
station area development guidelines could set a model for the nation, as California will be the 
first system on the ground.  We understand Federal Railroad Administration is seeking to 
create similar station-area guidelines nationwide. 
 
In conclusion, the members of the ULI California District Councils appreciate the opportunity to 
provide feedback and suggestions on the station area development guidelines.  We hope that 
we can provide the CHSRA with more direct assistance in the future as our organization is 
invested in a positive impact of the high speed rail network in California.  If you have any 
further questions, please contact ULI San Francisco Executive Director, Kate White 
kate.white@uli.org or at 415-268-4093. 
 
Sincerely,
 

         
Richard Dishnica   Jeff Mayer   Christopher J. Morrow, AICP 
Chair, ULI San Francisco   Chair, ULI Orange County/ Chair, ULI San Diego 
      Inland Empire 

  

Alex J. Rose    Allen K. Folks, ASLA, AICP 
Chair, ULI Los Angeles   Chair, ULI Sacramento 

 

mailto:kate.white@uli.org�












SANDAG – San Diego Association of Governments 
 

Mon 9/27/2010 4:33 PM 

 

Will, Dan: 

 

Thanks for your voicemail message.  Regarding the Authority’s draft station area guidelines, the 

following are SANDAG staff comments: 

 

a. Overall, we agree with your statements regarding TOD/smart growth areas and multimodal 

hubs, which are consistent with our smart growth policies and long-range transportation plans. 

 

b. We agree with your point regarding limits on the amount of parking for TOD/Smart Growth 

areas around stations and shared parking.  However, we would like more information on 

guidelines regarding parking for HSR and what is meant by “sufficient train passenger parking”, 

especially since these stations will be multimodal hubs. 

 

c. What about remote/offsite parking as counting as train passenger parking (e.g., remote sites 

w/ direct, or “FlyAway” bus service to stations)? 

 

d. The guidelines should note that all stations are not alike, that the Authority and local 

jurisdictions will need to work together on planning.  For example, the guidelines should include 

discussion on stations with airport connections or employment centers, in addition to residential. 

 

e. We encourage the Authority to partner with regions and jurisdictions in this smart growth 

planning and do think it’s appropriate for the Authority to provide funds to these efforts. 

 SANDAG administers our Smart Growth Incentive Program, with planning and capital grants 

available to jurisdictions from our TransNet local transportation sales tax program for these 

types of projects.  Project matching funds are one evaluation criteria. 

 

f. There are resources that may be of interest on the Smart Growth Tool box page on the 

SANDAG website (including the Smart Growth Design Guidelines and Planning and Designing 

for Pedestrians):   

http://www.sandag.org/index.asp?projectid=334&fuseaction=projects.detail 

 

Please let me know if you need any additional information.  You may want to contact Tait Gallaway with 

the City of San Diego or Jay Petrek with the City of Escondido directly regarding their comments. 

 

Thanks, 

 

Linda 

Linda Culp 
Principal Planner-Rail 
SANDAG 
401 B Street Suite 800 
San Diego CA 92101 
p. (619) 699-6957 
f. (619) 699-1905 
www.sandag.org 

http://www.sandag.org/index.asp?projectid=334&fuseaction=projects.detail
file:///C:/Documents%20and%20Settings/lcu/Application%20Data/Microsoft/Signatures/www.sandag.org
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Gimpel, William

From: Braulik, Rob [Rob.Braulik@CityofPaloAlto.org]
Sent: Wednesday, October 06, 2010 10:27 AM
To: Gimpel, William
Cc: Emslie, Steve; Hackmann, Richard
Subject: Palo Alto preliminary comments on HST Station General Principles and Guidelines

Dear Mr. Gimpel:  Please find here are our comments relative to the above document:

Page 1
A number of assertions are made as to the benefits of HST station including denser development around an HST will lead to increased HST
use, HST ridership, revenue to the State of California, reduce land needed for new development, enhance joint development opportunities,
support local transit shuttle systems including pedestrian and bicycle.   Since there is no HST system in the U.S. how do we know any of these
impacts apply?  What quantitative data supports all these assertions?

