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Appendix A.4 Elected Official Comments 

Submission 
Elected Official and Office 

Number 
Page Number 
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Response Requested :
Affiliation Type : Local Agency
Interest As : Local Agency
Submission Method : Project Email
First Name : Ellen
Last Name : Smith
Business/Organization : BART
Email : dwatry56@gmail.com
Stakeholder
Comments/Issues :

Mark McLoughlin:

Attached are scoping comments from BART on the SF to San Jose
Blended System.    Please let me know if you have any questions on
our comments. We look forward to working with your agency on this
project.

Regards,

Submission L001 (Ellen Smith, BART, June 10, 2016)
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SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT 
300 Lakeside Drive, P.O. Box 12688 
Oakland, CA 94604-2688 
(510) 464-6000 

June 10, 2016 

Mr. Mark A. Mcloughlin, 
Director of Environmental Services 
ATIN: San Francisco to San Jose 
California High-Speed Rail Authority 
100 Paseo De San Antonio, Suite 206 
San Jose, CA 95113 

Re: Notice of Preparation/Notice of Intent of a Project Environmental Impact 
Report/Environmental Impact Statement for the San Francisco to San Jose Section, 
Blended System Project (State Clearinghouse No. 2016052019) 

Dear Mr. Mcloughlin: 

This letter provides the comments of the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit 
District (BART) on the Notice of Preparation of a Project Environmental Impact 
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) for the San Francisco to San Jose 
Section, Blended System Project (The Project) proposed by the California High 
Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA). BART appreciates the opportunity to comment on the 
proposed scope of the EIR/EIS for this important project for the state and our 
region, and looks forward to working closely with CHSRA. We believe that the 
potential impacts discussed in our comments below may be addressed and avoided 
or mitigated through collaborative efforts between the CHSRA, BART and other 
affected agencies, both during the environmental review process and during the 
design and construction of the Project. 

1. BART Should Be Designated as a Responsible Agency 

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code 
§ 21069, a "responsible agency" is an agency, other than the lead agency, that "has 
responsibility for carrying out or approving a project" BART has significant 
ownership and operating interests in the San Francisco to San Jose HST segment 
corridor that will be impacted by the Project. BART will exercise discretionary 
approval authority over aspects of the Project, in particular regarding the stations 
which will link the Project to the BART system. 

The Final Program EIR/EIS for the Proposed California High-Speed Train System, 

at pp. 6A-5 to 6A-8, specifies several key points where the Project will connect 
with the BART system: 

Submission L001 (Ellen Smith, BART, June 10, 2016)
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BART Letter to CHSRA- Seeping Comments on SF-SJ Blended System Project 
June 10, 2016 
Page 2 of 5 

• Downtown San Francisco (transit or pedestrian connections to Embarcadero, Montgomery and 

Powell Street BART/Muni Stations from Transbay Terminal or 4th/King HST Stations, including 
potential direct underground pedestrian tunne l to Embarcadero Station) 

• Millbrae BART/Caltrain Station (BART connection to San Francisco International Airport [SFO]) 

• San Jose Diridon Station (connection to proposed Silicon Valley Rapid Transit extension of BART 
system) 

Regarding the preferred Trans bay Terminal HST terminus, the Final Program EIR/EIS (page 6A-4) notes 
that this location would offer superior connectivity 

"because of its location in the heart of downtown San Francisco and since it would serve as the 
regional transit hub for San Francisco .... The Transbay Terminal is also expected to emerge as 
the transit hub for all major services to downtown San Francisco, with the advantage of direct 
connections to BART and other transit services." 

Moreover, the Regional Rail Plan, completed in 2007 by a multi-agency collaboration among the 
CHSRA, BART, Caltrain and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, identifies the BART system 
as playing a critical role in the future regional and high-speed rail system. 

BART's San Francisco and San Mateo County stations are highly utilized and provide vital 
connectivity and passenger utility not only for the BART system, but for regional transit service---this 
is especially true for the Market Street Subway stations in downtown San Francisco. Any 
modifications of or connections to existing BART-owned and/or operated facilities as part of the 
Project will necessarily affect the BART system and will require BART's approval. In addition, BART 
has entered into various agreements regarding use and maintenance of property in the Project 
corridor, including specifically the February 18, 2005 Use, Operating and Maintenance (UOM) 
Agreement for the Millbrae Station between BART, the Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board and 
the San Mateo County Transit District. The CHSRA, BART and other signatories to these agreements 
will need to work together regarding any amendments and/or implementation as necessary for the 
Project. CHSRA also must coord inate with BART, as well as the Santa Clara Valley Transportation 
Authority (VTA), concerning any proposed design and construction at the San Jose Di ridon and Santa 
Clara Stations that could affect the proposed BART extension to Silicon Valley, pursuant to the 
Comprehensive Agreement between BART and VTA. Accordingly, BART requests that the Project 
BIR/EIS identify BART as a responsible agency for CEQA purposes. 

2. Purpose and Need 

It has been several years since the last CHSRA environmental process in this corridor. In the interim 
period, transit ridership in the Bay Area has increased dramatically, and discussions have begun in 
the Bay Area about the need for additional rail infrastructure, especially in the Transbay corridor. 
MTC is conducting the Core Capacity Transit Study, which is considering options for a mainline rail 
connection between San Francisco and the East Bay, to accommodate a combination of Caltrain, 
High Speed Rail, and Capitol Corridor services. This document should acknowledge the need for 
connecting up the rail infrastructure on the two sides of the Bay, and commit to participating in the 
planning processes that will be examining the needs and possibil ities for additional rail connections 

Submission L001 (Ellen Smith, BART, June 10, 2016) - Continued

A.3-3

575 Jose, 

al Services 
EIR/EIS 

30077 
Various 

San~a Clara 
icer DistratW

Valley 
io 

em, San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, 

 has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
comments on the NOP for your consideration 

nagement for all beneficial uses and protection 
scribed in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
ates and maintains several water resource 
 protection facilities and water supply facilities 
several of which cross the Caltrain right of way 
project. The District's Water Resources 
ermit be obtained prior to any modification of or 
rict may be a Responsible Agency under the 
ect requires permitting under the Water 
rs to be a likely scenario, depending on the 

altrain right of way needed to accommodate the 

otential for any needed modifications to existing 
ulverts, or other flood protection facilities and 
sures to address adverse impacts to those 
r hindering access, increasing maintenance 

orridors. 

otential to alter existing flood flows or flood 
s or stations and provide mitigations accordingly. 
urface area will be introduced from new parking 
n or maintenance of the high-speed train, then th
noff which may exacerbate existing flooding 
g. 

e 

n water for a healthy life, environment, and economy. 

California High-Speed Rail Project EIR/EIS
San Francisco to San Jose Section

2016 Scoping Report 
Appendix A.3 Local Agency Comments



BART Letter to CHSRA- Scoping Comments on SF-SJ Blended System Project 
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across the Bay. 

3. Impacts of Physical Modifications at Existing Facilities 

We have not yet had the benefit of seeing any plans or drawings for the latest version of the Project, 
so we must assume that many features will carry forward from the last drawings and plans that 
were distributed in 2010. At that point, the Project proposed a direct connection to the 
BART /Caltrain Millbrae Station, and the current map indicates that there is still a Millbrae Station 
proposed as part of the Project. Previously, the Project required physical modifications to the 
existing station structure and rail facilities. According to the Final Program EIR/EIS for the Proposed 
California High Speed Rail System, the HST San Francisco to San Jose segment would demolish 
existing intermodal facilities and possibly reconfigure the west side of the Millbrae Station. These 
physical modifications would result in direct environmental impacts on traffic and circulation and 
public safety, as discussed below. 

In addition, the EIR/EIS must identify and analyze any impacts of the modifications on the Millbrae 
station's existing rail services, pedestrian access and circulation during construction and operation of 
the Project, and also on BART's current plans for Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) at the 
Millbrae Station, which have evolved considerably since the last environmental process for the 
Peninsula Corridor. For example, the Project may impact the existing intermodal transfer between 
Caltrain and BART. The EIR/EIS must analyze any impact and provide for equivalent intermodal 
transfer during construction and operation, in order to ensure the continued effective operation and 
safety of both patrons and employees at Millbrae Station and within the SFO Extension Project area 
between 1-380 in San Bruno and Dufferin Avenue in Burlingame. In addition, potential alterations of 
existing BART tail tracks south of Millbrae Station for HST purposes must be evaluated and fully 
mitigated to avoid impacts to the safe operation and maintenance of the BART system. Further, 
BART has a current project to extend the tail tracks at Millbrae, and this EIR/EIS must fully evaluate 
any impacts caused by changes to that project, and fully mitigate those impacts. 

Similarly, should the Project or alternatives incorporate physical modifications to other existing 
BART facilities - such as a tunnel connection between the Transbay Terminal and Embarcadero 
or Montgomery Street BART Stations, as has been proposed by the Transbay Terminal Joint 
Powers Authority (TJPA)- the EIR/EIS would be required to analyze and provide mitigation for 
impacts of such modifications. CHSRA is no doubt aware that BART has extensive facilities 
within the project corridor between South San Francisco and Burlingame, many of which are 
subsurface and in close proximity to the current Caltrain alignment, and thus could be affected 
by modifications planned by CHSRA. CHSRA should ensure that these facilities are fully 
represented in all drawings and plans. 

4. Impacts Resulting from Increased Ridership on Transit Facilities and Service. 

The Project will bring a substantial number of new riders to BART and other transit services, to 
connect to the HST San Francisco to San Jose segment. Increased ridership is a benefit to BART and 
other transit agencies, as well as to the public. Nevertheless, the addition of these riders to the 
existing environment at BART station facilities in downtown San Francisco and Millbrae could result 
in potentially significant impacts, as BART's ridership has been growing significantly since the last 
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environmental process in the corridor. The need to accommodate increased demand on existing 
transit facilities could require further modifications of those facilities, as a direct result of the 
Project, in order to maintain efficient and safe service, beyond the modifications necessary to 
construct the HST itself. 

The Millbrae Station, for example, serves as the primary station connection for BART's service to 
SFO. The EIR/EIS should analyze t he number of riders anticipated to use the BART SFO service to 
connect to the HST system and any impacts such ridership will have due to increased demand on the 
BART system. 

Moreover, according to year 2030 travel demand models, certain elements of BART's downtown San 
Francisco stations are over capacity. The Project is contemplating a terminus at either the San 
Francisco Transbay Terminal or the 4th and King Street Caltrain station. In either case, but especially 
at the preferred Transbay Terminal location, substantial numbers of HST riders will be transferring 
to other transit services, including BART. The EIR/EIS should evaluate the impacts of these new 
riders on the BART system and station capacity, determine whether modification to BART's 
downtown San Francisco stations will be necessary to accommodate the Project and, if so, address 
potential environmental impacts related to such modifications. 

5. Traffic and Circulation 

The Project may propose to modify the existing BART/Caltrain Millbrae Station, including modifying 
the west side of the station and eliminating some or all of the Caltrain parking on the Station 's west 
side. The EIR/EIS must analyze the impacts of the Project on local intersection levels of service, 
including those providing access to the station, during both construction and operation. 

6. Parking and Access 

The EIR/EIS should not assume that BART will expand any parking facilities or that other BART­
funded intermodal station access facilities will be designed to accommodate any of the demand 
generated by the HST project. BART prioritizes access by walk, bike, and transit modes. 

7. Public Safety Impacts 

As indicated in Appendix G, Section Vll(g) of the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15000 et 
seq.}, a potentially significant impact may occur if a project would "impair implementation of or 
physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan." All of 
BART's stations operate pursuant to existing emergency response and evacuation plans. The impact 
on safety from increasing the number of passengers that will be utilizing the Millbrae, Embarcadero, 
Montgomery, and Powell Street Stations, particularly during peak periods, must be analyzed in 
order to determine whether any significant impacts will result from the Project and whether 
mitigation measures such as improvements to emergency access might be necessary. 

8. Impacts on Police. Fire and Emergency Services 

The EIR/EIS should analyze the Project's potential impacts on Police, Fire and Emergency Services on 
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BART's Millbrae, Embarcadero, Montgomery, and Powell Street stations. To the extent that the 
Project results in increased passenger traffic as discussed above, including but not limited to areas 
patrolled by BART security, potential impacts should be analyzed and mitigated. 