The comments of the letter related to station area development principles are generally consistent with transit oriented development
principles adjacent to fixed rail transit.  In reasonable economic periods, the densification around well-planned stations often are successful
and in some cases have launched joint development options, enhanced shuttle opportunities and mixed use developments. A key issue is the
scale and magnitude of the station and station area and potential parking structures. The size of the stations and support elements are based
on ridership numbers, which we believe are suspect.

A general principal for HST Station Area Development should include consistency with any local General Plan/Comprehensive Plans and
consistency with any local Rail Corridor Plans. HSR should provide support to cities to complete this work and not rely only on their
preliminary assumptions outlined in the Program EIR (and in the forthcoming Project EIR).

Page 2
Implementation of HST Station Area Development Guidelines.  We suggest you elaborate further regarding the whole area of value capture.
How does it work, what is involved, what are the benefits and costs?

In the first paragraph in this section (middle of page 2): “The Authority has the powers necessary to oversee the construction and operation
of a statewide high-speed rail system and to purchase the land required for the infrastructure and operations of the system.”  There is
currently no reliable data on the costs to “purchase the land required…..” and the costs of needed mitigations, thus this statement seems
misleading.

The notion of HST station is development policies and principles works in concept but each station is different. It sounds like the Authority
may be using an approach which supports SB375 that provides incentives for development around transit station areas?

“Provide incentives for local government” is a great concept but it needs more details.  For Palo Alto, it is critical that there be some
discussion of Stanford’s interests and role in these discussions of the Palo Alto downtown station since they own the land, etc.

What kinds of incentives?  Monetary and non-monetary?  Will there be funding for HST station plans?  For planning and engineering studies?
If yes what is the anticipated funding?  Will funding be grants, loans or both?  What will be the process for this? How will incentives be
sufficient enough to suggest that cities take this as an opportunity? The estimated parking needs (both parking garage and probably shuttles
or other parking designated within 3 miles) are also based on ridership numbers and estimated loadings at downtown Palo Alto. Yes, has the
process been identified for a review of potential TOD plans and an incentive package that fits each community? Please also clarify how an
open-trench or covered trench option in Palo Alto would relate to a station in the downtown?  What are the options related to this?

Page 3
Adopt HST Station Area Development Policies. There needs be much more information on the parking. We have been told the local

agency; the local agency in partnership with a private developer, a private developer would be responsible for providing the parking.  Based
on the identified 3,000 parking spaces needed for a mid-peninsula station and a conservative cost of $50k per space, local agencies are
looking at a cost of $150M.  If parking is either not desired by the local agency or there is insufficient funding for parking or both, would the
Authority fund greater transit connections to the HST station?  Would the authority consider less than 3,000 spaces? If yes under what
circumstances?



2

Why do the guidelines only indicate for the Central Valley the preparation of a comprehensive economic study of the kinds of businesses,
kinds and number of jobs from HST?  Why not apply this same standard to other HST areas? What level would an agency have to
demonstrate support for TOD?  An adopted plan?  A draft plan?  What funding streams are anticipated to pay for local agency pedestrian and
bicycle systems and ongoing operations and maintenance costs?

Page 4
How do we know an HST station will lead to job and housing growth?  What data supports these conclusions?  What about traffic, noise,
vibration, construction and air quality impacts from an HST station? Station area plans, would Authority help underwrite costs? Would
authority facilitate, organize and conduct a formal community HST planning process?  Any TOD plans need to be coordinated with the Grand
Boulevard Task Forces studies of housing opportunities, economic growth, and transit use. A significant part of the HSR corridor is very close
to El Camino Real between San Francisco and San Jose.  Any TOD station design should incorporate the upmost energy efficiency standards,
high building performance standards, and provide easy access to bicycle and alternative transportation, including charging stations for
vehicles of all types.  Any HST station along the mid-peninsula corridor should not negatively impact the operations of Caltrain and not reduce
opportunities for cities to have the benefits of an improved and enhanced Caltrain service, including revised and upgraded stations along the
corridor.

I would be pleased to speak with you regarding these comments.  Thank you.

Rob K. Braulik, Project Manager
City of Palo Alto | City Managers Office
O | 650.329.2512
M | 707.225.7138
rob.braulik@cityofpaloalto.org