9. Impacts on Geology/Soil Stability 

BART understands that the EIR/EIS is intended to "tier" off prior environmental analysis done as part 
of the Caltrain electrification and San Bruno Grade Separation projects. For example, both the 
electrification and San Bruno Grade Separation projects involve improvements to areas where 
BART's SFO Extension Project lies adjacent to the San Francisco to San Jose HST segment. All of these 
planned project improvements will include work on or near areas where BART has subsurface 
tunnels and other facilities. The EIR/EIS must analyze the Project's potential impacts on soil stability 
and structural safety, and in particular how the Project will affect BART's subsurface facilities in the 
Project corridor. 

10. Construction Noise Impacts 

The Project may propose to undertake significant modifications to Millbrae Station, with resultant 
construction noise, while BART and Caltrain continue to provide regular service. The EIR/EIS should 
analyze the impacts of and potential mitigation for construction noise on patrons at Millbrae 
Station. 

11. Hazardous Materials Impacts 

The EIR/EIS should analyze any potential impacts resulting from release of or exposure to hazardous 
materials that might result from the proposed modifications to the Millbrae Station. 

Thank you for considering BART's comments. Please feel free to contact me at (510) 287-4758 if you require 
further information or have any question or concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Ellen Smith 
Department Manager 
BART Strategic Planning 
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DATE:

TO:

FROM:

RE:

lane17,2016

MarkA. Mcloughlin
Dírector of Envíronmental Sewicee
Callfornia Hígh-Speed Rail Authority

fohn Rahaim, Planning Director
San Francisco Platuting Department

Harlan L. Kelly, fr., General Manager
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC)

Tílly Chang, Exectrtive Director
San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA)

Edward D. Reiektn, Director of Transportation
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA)

Comment Letter on the Notice of Preparation of a Proiect Environmental
Impact ReportÆnvíronmental Impact Statement for the California High-Speed
Rail System, San Francíeco to San lose Project Section, Blended Syetem

Ptoiect.

The City and County of San Francisco (City) is a responsible agenry for the Califomia High-Speed Rail
(HSR) system, San Francisco to San fose Project Sectioo as the City will have discretionary approvals in
connection to some proposals within the EIFVEIS. As a funder of planning and design studies at

Caltrain's 4t¡ and King statiorç and of Caltrain Electrification and Downtown Extension as well as of the

Transbay Transit Center, the City is also vitally interested in advancing the blended Caltrain/High Speed

Rail system. We are fully supportive of the HSR system and are excited to see the program readr the Bay

Area, and ultimately connect to San Francisco's Transbay Terminal as outlined in the 2016 Business Plan.

As a responsible ageney, the City appreciates the efforts of the CHSRA in working with the City
regarding the content and scope of the Transportation Study and EIR/EIS. The City would like to be

considered a "cooperating agency" to assist CHSRA in scoping and refining the San Francisco to San Jose

corridor blended system project and EIR/EIS analysis. We would like to continue our conversatÍon

regarding the comments within this letter. The comments below reflect the combined staff comments

from the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA), San Francisco Public UtÍlities
Commission (SFPUC), the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA), and the Planning

Department.

COMMENTS:

HSR Grøile Crossíngs
The rail crossing at l6'a'. Street adjacent to Seventh Street is the most critical at-grade intersection within
City limits. Due to major natural and infrastructure obstacles, 16ü Street is the only major arterial for a
two-mile stretch along the existing tracks that connects the east side and west side of the City. This street

is the primary and only effective route for emergency vehicles, tralhc, transig pedestrians, and bicyclists

travelling between the rapidly developing dense urban districts of Mission Bay and the Cmt¡al
Waterf¡ont on the eastem waterfront, to the existing dense neighborhoods to the west, which also

continue to grow.
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The 16n Street corridor is an important route for goods movement between the growing Mission Bay

community and the areas to the west, including the Mission Dietrict. With implementation of the Eastem

Neighborhoods Plan, the City has invested great resources and energy in connecting these

neighborhoods together and creating walkable, bicycle-friendly, and transit-oriented connections.
Already a significant thoroughfare for recent opened developments in Mission Bay, including the

University of Califomia San Francisco (UCSF) campus and Children's Hospital, 16m Sheet is anticípated
to be more important in the near future due to forthcoming development in Mission Bay from UCSI the
approved Warriors Event Center, and the proposed development from the Giants at Seawall Lot337,

The approved, Muni Forward 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Proiect extends along 16h Street between Third
and Church Street. This project will re-route and extend the 22 Fillmore electric trolley bus to operate

along 16m Street to Third Street and Mission Bay Boulevard to serve the growing 16u Street corridor and

employment and educational centers in Mission Bay. Along 16m Sffeet in the segment between Third and

Seventh Streets, side-running transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street by converting a mixed-
flow lane to a transit-only lane. West of Seventh Street, the transit lanes will be a combination of side-

running and center-running transit-only lanes. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priorig Project will also include
corridor-wide improvements such as transit bulbs, new traffic signals, pedestrian signals, sidewalk
widening, and upgrading of the bicycle infrastructure on 17tt'Street to provide a parallel, contiguous, and
safe bicycle route for traveling in the east-west direction. The implementation of the side-running transit-
only lanes should be assumed in the transportation intersection analysis.

Additional HSR train frequency at the 16h Street at-grade crossing would limit access for people traveling
by all modes (auto, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian) further bifurcating this area of the City. Increased
frequency of trains crossing 16m Sffeet would create a hostile and uninviting connection for pedestrians,

cyclists, and limit emergency vehicle access between the area surrounding the UCSF Campus and

Hospitals and employment centers to the east with rapidly growing residential development along 16t'

Street just west of Seventh Street. This will create considerable physical separation of the community and

street network and diminish the viability of major approved development projects on adjacent parcels.

The 16m Street corridor has been identified as key gateway for neighborhood development and
improvement in plans adopted by the City, including the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan, the Transit
Effectiveness Project (aka Muni Fotztard), and the Eastern Neighborhoods Transportation Implementation
Planning Study. Grade separating 16u, Street þy depressing 16tt' Street) would irreparably sever the two
sides of the City. Additionally, sudr an expansive network of below-grade roadways and sidewalks
would create personal safety issues and significantly impact the aesthetics and visual connection of this
corridor between the two neighborhoods. It could also create drainage issues. The EIIVEIS needs to
address the full range of impacts (auto, transit operations, bicycle, pedestrian, urban desigR land use) of
the at-grade crossings and prepare alternative designs that minimize community and transportation
impacts.

North of 16th Street is Mission Bay Drive, which also crosses the Caltrain tracks at-grade. The EIIVEIS
needs to address the full range of impacts (auto, transit operations, bicycle, pedestrian, urban design
land use) of this at-grade crossing with HSR operation and propose altematives that minimize
community and transportation impacts. No aspects of the HSR environmental analysis should preclude
any options that the City is exploring to avoid at-grade rail cossings that will be utilized by HSR. The

City would like to continue ongoing discussíons and work in close consultation with CHSRA to address
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any potential conflicts in the environmental anaþsís that would preclude the City's ability to study
alternatives to the at-grade crossings,

Søn Frønclscol Brlsbøne boriler - Lìgþt Møtntenøflce Eøcilíties
The study area boundary shown (in the scoping meeting presentation in slide 23) tor a Brísbane

maintenance facility altemative raises several issues. The maintenance facilíty would be immedíately
adjacent to the existing Caltrain Bayshore station platform. The impacts of this and other location options
on existing/approved and potential future land uses should be assessed, For the Brisbane site in
particular this includes the compatibílity with desirable mixed use development including housíng to
address the severe affordable housing shortage in the San Francisco Bay Are4 as well as other potentially
valuable urban land uses. The area west of the tracks seems clearly unsuitable for a maintenance facility,
considering that it includes the Schlage Lock development (the northwest comer) under construction for
nearly 1,700 residential units, whidr would be incompatible with the noise and other impacts of a

maintenance facility. The southwest portion of the study area (in Brisbane) is a prime location for mixed-
use development, which could provide affordable housing and employment with excellent transportation
access. The area east of the tracks seems more appropriate for consideration of a maintenance facility,
although there are issues to consider, such as the effect on potentíal mixed-use development or possible

expansion of the Recology site to facilitate adrievement of Zero Waste goals.

The impacts on the Caltrain Bayshore Station operations and modification possibilities should be

assessed. Any maintenance or other facilities also needs should be compatible with planned Bus Rapid
Transít service connecting between Geneva Avenue and Candlestick development. The City welcomes

the opportunity to be highly involved in determiníng the locatioç fooþrint, and concepts for any

maintenance facilities, considering the direct impacts on San Francisco land uses and transportation
connections. Alsq the scoping meeting presentation map of the maintenance facility study area seems to
relocate the Caltrain platform south of the existing placement (into Brisbane). Such a move would place

this increasingly important station further from San Francisco development that is under-constructiorç
approved, and planned. Finally, CHSRA should provide space in the maintenance facility for Caltrain
use.

Cølttøin Impøcts
According to the operating plan of the blended system, Caltrain commuter rail would at maximum be six

trains per direction per hour. It should be clarified how these will be coordinated with HSR operations to
meet growth in demand. For example, the Bayshore Station was shown in the Caltrain Electrification
EII{s prototypical schedule to revert to hourly peak service after HSR begins operating although
ridership at this station can be expected to grow substantially wíth major development within two miles
under construction, approved, or potential approval in the near future. The secondary impacts of
constrained Caltrain capacity on transportatiory air quality, GHG emissions, should be assessed. We

would like to continue ongoing discussions and work with CHSITA to address the ctrmulative year
operation plans to address impacts related to the inoeased capacity of the combined HSR system

throughout the San Francisco to San Jose corridor.

4n & Kíng Interim Støtion
San Francisco supports the consistent use of the term "Interim Station" for 4u, & King railyard location. As
an interim station, the City would like to unde¡stand how the station would accommodate substantial
increases in access needs from auto loading pedestrian, bícycle, ride hailing etc. as San FranciscoÂllorth
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bound tríps served by this station would grow substantially with HSR. The station modifications are not
identified yet in the exhibits provided. The City, Transportation Authority and the SFMTA reguest to be

involved in determining the scope of the station concept plan to be assessed along with Caltrain JPB. We

would like to continue working with CHSRA in optimizing boarding at the 4û & King station and

throughout the San Francisco to San Jose combined system corridor. The City looks forward to the

continuation of a cooperative planning effort to integrate HSR into City infrastructure to connect the

system to the Transbay Transit Center as its permanent terminus.

Røíl Alternøtiae t Interstøte 280 Bouleaørd ßAB) Shtd.y

At this time San Francisco has not addressed how HSIVCaltrain will connect to the Transbay Transit

Center and are looking at addressing this issue through the RAB Study. If we prefer an altemative that
requires additional environmental review, we will do so as a supplemental to HSR and TJPA EIRsÆISs,

in cooperation with both agencies and Caltrain. The City will continue to work with CHSRA and TJPA

regarding those potential alignment connections.

Connections betarcen SFO Aíryort ønil the Mìllbrue Støtíon
SFO is part of the City and County of San Francisco jurisdiction; therefore, the City would like to continue

cooperating with CHSRA to scope and plan an efficient connection/transfer between SFO and the

Millbrae Station. The direct and indirect effects of major increases in transfer demand on existing and

planned linkages (transit, taxi, ride hailing etc.) with HSR should be assessed in the EIR/EIS.

SanÊruncísco Publìcütílíties Co¡nnìssíon (SFPUC) InlrashachttelEøcilítíes
The influx of additional people entering the City could lead to the construction of new or expanded water

facilities, which could lead to indirect environmental effects. We request the EIR/EIS estimate the volume

of influx and the estimated distribution in the City (e,g., downtown shopping, businesses, ball park), and

coordinate with the SFPUC to determine if any improvements to the distribution system would be

warranted.

Vibration from new construction could lead to damage to both potable and Auxiliary Water Supply

System (AWSS) infrastructure. The need for settlement monitoring should be determined.

Improvements or additions to Caltrain or future HSR improvements may necessitate the replacement or
realignment of underlying potable and/or AWSS water infrastructure. If any portion of track is to be

removed or modified over existing water infrastructure, the SFPUC should be consulted to determine if
replacement of its water infrastructure would be necessary.

The Project Sponsor will be required to design all new applicable water facilities, including potable,

AWSS, and non-potable water systems, to conform to the current SFPUC City Distribution Division
(CDD) and San Francisco Fire Deparhnent standards and practices. These include but are not limited to,

the following:

¡ SFPUC-CDD Protection of Existing Water and AWSS Facilities;

. SFPUC Asset Protection Standards;

. Rules and Regulations Governing Water Service to Customers;

o SFPUC-CDD Design Criteria for Potable Water Systems;
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. Application for Water Supply and Responsibility of Applicants;

¡ San Francisco Fire Code and Reliability;
¡ Califomia Waterworks Standards; Califomia Code of Regulations Titles 17 and22

¡ AWSS Distribution Piping; and

. Any other regulation goveming the installation and protection of water facilities not already
stated.

A hydraulic analysis would be required to confirm adequacy of water distribution system for new
potable, non-potable, and fire uses. If cu¡rent distribution system pressures and flows are inadequate, the
Project Sponsor would be responsible for capital improvements required to meet the proposed projecfs
water demands. Depending upon the size and complexity of the proposed project, the Project Sponsor

could be required to pay for the hydraulic analysis. Additionally, a capacity fee would be assessed for the

project. To initiate this process, please contact the Customer Service Bureau at475-557-2900.

To ensure adequate fire suppression reliability and capacity for new facilities, the Project Sponsor could
be required to include one or more of the following: two sources of water delivery (connections to two
separate water mains), AWSS high pressure distribution piping AWSS cistem, and/or Potable Water
Supply System equipment.

The City, through the SFPUÇ owns property immediately adjacent to Caltrain property in several

Peninsula cities. The SFPUC Commission has adopted land use policies which heavily restrict the scope

of use of the SFPUC property by third parties. The intent of these policies, among others not included
with this letter, is to avoid any use on our land that, in the SFPUC's sole discretiorL conflicts with the

SFPUC free access to our lands and infrastructure. We require any third party that desires to use our
property to adhere to our policies. This would affect plans to use SFPUC lands for either the construction
of passing tracks or staging areas. The SFPUC looks forward to continued collaboration with CHSRA to
address the agency's concerrx¡ regarding potential impacts of the HSR combined system with the SFPUC

water infrastructure.

Cultural Resources

The proposed project is within archeologically sensitive areas and has the potential to impact significant
historical resouÍces and historic properties within the City. The Planning Deparbnent requests to be

consulted regarding the identification and evaluation of historical resources and historic properties
(including ardreological resources), the analysis of impacts to historical resources and historic properties
(including archeological resources), and the determination of appropriate mitigation measures.

Additionally, the Planning Department requests to be consulted on the scope of all technical background
studies on historical resources and historic properties, including ardreological resources, and to review
and comment on all such tedrnical background studies. Depending upon the identification of significant
impacts to historical resources or historical properties, a review and comment on the EWEIS by the San

Francisco Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) may be requested and project approvals by the HPC
may be required. An informational presentation on the EIR/EIS to the HPC, if historical resources are

impacted and Planning Commission will likeþbe requested.
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Catrcluson
Thank you for the. oppartunitiy tv provide eomnten#s on kh~ HER San Francesco to' San Jose Seg enk 1V(3P
of att EIR/E1S. W~ Iook forward to continuation cif a coaperadve and surcessful plaiYnirtg effort to
integrate the Iocal r~gionaI and inter-city benefits of high-speed rail, ka California and the San Francisco
pen'titsula. Please do trot hesitate tq contact Gillian Gillett, I}ireckor of Ttansporta# on Policy, aE the Qffice
of Mayor Edwin M. Lee (~illi~n.~ill~tt,; ~f;;c~~-.~,T~) or any of the undersigned i~ you have ar~y questions.

Harlan. L. IfeIly, Jr., - SF1'U Ge ~ Manager

Tilly Chang - 5FCTA Bxecu#ive Uirecto

~~ I~ ' I(D
Date

June 17, 2Q'16
Date

~~ S~~ ~ ~

Date

June 1 ?, 2016

I}ate

Edward D. Reiskin - SFMTA Director of TranspartaHon
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sures to address adverse impacts to those 
r hindering access, increasing maintenance 

orridors. 

otential to alter existing flood flows or flood 
s or stations and provide mitigations accordingly. 
urface area will be introduced from new parking 
n or maintenance of the high-speed train, then th
noff which may exacerbate existing flooding 
g. 

e 

n water for a healthy life, environment, and economy. 
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Submission L005 (Carlos de Melo, City of Belmont, June 9, 2016) - Continued

A.3-28

575 Jose, 

al Services 
EIR/EIS 

30077 
Various 

San~a Clara 
icer DistratW

Valley 
io 

em, San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, 

 has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
comments on the NOP for your consideration 

nagement for all beneficial uses and protection 
scribed in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
ates and maintains several water resource 
 protection facilities and water supply facilities 
several of which cross the Caltrain right of way 
project. The District's Water Resources 
ermit be obtained prior to any modification of or 
rict may be a Responsible Agency under the 
ect requires permitting under the Water 
rs to be a likely scenario, depending on the 

altrain right of way needed to accommodate the 

otential for any needed modifications to existing 
ulverts, or other flood protection facilities and 
sures to address adverse impacts to those 
r hindering access, increasing maintenance 

orridors. 

otential to alter existing flood flows or flood 
s or stations and provide mitigations accordingly. 
urface area will be introduced from new parking 
n or maintenance of the high-speed train, then th
noff which may exacerbate existing flooding 
g. 

e 

n water for a healthy life, environment, and economy. 
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Submission L006 (John Swiecki, City of Brisbane, June 9, 2016)

A.3-29

575 Jose, 

al Services 
EIR/EIS 

30077 
Various 

San~a Clara 
icer DistratW

Valley 
io 

em, San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, 

 has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
comments on the NOP for your consideration 

nagement for all beneficial uses and protection 
scribed in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
ates and maintains several water resource 
 protection facilities and water supply facilities 
several of which cross the Caltrain right of way 
project. The District's Water Resources 
ermit be obtained prior to any modification of or 
rict may be a Responsible Agency under the 
ect requires permitting under the Water 
rs to be a likely scenario, depending on the 

altrain right of way needed to accommodate the 

otential for any needed modifications to existing 
ulverts, or other flood protection facilities and 
sures to address adverse impacts to those 
r hindering access, increasing maintenance 

orridors. 

otential to alter existing flood flows or flood 
s or stations and provide mitigations accordingly. 
urface area will be introduced from new parking 
n or maintenance of the high-speed train, then th
noff which may exacerbate existing flooding 
g. 

e 

n water for a healthy life, environment, and economy. 
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Submission L006 (John Swiecki, City of Brisbane, June 9, 2016) - Continued

A.3-30

575 Jose, 

al Services 
EIR/EIS 

30077 
Various 

San~a Clara 
icer DistratW

Valley 
io 

em, San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, 

 has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
comments on the NOP for your consideration 

nagement for all beneficial uses and protection 
scribed in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
ates and maintains several water resource 
 protection facilities and water supply facilities 
several of which cross the Caltrain right of way 
project. The District's Water Resources 
ermit be obtained prior to any modification of or 
rict may be a Responsible Agency under the 
ect requires permitting under the Water 
rs to be a likely scenario, depending on the 

altrain right of way needed to accommodate the 

otential for any needed modifications to existing 
ulverts, or other flood protection facilities and 
sures to address adverse impacts to those 
r hindering access, increasing maintenance 

orridors. 

otential to alter existing flood flows or flood 
s or stations and provide mitigations accordingly. 
urface area will be introduced from new parking 
n or maintenance of the high-speed train, then th
noff which may exacerbate existing flooding 
g. 

e 

n water for a healthy life, environment, and economy. 
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Submission L006 (John Swiecki, City of Brisbane, June 9, 2016) - Continued

A.3-31

575 Jose, 

al Services 
EIR/EIS 

30077 
Various 

San~a Clara 
icer DistratW

Valley 
io 

em, San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, 

 has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
comments on the NOP for your consideration 

nagement for all beneficial uses and protection 
scribed in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
ates and maintains several water resource 
 protection facilities and water supply facilities 
several of which cross the Caltrain right of way 
project. The District's Water Resources 
ermit be obtained prior to any modification of or 
rict may be a Responsible Agency under the 
ect requires permitting under the Water 
rs to be a likely scenario, depending on the 

altrain right of way needed to accommodate the 

otential for any needed modifications to existing 
ulverts, or other flood protection facilities and 
sures to address adverse impacts to those 
r hindering access, increasing maintenance 

orridors. 

otential to alter existing flood flows or flood 
s or stations and provide mitigations accordingly. 
urface area will be introduced from new parking 
n or maintenance of the high-speed train, then th
noff which may exacerbate existing flooding 
g. 

e 

n water for a healthy life, environment, and economy. 
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Submission L007 (Ray Chan, City of Millbrae, May 20, 2016)

A.3-32

575 Jose, 

al Services 
EIR/EIS 

30077 
Various 

San~a Clara 
icer DistratW

Valley 
io 

em, San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, 

 has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
comments on the NOP for your consideration 

nagement for all beneficial uses and protection 
scribed in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
ates and maintains several water resource 
 protection facilities and water supply facilities 
several of which cross the Caltrain right of way 
project. The District's Water Resources 
ermit be obtained prior to any modification of or 
rict may be a Responsible Agency under the 
ect requires permitting under the Water 
rs to be a likely scenario, depending on the 

altrain right of way needed to accommodate the 

otential for any needed modifications to existing 
ulverts, or other flood protection facilities and 
sures to address adverse impacts to those 
r hindering access, increasing maintenance 

orridors. 

otential to alter existing flood flows or flood 
s or stations and provide mitigations accordingly. 
urface area will be introduced from new parking 
n or maintenance of the high-speed train, then th
noff which may exacerbate existing flooding 
g. 

e 

n water for a healthy life, environment, and economy. 

California High-Speed Rail Project EIR/EIS
San Francisco to San Jose Section

2016 Scoping Report 
Appendix A.3 Local Agency Comments



Submission L007 (Ray Chan, City of Millbrae, May 20, 2016) - Continued

A.3-33

575 Jose, 

al Services 
EIR/EIS 

30077 
Various 

San~a Clara 
icer DistratW

Valley 
io 

em, San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, 

 has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
comments on the NOP for your consideration 

nagement for all beneficial uses and protection 
scribed in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
ates and maintains several water resource 
 protection facilities and water supply facilities 
several of which cross the Caltrain right of way 
project. The District's Water Resources 
ermit be obtained prior to any modification of or 
rict may be a Responsible Agency under the 
ect requires permitting under the Water 
rs to be a likely scenario, depending on the 

altrain right of way needed to accommodate the 

otential for any needed modifications to existing 
ulverts, or other flood protection facilities and 
sures to address adverse impacts to those 
r hindering access, increasing maintenance 

orridors. 

otential to alter existing flood flows or flood 
s or stations and provide mitigations accordingly. 
urface area will be introduced from new parking 
n or maintenance of the high-speed train, then th
noff which may exacerbate existing flooding 
g. 

e 

n water for a healthy life, environment, and economy. 
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Submission L007 (Ray Chan, City of Millbrae, May 20, 2016) - Continued

A.3-34

575 Jose, 

al Services 
EIR/EIS 

30077 
Various 

San~a Clara 
icer DistratW

Valley 
io 

em, San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, 

 has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
comments on the NOP for your consideration 

nagement for all beneficial uses and protection 
scribed in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
ates and maintains several water resource 
 protection facilities and water supply facilities 
several of which cross the Caltrain right of way 
project. The District's Water Resources 
ermit be obtained prior to any modification of or 
rict may be a Responsible Agency under the 
ect requires permitting under the Water 
rs to be a likely scenario, depending on the 

altrain right of way needed to accommodate the 

otential for any needed modifications to existing 
ulverts, or other flood protection facilities and 
sures to address adverse impacts to those 
r hindering access, increasing maintenance 

orridors. 

otential to alter existing flood flows or flood 
s or stations and provide mitigations accordingly. 
urface area will be introduced from new parking 
n or maintenance of the high-speed train, then th
noff which may exacerbate existing flooding 
g. 

e 

n water for a healthy life, environment, and economy. 
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Submission L008 (Linda Forsberg, City of Mountain View, May 25, 2016)

A.3-35

575 Jose, 

al Services 
EIR/EIS 

30077 
Various 

San~a Clara 
icer DistratW

Valley 
io 

em, San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, 

 has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
comments on the NOP for your consideration 

nagement for all beneficial uses and protection 
scribed in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
ates and maintains several water resource 
 protection facilities and water supply facilities 
several of which cross the Caltrain right of way 
project. The District's Water Resources 
ermit be obtained prior to any modification of or 
rict may be a Responsible Agency under the 
ect requires permitting under the Water 
rs to be a likely scenario, depending on the 

altrain right of way needed to accommodate the 

otential for any needed modifications to existing 
ulverts, or other flood protection facilities and 
sures to address adverse impacts to those 
r hindering access, increasing maintenance 

orridors. 

otential to alter existing flood flows or flood 
s or stations and provide mitigations accordingly. 
urface area will be introduced from new parking 
n or maintenance of the high-speed train, then th
noff which may exacerbate existing flooding 
g. 

e 

n water for a healthy life, environment, and economy. 
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Submission L008 (Linda Forsberg, City of Mountain View, May 25, 2016) -
Continued

A.3-36

575 Jose, 

al Services 
EIR/EIS 

30077 
Various 

San~a Clara 
icer DistratW

Valley 
io 

em, San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, 

 has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
comments on the NOP for your consideration 

nagement for all beneficial uses and protection 
scribed in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
ates and maintains several water resource 
 protection facilities and water supply facilities 
several of which cross the Caltrain right of way 
project. The District's Water Resources 
ermit be obtained prior to any modification of or 
rict may be a Responsible Agency under the 
ect requires permitting under the Water 
rs to be a likely scenario, depending on the 

altrain right of way needed to accommodate the 

otential for any needed modifications to existing 
ulverts, or other flood protection facilities and 
sures to address adverse impacts to those 
r hindering access, increasing maintenance 

orridors. 

otential to alter existing flood flows or flood 
s or stations and provide mitigations accordingly. 
urface area will be introduced from new parking 
n or maintenance of the high-speed train, then th
noff which may exacerbate existing flooding 
g. 

e 

n water for a healthy life, environment, and economy. 
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Submission L009 (Joshuah Mello, City of Palo Alto, May 16, 2016)

A.3-37

575 Jose, 

al Services 
EIR/EIS 

30077 
Various 

San~a Clara 
icer DistratW

Valley 
io 

em, San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, 

 has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
comments on the NOP for your consideration 

nagement for all beneficial uses and protection 
scribed in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
ates and maintains several water resource 
 protection facilities and water supply facilities 
several of which cross the Caltrain right of way 
project. The District's Water Resources 
ermit be obtained prior to any modification of or 
rict may be a Responsible Agency under the 
ect requires permitting under the Water 
rs to be a likely scenario, depending on the 

altrain right of way needed to accommodate the 

otential for any needed modifications to existing 
ulverts, or other flood protection facilities and 
sures to address adverse impacts to those 
r hindering access, increasing maintenance 

orridors. 

otential to alter existing flood flows or flood 
s or stations and provide mitigations accordingly. 
urface area will be introduced from new parking 
n or maintenance of the high-speed train, then th
noff which may exacerbate existing flooding 
g. 

e 

n water for a healthy life, environment, and economy. 
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Submission L009 (Joshuah Mello, City of Palo Alto, May 16, 2016) -
Continued

A.3-38

575 Jose, 

al Services 
EIR/EIS 

30077 
Various 

San~a Clara 
icer DistratW

Valley 
io 

em, San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, 

 has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
comments on the NOP for your consideration 

nagement for all beneficial uses and protection 
scribed in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
ates and maintains several water resource 
 protection facilities and water supply facilities 
several of which cross the Caltrain right of way 
project. The District's Water Resources 
ermit be obtained prior to any modification of or 
rict may be a Responsible Agency under the 
ect requires permitting under the Water 
rs to be a likely scenario, depending on the 

altrain right of way needed to accommodate the 

otential for any needed modifications to existing 
ulverts, or other flood protection facilities and 
sures to address adverse impacts to those 
r hindering access, increasing maintenance 

orridors. 

otential to alter existing flood flows or flood 
s or stations and provide mitigations accordingly. 
urface area will be introduced from new parking 
n or maintenance of the high-speed train, then th
noff which may exacerbate existing flooding 
g. 

e 

n water for a healthy life, environment, and economy. 
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Submission L010 (Jeff Maltbie, City of San Carlos, May 26, 2016)

A.3-39

575 Jose, 

al Services 
EIR/EIS 

30077 
Various 

San~a Clara 
icer DistratW

Valley 
io 

em, San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, 

 has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
comments on the NOP for your consideration 

nagement for all beneficial uses and protection 
scribed in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
ates and maintains several water resource 
 protection facilities and water supply facilities 
several of which cross the Caltrain right of way 
project. The District's Water Resources 
ermit be obtained prior to any modification of or 
rict may be a Responsible Agency under the 
ect requires permitting under the Water 
rs to be a likely scenario, depending on the 

altrain right of way needed to accommodate the 

otential for any needed modifications to existing 
ulverts, or other flood protection facilities and 
sures to address adverse impacts to those 
r hindering access, increasing maintenance 

orridors. 

otential to alter existing flood flows or flood 
s or stations and provide mitigations accordingly. 
urface area will be introduced from new parking 
n or maintenance of the high-speed train, then th
noff which may exacerbate existing flooding 
g. 

e 

n water for a healthy life, environment, and economy. 
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San Francisco to San Jose Section

2016 Scoping Report 
Appendix A.3 Local Agency Comments



Submission L010 (Jeff Maltbie, City of San Carlos, May 26, 2016) -
Continued

A.3-40

575 Jose, 

al Services 
EIR/EIS 

30077 
Various 

San~a Clara 
icer DistratW

Valley 
io 

em, San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, 

 has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
comments on the NOP for your consideration 

nagement for all beneficial uses and protection 
scribed in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
ates and maintains several water resource 
 protection facilities and water supply facilities 
several of which cross the Caltrain right of way 
project. The District's Water Resources 
ermit be obtained prior to any modification of or 
rict may be a Responsible Agency under the 
ect requires permitting under the Water 
rs to be a likely scenario, depending on the 

altrain right of way needed to accommodate the 

otential for any needed modifications to existing 
ulverts, or other flood protection facilities and 
sures to address adverse impacts to those 
r hindering access, increasing maintenance 

orridors. 

otential to alter existing flood flows or flood 
s or stations and provide mitigations accordingly. 
urface area will be introduced from new parking 
n or maintenance of the high-speed train, then th
noff which may exacerbate existing flooding 
g. 

e 

n water for a healthy life, environment, and economy. 
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Submission L010 (Jeff Maltbie, City of San Carlos, May 26, 2016) -
Continued

A.3-41

575 Jose, 

al Services 
EIR/EIS 

30077 
Various 

San~a Clara 
icer DistratW

Valley 
io 

em, San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, 

 has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
comments on the NOP for your consideration 

nagement for all beneficial uses and protection 
scribed in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
ates and maintains several water resource 
 protection facilities and water supply facilities 
several of which cross the Caltrain right of way 
project. The District's Water Resources 
ermit be obtained prior to any modification of or 
rict may be a Responsible Agency under the 
ect requires permitting under the Water 
rs to be a likely scenario, depending on the 

altrain right of way needed to accommodate the 

otential for any needed modifications to existing 
ulverts, or other flood protection facilities and 
sures to address adverse impacts to those 
r hindering access, increasing maintenance 

orridors. 

otential to alter existing flood flows or flood 
s or stations and provide mitigations accordingly. 
urface area will be introduced from new parking 
n or maintenance of the high-speed train, then th
noff which may exacerbate existing flooding 
g. 

e 

n water for a healthy life, environment, and economy. 

California High-Speed Rail Project EIR/EIS
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Submission L010 (Jeff Maltbie, City of San Carlos, May 26, 2016) -
Continued

A.3-42

575 Jose, 

al Services 
EIR/EIS 

30077 
Various 

San~a Clara 
icer DistratW

Valley 
io 

em, San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, 

 has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
comments on the NOP for your consideration 

nagement for all beneficial uses and protection 
scribed in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
ates and maintains several water resource 
 protection facilities and water supply facilities 
several of which cross the Caltrain right of way 
project. The District's Water Resources 
ermit be obtained prior to any modification of or 
rict may be a Responsible Agency under the 
ect requires permitting under the Water 
rs to be a likely scenario, depending on the 

altrain right of way needed to accommodate the 

otential for any needed modifications to existing 
ulverts, or other flood protection facilities and 
sures to address adverse impacts to those 
r hindering access, increasing maintenance 

orridors. 

otential to alter existing flood flows or flood 
s or stations and provide mitigations accordingly. 
urface area will be introduced from new parking 
n or maintenance of the high-speed train, then th
noff which may exacerbate existing flooding 
g. 

e 

n water for a healthy life, environment, and economy. 
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Submission L011 (Freitas, Ortbal, City of San Jose Department of
Transportation, July 20, 2016)

A.3-43

575 Jose, 

al Services 
EIR/EIS 

30077 
Various 

San~a Clara 
icer DistratW

Valley 
io 

em, San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, 

 has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
comments on the NOP for your consideration 

nagement for all beneficial uses and protection 
scribed in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
ates and maintains several water resource 
 protection facilities and water supply facilities 
several of which cross the Caltrain right of way 
project. The District's Water Resources 
ermit be obtained prior to any modification of or 
rict may be a Responsible Agency under the 
ect requires permitting under the Water 
rs to be a likely scenario, depending on the 

altrain right of way needed to accommodate the 

otential for any needed modifications to existing 
ulverts, or other flood protection facilities and 
sures to address adverse impacts to those 
r hindering access, increasing maintenance 

orridors. 

otential to alter existing flood flows or flood 
s or stations and provide mitigations accordingly. 
urface area will be introduced from new parking 
n or maintenance of the high-speed train, then th
noff which may exacerbate existing flooding 
g. 

e 

n water for a healthy life, environment, and economy. 
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Submission L011 (Freitas, Ortbal, City of San Jose Department of
Transportation, July 20, 2016) - Continued

A.3-44

575 Jose, 

al Services 
EIR/EIS 

30077 
Various 

San~a Clara 
icer DistratW

Valley 
io 

em, San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, 

 has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
comments on the NOP for your consideration 

nagement for all beneficial uses and protection 
scribed in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
ates and maintains several water resource 
 protection facilities and water supply facilities 
several of which cross the Caltrain right of way 
project. The District's Water Resources 
ermit be obtained prior to any modification of or 
rict may be a Responsible Agency under the 
ect requires permitting under the Water 
rs to be a likely scenario, depending on the 

altrain right of way needed to accommodate the 

otential for any needed modifications to existing 
ulverts, or other flood protection facilities and 
sures to address adverse impacts to those 
r hindering access, increasing maintenance 

orridors. 

otential to alter existing flood flows or flood 
s or stations and provide mitigations accordingly. 
urface area will be introduced from new parking 
n or maintenance of the high-speed train, then th
noff which may exacerbate existing flooding 
g. 

e 

n water for a healthy life, environment, and economy. 
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Submission L011 (Freitas, Ortbal, City of San Jose Department of
Transportation, July 20, 2016) - Continued

A.3-45

575 Jose, 

al Services 
EIR/EIS 

30077 
Various 

San~a Clara 
icer DistratW

Valley 
io 

em, San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, 

 has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
comments on the NOP for your consideration 

nagement for all beneficial uses and protection 
scribed in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
ates and maintains several water resource 
 protection facilities and water supply facilities 
several of which cross the Caltrain right of way 
project. The District's Water Resources 
ermit be obtained prior to any modification of or 
rict may be a Responsible Agency under the 
ect requires permitting under the Water 
rs to be a likely scenario, depending on the 

altrain right of way needed to accommodate the 

otential for any needed modifications to existing 
ulverts, or other flood protection facilities and 
sures to address adverse impacts to those 
r hindering access, increasing maintenance 

orridors. 

otential to alter existing flood flows or flood 
s or stations and provide mitigations accordingly. 
urface area will be introduced from new parking 
n or maintenance of the high-speed train, then th
noff which may exacerbate existing flooding 
g. 

e 

n water for a healthy life, environment, and economy. 
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Submission L011 (Freitas, Ortbal, City of San Jose Department of
Transportation, July 20, 2016) - Continued

A.3-46

575 Jose, 

al Services 
EIR/EIS 

30077 
Various 

San~a Clara 
icer DistratW

Valley 
io 

em, San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, 

 has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
comments on the NOP for your consideration 

nagement for all beneficial uses and protection 
scribed in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
ates and maintains several water resource 
 protection facilities and water supply facilities 
several of which cross the Caltrain right of way 
project. The District's Water Resources 
ermit be obtained prior to any modification of or 
rict may be a Responsible Agency under the 
ect requires permitting under the Water 
rs to be a likely scenario, depending on the 

altrain right of way needed to accommodate the 

otential for any needed modifications to existing 
ulverts, or other flood protection facilities and 
sures to address adverse impacts to those 
r hindering access, increasing maintenance 

orridors. 

otential to alter existing flood flows or flood 
s or stations and provide mitigations accordingly. 
urface area will be introduced from new parking 
n or maintenance of the high-speed train, then th
noff which may exacerbate existing flooding 
g. 

e 

n water for a healthy life, environment, and economy. 
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Submission L011 (Freitas, Ortbal, City of San Jose Department of
Transportation, July 20, 2016) - Continued

A.3-47

575 Jose, 

al Services 
EIR/EIS 

30077 
Various 

San~a Clara 
icer DistratW

Valley 
io 

em, San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, 

 has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
comments on the NOP for your consideration 

nagement for all beneficial uses and protection 
scribed in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
ates and maintains several water resource 
 protection facilities and water supply facilities 
several of which cross the Caltrain right of way 
project. The District's Water Resources 
ermit be obtained prior to any modification of or 
rict may be a Responsible Agency under the 
ect requires permitting under the Water 
rs to be a likely scenario, depending on the 

altrain right of way needed to accommodate the 

otential for any needed modifications to existing 
ulverts, or other flood protection facilities and 
sures to address adverse impacts to those 
r hindering access, increasing maintenance 

orridors. 

otential to alter existing flood flows or flood 
s or stations and provide mitigations accordingly. 
urface area will be introduced from new parking 
n or maintenance of the high-speed train, then th
noff which may exacerbate existing flooding 
g. 

e 

n water for a healthy life, environment, and economy. 
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Submission L011 (Freitas, Ortbal, City of San Jose Department of
Transportation, July 20, 2016) - Continued

A.3-48

575 Jose, 

al Services 
EIR/EIS 

30077 
Various 

San~a Clara 
icer DistratW

Valley 
io 

em, San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, 

 has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
comments on the NOP for your consideration 

nagement for all beneficial uses and protection 
scribed in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
ates and maintains several water resource 
 protection facilities and water supply facilities 
several of which cross the Caltrain right of way 
project. The District's Water Resources 
ermit be obtained prior to any modification of or 
rict may be a Responsible Agency under the 
ect requires permitting under the Water 
rs to be a likely scenario, depending on the 

altrain right of way needed to accommodate the 

otential for any needed modifications to existing 
ulverts, or other flood protection facilities and 
sures to address adverse impacts to those 
r hindering access, increasing maintenance 

orridors. 

otential to alter existing flood flows or flood 
s or stations and provide mitigations accordingly. 
urface area will be introduced from new parking 
n or maintenance of the high-speed train, then th
noff which may exacerbate existing flooding 
g. 

e 

n water for a healthy life, environment, and economy. 
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Submission L011 (Freitas, Ortbal, City of San Jose Department of
Transportation, July 20, 2016) - Continued

A.3-49

575 Jose, 

al Services 
EIR/EIS 

30077 
Various 

San~a Clara 
icer DistratW

Valley 
io 

em, San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, 

 has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
comments on the NOP for your consideration 

nagement for all beneficial uses and protection 
scribed in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
ates and maintains several water resource 
 protection facilities and water supply facilities 
several of which cross the Caltrain right of way 
project. The District's Water Resources 
ermit be obtained prior to any modification of or 
rict may be a Responsible Agency under the 
ect requires permitting under the Water 
rs to be a likely scenario, depending on the 

altrain right of way needed to accommodate the 

otential for any needed modifications to existing 
ulverts, or other flood protection facilities and 
sures to address adverse impacts to those 
r hindering access, increasing maintenance 

orridors. 

otential to alter existing flood flows or flood 
s or stations and provide mitigations accordingly. 
urface area will be introduced from new parking 
n or maintenance of the high-speed train, then th
noff which may exacerbate existing flooding 
g. 

e 

n water for a healthy life, environment, and economy. 
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Submission L011 (Freitas, Ortbal, City of San Jose Department of
Transportation, July 20, 2016) - Continued

A.3-50

575 Jose, 

al Services 
EIR/EIS 

30077 
Various 

San~a Clara 
icer DistratW

Valley 
io 

em, San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, 

 has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
comments on the NOP for your consideration 

nagement for all beneficial uses and protection 
scribed in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
ates and maintains several water resource 
 protection facilities and water supply facilities 
several of which cross the Caltrain right of way 
project. The District's Water Resources 
ermit be obtained prior to any modification of or 
rict may be a Responsible Agency under the 
ect requires permitting under the Water 
rs to be a likely scenario, depending on the 

altrain right of way needed to accommodate the 

otential for any needed modifications to existing 
ulverts, or other flood protection facilities and 
sures to address adverse impacts to those 
r hindering access, increasing maintenance 

orridors. 

otential to alter existing flood flows or flood 
s or stations and provide mitigations accordingly. 
urface area will be introduced from new parking 
n or maintenance of the high-speed train, then th
noff which may exacerbate existing flooding 
g. 

e 

n water for a healthy life, environment, and economy. 
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Submission L011 (Freitas, Ortbal, City of San Jose Department of
Transportation, July 20, 2016) - Continued

A.3-51

575 Jose, 

al Services 
EIR/EIS 

30077 
Various 

San~a Clara 
icer DistratW

Valley 
io 

em, San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, 

 has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
comments on the NOP for your consideration 

nagement for all beneficial uses and protection 
scribed in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
ates and maintains several water resource 
 protection facilities and water supply facilities 
several of which cross the Caltrain right of way 
project. The District's Water Resources 
ermit be obtained prior to any modification of or 
rict may be a Responsible Agency under the 
ect requires permitting under the Water 
rs to be a likely scenario, depending on the 

altrain right of way needed to accommodate the 

otential for any needed modifications to existing 
ulverts, or other flood protection facilities and 
sures to address adverse impacts to those 
r hindering access, increasing maintenance 

orridors. 

otential to alter existing flood flows or flood 
s or stations and provide mitigations accordingly. 
urface area will be introduced from new parking 
n or maintenance of the high-speed train, then th
noff which may exacerbate existing flooding 
g. 

e 

n water for a healthy life, environment, and economy. 
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Submission L011 (Freitas, Ortbal, City of San Jose Department of
Transportation, July 20, 2016) - Continued

A.3-52

575 Jose, 

al Services 
EIR/EIS 

30077 
Various 

San~a Clara 
icer DistratW

Valley 
io 

em, San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, 

 has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
comments on the NOP for your consideration 

nagement for all beneficial uses and protection 
scribed in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
ates and maintains several water resource 
 protection facilities and water supply facilities 
several of which cross the Caltrain right of way 
project. The District's Water Resources 
ermit be obtained prior to any modification of or 
rict may be a Responsible Agency under the 
ect requires permitting under the Water 
rs to be a likely scenario, depending on the 

altrain right of way needed to accommodate the 

otential for any needed modifications to existing 
ulverts, or other flood protection facilities and 
sures to address adverse impacts to those 
r hindering access, increasing maintenance 

orridors. 

otential to alter existing flood flows or flood 
s or stations and provide mitigations accordingly. 
urface area will be introduced from new parking 
n or maintenance of the high-speed train, then th
noff which may exacerbate existing flooding 
g. 

e 

n water for a healthy life, environment, and economy. 
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Submission L011 (Freitas, Ortbal, City of San Jose Department of
Transportation, July 20, 2016) - Continued

A.3-53

575 Jose, 

al Services 
EIR/EIS 

30077 
Various 

San~a Clara 
icer DistratW

Valley 
io 

em, San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, 

 has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
comments on the NOP for your consideration 

nagement for all beneficial uses and protection 
scribed in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
ates and maintains several water resource 
 protection facilities and water supply facilities 
several of which cross the Caltrain right of way 
project. The District's Water Resources 
ermit be obtained prior to any modification of or 
rict may be a Responsible Agency under the 
ect requires permitting under the Water 
rs to be a likely scenario, depending on the 

altrain right of way needed to accommodate the 

otential for any needed modifications to existing 
ulverts, or other flood protection facilities and 
sures to address adverse impacts to those 
r hindering access, increasing maintenance 

orridors. 

otential to alter existing flood flows or flood 
s or stations and provide mitigations accordingly. 
urface area will be introduced from new parking 
n or maintenance of the high-speed train, then th
noff which may exacerbate existing flooding 
g. 

e 

n water for a healthy life, environment, and economy. 
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Submission L012 (Larry Patterson, City of San Mateo Public Works, June 9,
2016)

A.3-54

575 Jose, 

al Services 
EIR/EIS 

30077 
Various 

San~a Clara 
icer DistratW

Valley 
io 

em, San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, 

 has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
comments on the NOP for your consideration 

nagement for all beneficial uses and protection 
scribed in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
ates and maintains several water resource 
 protection facilities and water supply facilities 
several of which cross the Caltrain right of way 
project. The District's Water Resources 
ermit be obtained prior to any modification of or 
rict may be a Responsible Agency under the 
ect requires permitting under the Water 
rs to be a likely scenario, depending on the 

altrain right of way needed to accommodate the 

otential for any needed modifications to existing 
ulverts, or other flood protection facilities and 
sures to address adverse impacts to those 
r hindering access, increasing maintenance 

orridors. 

otential to alter existing flood flows or flood 
s or stations and provide mitigations accordingly. 
urface area will be introduced from new parking 
n or maintenance of the high-speed train, then th
noff which may exacerbate existing flooding 
g. 

e 

n water for a healthy life, environment, and economy. 
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Submission L012 (Larry Patterson, City of San Mateo Public Works, June 9,
2016) - Continued

A.3-55

575 Jose, 

al Services 
EIR/EIS 

30077 
Various 

San~a Clara 
icer DistratW

Valley 
io 

em, San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, 

 has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
comments on the NOP for your consideration 

nagement for all beneficial uses and protection 
scribed in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
ates and maintains several water resource 
 protection facilities and water supply facilities 
several of which cross the Caltrain right of way 
project. The District's Water Resources 
ermit be obtained prior to any modification of or 
rict may be a Responsible Agency under the 
ect requires permitting under the Water 
rs to be a likely scenario, depending on the 

altrain right of way needed to accommodate the 

otential for any needed modifications to existing 
ulverts, or other flood protection facilities and 
sures to address adverse impacts to those 
r hindering access, increasing maintenance 

orridors. 

otential to alter existing flood flows or flood 
s or stations and provide mitigations accordingly. 
urface area will be introduced from new parking 
n or maintenance of the high-speed train, then th
noff which may exacerbate existing flooding 
g. 

e 

n water for a healthy life, environment, and economy. 
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Submission L013 (John Davidson, City of Santa Clara, June 24, 2016)

A.3-56

575 Jose, 

al Services 
EIR/EIS 

30077 
Various 

San~a Clara 
icer DistratW

Valley 
io 

em, San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, 

 has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
comments on the NOP for your consideration 

nagement for all beneficial uses and protection 
scribed in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
ates and maintains several water resource 
 protection facilities and water supply facilities 
several of which cross the Caltrain right of way 
project. The District's Water Resources 
ermit be obtained prior to any modification of or 
rict may be a Responsible Agency under the 
ect requires permitting under the Water 
rs to be a likely scenario, depending on the 

altrain right of way needed to accommodate the 

otential for any needed modifications to existing 
ulverts, or other flood protection facilities and 
sures to address adverse impacts to those 
r hindering access, increasing maintenance 

orridors. 

otential to alter existing flood flows or flood 
s or stations and provide mitigations accordingly. 
urface area will be introduced from new parking 
n or maintenance of the high-speed train, then th
noff which may exacerbate existing flooding 
g. 

e 

n water for a healthy life, environment, and economy. 
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Submission L013 (John Davidson, City of Santa Clara, June 24, 2016) -
Continued

A.3-57

575 Jose, 

al Services 
EIR/EIS 

30077 
Various 

San~a Clara 
icer DistratW

Valley 
io 

em, San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, 

 has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
comments on the NOP for your consideration 

nagement for all beneficial uses and protection 
scribed in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
ates and maintains several water resource 
 protection facilities and water supply facilities 
several of which cross the Caltrain right of way 
project. The District's Water Resources 
ermit be obtained prior to any modification of or 
rict may be a Responsible Agency under the 
ect requires permitting under the Water 
rs to be a likely scenario, depending on the 

altrain right of way needed to accommodate the 

otential for any needed modifications to existing 
ulverts, or other flood protection facilities and 
sures to address adverse impacts to those 
r hindering access, increasing maintenance 

orridors. 

otential to alter existing flood flows or flood 
s or stations and provide mitigations accordingly. 
urface area will be introduced from new parking 
n or maintenance of the high-speed train, then th
noff which may exacerbate existing flooding 
g. 

e 

n water for a healthy life, environment, and economy. 
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Submission L013 (John Davidson, City of Santa Clara, June 24, 2016) -
Continued

A.3-58

575 Jose, 

al Services 
EIR/EIS 

30077 
Various 

San~a Clara 
icer DistratW

Valley 
io 

em, San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, 

 has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
comments on the NOP for your consideration 

nagement for all beneficial uses and protection 
scribed in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
ates and maintains several water resource 
 protection facilities and water supply facilities 
several of which cross the Caltrain right of way 
project. The District's Water Resources 
ermit be obtained prior to any modification of or 
rict may be a Responsible Agency under the 
ect requires permitting under the Water 
rs to be a likely scenario, depending on the 

altrain right of way needed to accommodate the 

otential for any needed modifications to existing 
ulverts, or other flood protection facilities and 
sures to address adverse impacts to those 
r hindering access, increasing maintenance 

orridors. 

otential to alter existing flood flows or flood 
s or stations and provide mitigations accordingly. 
urface area will be introduced from new parking 
n or maintenance of the high-speed train, then th
noff which may exacerbate existing flooding 
g. 

e 

n water for a healthy life, environment, and economy. 
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Submission L013 (John Davidson, City of Santa Clara, June 24, 2016) -
Continued

A.3-59

575 Jose, 

al Services 
EIR/EIS 

30077 
Various 

San~a Clara 
icer DistratW

Valley 
io 

em, San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, 

 has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
comments on the NOP for your consideration 

nagement for all beneficial uses and protection 
scribed in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
ates and maintains several water resource 
 protection facilities and water supply facilities 
several of which cross the Caltrain right of way 
project. The District's Water Resources 
ermit be obtained prior to any modification of or 
rict may be a Responsible Agency under the 
ect requires permitting under the Water 
rs to be a likely scenario, depending on the 

altrain right of way needed to accommodate the 

otential for any needed modifications to existing 
ulverts, or other flood protection facilities and 
sures to address adverse impacts to those 
r hindering access, increasing maintenance 

orridors. 

otential to alter existing flood flows or flood 
s or stations and provide mitigations accordingly. 
urface area will be introduced from new parking 
n or maintenance of the high-speed train, then th
noff which may exacerbate existing flooding 
g. 

e 

n water for a healthy life, environment, and economy. 
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Submission L013 (John Davidson, City of Santa Clara, June 24, 2016) -
Continued

A.3-60

575 Jose, 

al Services 
EIR/EIS 

30077 
Various 

San~a Clara 
icer DistratW

Valley 
io 

em, San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, 

 has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
comments on the NOP for your consideration 

nagement for all beneficial uses and protection 
scribed in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
ates and maintains several water resource 
 protection facilities and water supply facilities 
several of which cross the Caltrain right of way 
project. The District's Water Resources 
ermit be obtained prior to any modification of or 
rict may be a Responsible Agency under the 
ect requires permitting under the Water 
rs to be a likely scenario, depending on the 

altrain right of way needed to accommodate the 

otential for any needed modifications to existing 
ulverts, or other flood protection facilities and 
sures to address adverse impacts to those 
r hindering access, increasing maintenance 

orridors. 

otential to alter existing flood flows or flood 
s or stations and provide mitigations accordingly. 
urface area will be introduced from new parking 
n or maintenance of the high-speed train, then th
noff which may exacerbate existing flooding 
g. 

e 

n water for a healthy life, environment, and economy. 
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Submission L014 (Marian Lee, City of South San Francisco, June 8, 2016)

A.3-61

575 Jose, 

al Services 
EIR/EIS 

30077 
Various 

San~a Clara 
icer DistratW

Valley 
io 

em, San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, 

 has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
comments on the NOP for your consideration 

nagement for all beneficial uses and protection 
scribed in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
ates and maintains several water resource 
 protection facilities and water supply facilities 
several of which cross the Caltrain right of way 
project. The District's Water Resources 
ermit be obtained prior to any modification of or 
rict may be a Responsible Agency under the 
ect requires permitting under the Water 
rs to be a likely scenario, depending on the 

altrain right of way needed to accommodate the 

otential for any needed modifications to existing 
ulverts, or other flood protection facilities and 
sures to address adverse impacts to those 
r hindering access, increasing maintenance 

orridors. 

otential to alter existing flood flows or flood 
s or stations and provide mitigations accordingly. 
urface area will be introduced from new parking 
n or maintenance of the high-speed train, then th
noff which may exacerbate existing flooding 
g. 

e 

n water for a healthy life, environment, and economy. 
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Submission L014 (Marian Lee, City of South San Francisco, June 8, 2016) -
Continued

A.3-62

575 Jose, 

al Services 
EIR/EIS 

30077 
Various 

San~a Clara 
icer DistratW

Valley 
io 

em, San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, 

 has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
comments on the NOP for your consideration 

nagement for all beneficial uses and protection 
scribed in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
ates and maintains several water resource 
 protection facilities and water supply facilities 
several of which cross the Caltrain right of way 
project. The District's Water Resources 
ermit be obtained prior to any modification of or 
rict may be a Responsible Agency under the 
ect requires permitting under the Water 
rs to be a likely scenario, depending on the 

altrain right of way needed to accommodate the 

otential for any needed modifications to existing 
ulverts, or other flood protection facilities and 
sures to address adverse impacts to those 
r hindering access, increasing maintenance 

orridors. 

otential to alter existing flood flows or flood 
s or stations and provide mitigations accordingly. 
urface area will be introduced from new parking 
n or maintenance of the high-speed train, then th
noff which may exacerbate existing flooding 
g. 

e 

n water for a healthy life, environment, and economy. 
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Response Requested :
Affiliation Type : Local Agency
Interest As : Local Agency
Submission Method : Project Email
First Name : Dan
Last Name : Leavitt
Business/Organization : San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission
Email : dan@acerail.com
Stakeholder
Comments/Issues :

Hi Mark,

Please see our comment letter attached.

I hope you are doing well!

Best regards,

Dan Leavitt  -  Manager of Regional Initiatives  -  San Joaquin
Regional Rail Commission  -  Altamont Corridor Express  -  San
Joaquin Joint Powers Authority  -  (209) 944-6266  -  (530) 400-9475
cell  -  dan@acerail.com<mailto:dan@acerail.com>  -  949  East
Channel Street, Stockton CA 95202  -
www.acerail.com<http://www.acerail.com>
[3 logos (2)]
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Response Requested :
Affiliation Type : Local Agency
Interest As : Local Agency
Submission Method : Project Email
First Name : Andrea
Last Name : Mackenzie
Business/Organization : Santa Clara Valley Open Space Authority
Email : amackenzie@openspaceauthority.org
Stakeholder
Comments/Issues :

Dear Mr. McLoughlin,

On behalf of the Santa Clara Valley Open Space Authority, I
respectfully
submit the attached written comments regarding the scope of the
EIR/EIS for
the San Francisco to San Jose Section EIR/EIS. I am also attaching
the
letter we previously submitted on June 10, 2016 as a reference.
Please feel
free to reach me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Galli Basson

Resource Management Specialist

408.224.7476 T

Openspaceauthority.org

...

 <http://www.openspaceauthority.org/>

Submission L019 (Andrea Mackenzie, Santa Clara Valley Open Space Authority,
July 14, 2016)
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openspaceauthority.org

July 14, 2016 

Via Email 

Mr. Mark McLoughlin 
Director of Environmental Services 
California High-Speed Rail Authority 
100 Paseo de San Antonio  
San Jose, CA 95113 

Re:  San Francisco to San Jose Section EIR/EIS-Notice of Preparation 

Dear Mr. McLoughlin,  

Thank you for extending the deadline to provide comments regarding the Notice of Preparation 
for the EIR/EIS for the San Francisco-San Jose segment of the California high-speed rail. The 
Santa Clara Valley Open Space Authority (OSA) previously submitted comments on the NOP on 
June 10, 2016 (enclosed) regarding concerns over cultural resources, park and recreation, 
farmland and agriculture, water resources, and biodiversity. We would like to provide additional 
feedback on the potential impacts to the wildlife corridor in Coyote Valley.     

The OSA is a public land conservation agency and special district created by the California 
Legislature in 1993 to balance growth with the protection of open space, natural resources, 
greenbelts and agricultural land. To date, the OSA has worked with farmers, ranchers, public 
agencies and non-profit partners to conserve and steward over 20,000 acres of open space and 
agricultural land through voluntary acquisition of land and conservation easements. The OSA 
effectively partners with federal, state, regional and local agencies, non-profit organizations and 
foundations to leverage funding for land conservation projects. 

As mentioned in our June 10, 2016 letter, Coyote Valley provides the best opportunity to 
provide connectivity between the Santa Cruz Mountains and the Diablo Range and is identified 
as a wildlife corridor in the California Essential Connectivity Project (2010), the Bay Area Critical 
Linkages Project (2013), and the Santa Cruz Mountains Conceptual Area Protection Plan (2012). 
Wildlife have been documented moving through the valley floor (Coyote Valley Linkage 
Assessment Study, 2016), including juveniles and breeding adults. Coyote Valley represents a 
critical wildlife linkage connecting hundreds of thousands of acres of protected open space in 
the Santa Cruz Mountains and Diablo Range. Preserving this wildlife linkage also meets the 
intent of Assembly Bill 498 (Levine 2015) to protect the functioning of wildlife corridors. 

Given the regional significance of Coyote Valley as an irreplaceable wildlife linkage, we feel it is 
incumbent on the High-Speed Rail Authority to incorporate wildlife connectivity as part of the 
design for the high-speed rail alignment in Coyote Valley and not rely solely on mitigating 
impacts to the wildlife corridor. In order to do so effectively, the High-Speed Rail Authority  

Submission L019 (Andrea Mackenzie, Santa Clara Valley Open Space Authority,
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Submission L019 (Andrea Mackenzie, Santa Clara Valley Open Space Authority,
July 14, 2016) - Continued
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6980 Santa Teresa Blvd  
Suite 100 
San Jose, CA 95119 
408.224.7476 T 
408.224.7548 F 
openspaceauthority.org

June 10, 2016 

Via Email 

Mr. Mark McLoughlin 
Director of Environmental Services 
California High-Speed Rail Authority 
100 Paseo de San Antonio  
San Jose, CA 95113 

Re:  San Francisco to San Jose Section EIR/EIS-Notice of Preparation 

Dear California High-Speed Rail Authority, 

This letter is in response to the Notice of Preparation for the EIR/EIS for the San Francisco-San 
Jose segment of the California high-speed rail.   

The Santa Clara Valley Open Space Authority (OSA) is a public land conservation agency and 
special district created by the California Legislature in 1993 to balance growth with the 
protection of open space, natural resources, greenbelts and agricultural land. To date, the OSA 
has worked with farmers, ranchers, public agencies and non-profit partners to conserve and 
steward over 20,000 acres of open space and agricultural land through voluntary acquisition of 
land and conservation easements. The OSA effectively partners with federal, state, regional and 
local agencies, non-profit organizations and foundations to leverage funding for land 
conservation projects. 

Our understanding is that the High-Speed Rail Authority is considering several alignment and 
grade options through our jurisdiction. We have not had the opportunity to analyze potential 
impacts for the entire alignment in Santa Clara County. As we discussed in our meeting on May 
4th, 2016, the Coyote Valley region is one of the highest priorities for conservation for the OSA 
and other partners in the region. Therefore most of these initial comments are focused on 
potential impacts to the Coyote Valley region. However, the OSA would like to also review 
impacts in other regions such as the Upper Pajaro region in addition to Coyote Valley as future 
plans and documents are released.    

Cultural Resources 

The Coyote Valley region is culturally significant for the Amah Mutsun tribal band. The High 
Speed Rail Authority should engage with the Amah Mutsun Land Trust in future scoping 
meetings to evaluate potential impacts and mitigations. The Amah Mutsun Land Trust current 
contact person is Valentin Lopez and he can be reached at vjltestingcenter@aol.com.     
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Coyote Valley is historically significant due to the historic Juan Bautista de Anza trail corridor and 
current and planned trail and auto route alignments in both the Coyote Valley and Pajaro 
regions. The Coyote Creek Parkway is a certified Juan Bautista de Anza Trail and is the location 
of one of the alignments the High-Speed Rail Authority is considering. The impacts to cultural 
resources should be evaluated in the EIR process. The Santa Clara County Board of Supervisors is 
currently working with the National Park Service to consider designation of Santa Clara County 
as a Natural Heritage Area. 

Park and Recreation  

One of the proposed alignments that travels through the Coyote Creek Parkway would result in 
significant recreational impacts. This scenic parkway meanders along Coyote Creek for 15 miles 
and includes the alignment of the Bay Area Ridge Trail. The Bay Area Ridge Trail is a nine-county 
regionally significant trail system in the Bay Area. The High Speed Rail Authority should evaluate 
the impacts an alignment along the Parkway would cause to the thousands of park visitors that 
enjoy the recreation amenities the Parkway offers and evaluate potential mitigation for these 
impacts.  

The High-Speed Rail alignment will intersect with cross valley trails identified in the Santa Clara 
County Trails Master Plan. The High Speed Rail Authority should evaluate impacts to trails in the 
Coyote Valley and Pajaro regions identified in the City of San Jose Greenprint and Santa Clara 
County Trails Plan and should consult with City and County Trail Planners to evaluate and 
mitigate these impacts.  

Farmland and Agriculture  

Farmland in Santa Clara County has declined by 45% in the last 20 years (California Farmland 
Conservancy website 2014). Of the remaining 27,000 acres of farmland that remains, 
approximately half is considered at risk of development over the next 30 years (Greenbelt 
Alliance 2012). Based on the data available to us, 2,483 acres of active farmland with an 
additional 923 acres of fallow agricultural lands fall within the alignment alternative footprints 
currently under consideration. Facilities such as the proposed maintenance facility should be 
sited on previously disturbed lands or brownfield sites as opposed to prime farmland to 
minimize impacts to active farm production in South Santa Clara County. As we discussed during 
our meeting on May 4th, the Strategic Growth Council awarded a grant to Santa Clara County 
and the OSA to develop a farmland priorities and preservation plan for Southern Santa Clara 
County. The mitigation priorities identified by High-Speed Rail should be consistent with this 
grant funded effort and any in lieu fees generated should be made available for local farmland 
preservation.     
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Water Resources 

Water resources should also be considered as being significantly impacted by the High-Speed 
Rail alignment and maintenance facility. If the alignment travels through a riparian corridor such 
as the Coyote Creek Parkway significant impacts to streams and creeks could occur. Additional 
impacts to groundwater and floodplains could also occur, particularly by the maintenance 
facility. Santa Clara County relies on our groundwater aquifers to supply water to the majority of 
the County and relies on its floodplain to protect critical infrastructure from damage. Based on 
the data available to us, over 1,700 acres of undeveloped groundwater recharge areas and 257 
acres of undeveloped 100-yr floodplain lands fall within the alignment alternative footprints 
currently under consideration. 

Biodiversity  

Coyote Valley is identified as one of two significant wildlife linkages between the Santa Cruz 
Mountains and the Diablo Range (the Upper Pajaro is the other wildlife linkage between these 
ranges) in the California Essential Connectivity Project (2010), the Bay Area Critical Linkages 
Project (BACL, 2013), and the Santa Cruz Mountains Conceptual Area Protection Plan (CAPP, 
2012). Coyote Valley provides the closest proximity connection and is the best opportunity to 
provide connectivity. Many species of wildlife have been documented moving through the valley 
floor (Coyote Valley Linkage Assessment Study, 2016). This location is irreplaceable for a wildlife 
linkage between these two ranges which is essential for wildlife to adapt to climate change. 
Preserving wildlife linkages would also promote climate resiliency by allowing animals to move 
into favorable habitat as they adapt to climate change.    

Regardless of the final alignment, significant impacts appear unavoidable. For instance, an at-
grade fully fenced alignment along Monterey Highway would cut-off wildlife movement 
between the Diablo Range and Santa Cruz Mountains. Based on the data available to us, 2,333 
acres of habitat within the wildlife corridor identified by the BACL and CAPP fall within the 
alignment alternative footprints currently under consideration. When we met with planning 
staff from the High-Speed Rail Authority on May 4th, staff agreed to share data on the proposed 
alignments. Staff also indicated the budget for this segment of the High-Speed Rail could 
accommodate some above-grade engineering to protect functional wildlife connectivity. 
Therefore the High-Speed Rail Authority should very carefully evaluate biodiversity impacts 
when evaluating the alignment, track elevation, location of maintenance yard, and fencing in its 
design to ensure functional wildlife connectivity is protected and enhanced. We also strongly 
encourage the High-Speed Rail Authority to engage with OSA and its conservation partners to 
determine how to avoid impacts and preserve wildlife movement.   

Given the regional biodiversity significance of the Coyote Valley region, OSA is working with 
many different partners to protect and enhance wildlife connectivity, including the Peninsula 
Open Space Trust, The Nature Conservancy, Valley Transportation Authority, Caltrans, Valley  
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Response Requested :
Affiliation Type : Local Agency
Interest As : Local Agency
Submission Method : Project Email
First Name : Yvonne
Last Name : Arroyo
Business/Organization : Santa Clara Valley Water District
Email : yarroyo@valleywater.org
Stakeholder
Comments/Issues :

Dear Mr. McLoughlin,

Please find attached the Santa Clara Valley Water District's
comments on the Notice of Preparation for an EIR/EIS on subject
project.

We would appreciate if you would respond affirming your receipt of
the comments.  Thank you.

[cid:image001.png@01D1C268.0B9B00B0]

Yvonne Arroyo
ASSOCIATE ENGINEER
Community Projects Review Unit
Watersheds
Santa Clara Valley Water District
(408) 630-2319
yarroyo@valleywater.org
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5750 Almaden Expressway, San Jose, CA 95118-3614 I (408) 265-2600 I www.valleywater.org 

·, 

June 9, 2016 

Mr. Mark Mcloughlin, Director of Environmental Services 
Attention: San Francisco to San Jose Section EIR/EIS 
California High-Speed Rail Authority 
100 Paseo de San Antonio 
San Jose, CA 95113 

File: 30077 
Various 

San~a Clara Valley 
Water Districio 

Subject: California High-Speed Rail System, San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, 
Blended System Project 

Dear Mr. Mcloughlin: 

The Santa Clara Valley Water District (District) has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
a Project Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
subject project. The District has the following comments on the NOP for your consideration 
during the preparation of the EIR: 

The District provides comprehensive water management for all beneficial uses and protection 
from flooding within Santa Clara County as described in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
Act. In support of its mission, the District operates and maintains several water resource 
facilities in Santa Clara County, including flood protection facilities and water supply facilities 
which may be above ground or underground, several of which cross the Caltrain right of way 
which will be affected by the high-speed train project. The District's Water Resources 
Protection Ordinance requires that a District permit be obtained prior to any modification of or 
encroachment onto a District facility. The District may be a Responsible Agency under the 
California Environmental Quality Act if the project requires permitting under the Water 
Resources Protection Ordinance, which appears to be a likely scenario, depending on the 
actual improvements or modifications to the Caltrain right of way needed to accommodate the 
high-speed train and its appurtenant facilities . 

The EIR/EIS should identify and discuss the potential for any needed modifications to existing 
bridges or other crossings of existing creeks, culverts, or other flood protection facilities and 
include details of any proposed mitigation measures to address adverse impacts to those 
facilities, including but not limited to blocking or hindering access, increasing maintenance 
costs, and biological impacts to any riparian corridors. 

The EIR/EIS should identify and discuss any potential to alter existing flood flows or flood 
patterns from construction of rail improvements or stations and provide mitigations accordingly. 
Additionally, if a large amount of impervious surface area will be introduced from new parking 
structures or other facilities related to operation or maintenance of the high-speed train, then the 
EIR should discuss mitigation for increased runoff which may exacerbate existing flooding 
conditions or increase the frequency of flooding. 

Our mission is to provide Silicon Valley safe, clean water for a healthy life, environment, and economy. 
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Mr. Mark Mcloughlin 
Page 2 
June 9, 2016 

The EIR/EIS should discuss any potential for the project to degrade water quality in adjacent 
surface waters directly or indirectly via storm drainage. 

The EIR/EIS should discuss and mitigate for any potential to adversely impact groundwater 
quality from storm water management facilities (i.e. retention basins for managing increased 
runoff or filtration-type basins for water quality treatment of storm runoff) or from any tunneling 
or other underground work. 

The EIR/EIS should discuss and mitigate for any potential changes in natural groundwater 
recharge, especially in the unconfined areas of the valley floor, resulting from new impervious 
surface areas. 

The EIR/EIS should discuss and mitigate for impacts to water supply due to the project. Water 
supply impacts include growth-induced impacts from the project, and from project water demand 
such as for landscaping, or for new facilities/stations. The District strongly recommends the 
project meet or exceed local water-efficient landscape ordinance requirements . The District 
also strongly recommends that facilities be provided with water efficient appliances and fittings 
and utilize water efficient irrigation devices. The EIR/EIS should include a discussion on the 
potential for use of recycled water as a source of supply for project facilities . 

The EIR/EIS should identify and discuss any potential to modify or disturb either of the District's 
two large diameter water supply pipelines that cross the high-speed rail alignment. Also, the 
District is in the planning stages for a new large diameter purified water pipeline which will cross 
the Caltrain right of way at one of three potential locations (Hedding Street, Scott Boulevard , or 
Bowers Avenue). The District supplies Santa Clara County with a majority of its wholesale 
water. As a result, careful consideration must be taken when designing the high-speed train 
facilities to ensure that the District's water supply facilities are not adversely impacted during 
construction or in the long term whereby our maintenance costs are increased or our 
maintenance access is compromised. Additionally, the potential for stray currents and 
interference associated with the high-speed rail facilities to adversely affect District pipelines, 
facilities and cathodic protection systems must be evaluated by a corrosion expert and 
appropriate mitigation and monitoring provided. 

The NOP did not contain a detailed description of exactly how the project will be constructed in 
the Caltrain right of way; therefore, the District is unable to provide specific details on how the 
project may or may not impact our facilities. The EIR should contain sufficient detail of the 
project alternatives to determine the extent of potential impacts and area of influence of the 
project. The EIR/EIS should provide better clarity on whether the high-speed rail facilities will be 
above ground, below ground or utilize existing tracks at existing grade and define the limits 
where these modifications will occur such that the District can provide more detail on how the 
project may impact our facilities. 

The District appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the NOP and looks forward to 
reviewing the EIR/EIS when it is available. Please notify the District at the earliest possible time 
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Mr. Mark Mcloughlin 
Page 3 
June 9, 2016 

as to the availability of the EIR/EIS. If you have questions, please contact me at (408) 630-
2319. 

Sincerely, 

vJ.,~ 
Yvonne Arroyo 
Associate Engineer 
Community Projects Review Unit 

cc: S. Tippets, T. Hemmeter, C. Tulloch , J. Crowley, K. Uyeda, D. Butler, J. Chiar, 
L. Jaimes, M. Richardson , K. Oven, V. De La Piedra, H. Ashktorab, A. Partridge, 
J. De La Piedra, L. Lee, D. Mody, G. Meamber, R. Van Den Berg , R. Kaur, C. Haggerty, 
U. Chatwani , Y. Arroyo, File 

30077_58604ya06-09 

Submission L021 (Yvonne Arroyo, Santa Clara Valley Water District, June 9,
2016) - Continued

A.3-84

575 Jose, 

al Services 
EIR/EIS 

30077 
Various 

San~a Clara 
icer DistratW

Valley 
io 

em, San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, 

 has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
comments on the NOP for your consideration 

nagement for all beneficial uses and protection 
scribed in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
ates and maintains several water resource 
 protection facilities and water supply facilities 
several of which cross the Caltrain right of way 
project. The District's Water Resources 
ermit be obtained prior to any modification of or 
rict may be a Responsible Agency under the 
ect requires permitting under the Water 
rs to be a likely scenario, depending on the 

altrain right of way needed to accommodate the 

otential for any needed modifications to existing 
ulverts, or other flood protection facilities and 
sures to address adverse impacts to those 
r hindering access, increasing maintenance 

orridors. 

otential to alter existing flood flows or flood 
s or stations and provide mitigations accordingly. 
urface area will be introduced from new parking 
n or maintenance of the high-speed train, then th
noff which may exacerbate existing flooding 
g. 

e 

n water for a healthy life, environment, and economy. 

California High-Speed Rail Project EIR/EIS
San Francisco to San Jose Section

2016 Scoping Report 
Appendix A.3 Local Agency Comments



Submission L022 (James Janz, Town of Atherton Rail Committee, June 9, 2016)

A.3-85

575 Jose, 

al Services 
EIR/EIS 

30077 
Various 

San~a Clara 
icer DistratW

Valley 
io 

em, San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, 

 has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
comments on the NOP for your consideration 

nagement for all beneficial uses and protection 
scribed in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
ates and maintains several water resource 
 protection facilities and water supply facilities 
several of which cross the Caltrain right of way 
project. The District's Water Resources 
ermit be obtained prior to any modification of or 
rict may be a Responsible Agency under the 
ect requires permitting under the Water 
rs to be a likely scenario, depending on the 

altrain right of way needed to accommodate the 

otential for any needed modifications to existing 
ulverts, or other flood protection facilities and 
sures to address adverse impacts to those 
r hindering access, increasing maintenance 

orridors. 

otential to alter existing flood flows or flood 
s or stations and provide mitigations accordingly. 
urface area will be introduced from new parking 
n or maintenance of the high-speed train, then th
noff which may exacerbate existing flooding 
g. 

e 

n water for a healthy life, environment, and economy. 

California High-Speed Rail Project EIR/EIS
San Francisco to San Jose Section

2016 Scoping Report 
Appendix A.3 Local Agency Comments



Submission L022 (James Janz, Town of Atherton Rail Committee, June 9, 2016)
- Continued

A.3-86

575 Jose, 

al Services 
EIR/EIS 

30077 
Various 

San~a Clara 
icer DistratW

Valley 
io 

em, San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, 

 has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
comments on the NOP for your consideration 

nagement for all beneficial uses and protection 
scribed in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
ates and maintains several water resource 
 protection facilities and water supply facilities 
several of which cross the Caltrain right of way 
project. The District's Water Resources 
ermit be obtained prior to any modification of or 
rict may be a Responsible Agency under the 
ect requires permitting under the Water 
rs to be a likely scenario, depending on the 

altrain right of way needed to accommodate the 

otential for any needed modifications to existing 
ulverts, or other flood protection facilities and 
sures to address adverse impacts to those 
r hindering access, increasing maintenance 

orridors. 

otential to alter existing flood flows or flood 
s or stations and provide mitigations accordingly. 
urface area will be introduced from new parking 
n or maintenance of the high-speed train, then th
noff which may exacerbate existing flooding 
g. 

e 

n water for a healthy life, environment, and economy. 

California High-Speed Rail Project EIR/EIS
San Francisco to San Jose Section

2016 Scoping Report 
Appendix A.3 Local Agency Comments



Submission L022 (James Janz, Town of Atherton Rail Committee, June 9, 2016)
- Continued

A.3-87

575 Jose, 

al Services 
EIR/EIS 

30077 
Various 

San~a Clara 
icer DistratW

Valley 
io 

em, San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, 

 has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
comments on the NOP for your consideration 

nagement for all beneficial uses and protection 
scribed in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
ates and maintains several water resource 
 protection facilities and water supply facilities 
several of which cross the Caltrain right of way 
project. The District's Water Resources 
ermit be obtained prior to any modification of or 
rict may be a Responsible Agency under the 
ect requires permitting under the Water 
rs to be a likely scenario, depending on the 

altrain right of way needed to accommodate the 

otential for any needed modifications to existing 
ulverts, or other flood protection facilities and 
sures to address adverse impacts to those 
r hindering access, increasing maintenance 

orridors. 

otential to alter existing flood flows or flood 
s or stations and provide mitigations accordingly. 
urface area will be introduced from new parking 
n or maintenance of the high-speed train, then th
noff which may exacerbate existing flooding 
g. 

e 

n water for a healthy life, environment, and economy. 

California High-Speed Rail Project EIR/EIS
San Francisco to San Jose Section

2016 Scoping Report 
Appendix A.3 Local Agency Comments



Submission L022 (James Janz, Town of Atherton Rail Committee, June 9, 2016)
- Continued

A.3-88

575 Jose, 

al Services 
EIR/EIS 

30077 
Various 

San~a Clara 
icer DistratW

Valley 
io 

em, San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, 

 has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
comments on the NOP for your consideration 

nagement for all beneficial uses and protection 
scribed in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
ates and maintains several water resource 
 protection facilities and water supply facilities 
several of which cross the Caltrain right of way 
project. The District's Water Resources 
ermit be obtained prior to any modification of or 
rict may be a Responsible Agency under the 
ect requires permitting under the Water 
rs to be a likely scenario, depending on the 

altrain right of way needed to accommodate the 

otential for any needed modifications to existing 
ulverts, or other flood protection facilities and 
sures to address adverse impacts to those 
r hindering access, increasing maintenance 

orridors. 

otential to alter existing flood flows or flood 
s or stations and provide mitigations accordingly. 
urface area will be introduced from new parking 
n or maintenance of the high-speed train, then th
noff which may exacerbate existing flooding 
g. 

e 

n water for a healthy life, environment, and economy. 

California High-Speed Rail Project EIR/EIS
San Francisco to San Jose Section

2016 Scoping Report 
Appendix A.3 Local Agency Comments



Submission L022 (James Janz, Town of Atherton Rail Committee, June 9, 2016)
- Continued

A.3-89

575 Jose, 

al Services 
EIR/EIS 

30077 
Various 

San~a Clara 
icer DistratW

Valley 
io 

em, San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, 

 has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
comments on the NOP for your consideration 

nagement for all beneficial uses and protection 
scribed in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
ates and maintains several water resource 
 protection facilities and water supply facilities 
several of which cross the Caltrain right of way 
project. The District's Water Resources 
ermit be obtained prior to any modification of or 
rict may be a Responsible Agency under the 
ect requires permitting under the Water 
rs to be a likely scenario, depending on the 

altrain right of way needed to accommodate the 

otential for any needed modifications to existing 
ulverts, or other flood protection facilities and 
sures to address adverse impacts to those 
r hindering access, increasing maintenance 

orridors. 

otential to alter existing flood flows or flood 
s or stations and provide mitigations accordingly. 
urface area will be introduced from new parking 
n or maintenance of the high-speed train, then th
noff which may exacerbate existing flooding 
g. 

e 

n water for a healthy life, environment, and economy. 

California High-Speed Rail Project EIR/EIS
San Francisco to San Jose Section

2016 Scoping Report 
Appendix A.3 Local Agency Comments



Submission L023 (Christina Watson, Transportation Agency for Monterey
County, May 25, 2016)

A.3-90

575 Jose, 

al Services 
EIR/EIS 

30077 
Various 

San~a Clara 
icer DistratW

Valley 
io 

em, San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, 

 has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
comments on the NOP for your consideration 

nagement for all beneficial uses and protection 
scribed in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
ates and maintains several water resource 
 protection facilities and water supply facilities 
several of which cross the Caltrain right of way 
project. The District's Water Resources 
ermit be obtained prior to any modification of or 
rict may be a Responsible Agency under the 
ect requires permitting under the Water 
rs to be a likely scenario, depending on the 

altrain right of way needed to accommodate the 

otential for any needed modifications to existing 
ulverts, or other flood protection facilities and 
sures to address adverse impacts to those 
r hindering access, increasing maintenance 

orridors. 

otential to alter existing flood flows or flood 
s or stations and provide mitigations accordingly. 
urface area will be introduced from new parking 
n or maintenance of the high-speed train, then th
noff which may exacerbate existing flooding 
g. 

e 

n water for a healthy life, environment, and economy. 

California High-Speed Rail Project EIR/EIS
San Francisco to San Jose Section

2016 Scoping Report 
Appendix A.3 Local Agency Comments



  
   

Appendix A.4 
Comments from Elected Officials 



 [This Page Intentionally Left Blank] 



Submission E001 (Ann Keighran, City of Burlingame, June 6, 2016)

A.4-1

California High-Speed Rail Project EIR/EIS
San Francisco to San Jose Section

2016 Scoping Report 
Appendix A.4 Comments From Elected Officials 



Submission E001 (Ann Keighran, City of Burlingame, June 6, 2016) -
Continued

A.4-2

California High-Speed Rail Project EIR/EIS
San Francisco to San Jose Section

2016 Scoping Report 
Appendix A.4 Comments From Elected Officials 



Submission E001 (Ann Keighran, City of Burlingame, June 6, 2016) -
Continued

A.4-3

California High-Speed Rail Project EIR/EIS
San Francisco to San Jose Section

2016 Scoping Report 
Appendix A.4 Comments From Elected Officials 



Submission E001 (Ann Keighran, City of Burlingame, June 6, 2016) -
Continued

A.4-4

California High-Speed Rail Project EIR/EIS
San Francisco to San Jose Section

2016 Scoping Report 
Appendix A.4 Comments From Elected Officials 



Submission E001 (Ann Keighran, City of Burlingame, June 6, 2016) -
Continued

A.4-5

California High-Speed Rail Project EIR/EIS
San Francisco to San Jose Section

2016 Scoping Report 
Appendix A.4 Comments From Elected Officials 



Submission E001 (Ann Keighran, City of Burlingame, June 6, 2016) -
Continued

A.4-6

California High-Speed Rail Project EIR/EIS
San Francisco to San Jose Section

2016 Scoping Report 
Appendix A.4 Comments From Elected Officials 



Submission E001 (Ann Keighran, City of Burlingame, June 6, 2016) -
Continued

A.4-7

California High-Speed Rail Project EIR/EIS
San Francisco to San Jose Section

2016 Scoping Report 
Appendix A.4 Comments From Elected Officials 



City of Menlo Park    701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025  tel 650-330-6600  www.menlopark.org 

City Council 

June 9, 2016 

Mr. Mark McLoughlin, Director of Environmental Services 
Attn: San Francisco to San Jose Section EIR/EIS 
California High-Speed Rail Authority 
100 Paseo de San Antonio  
San Jose CA 95113 
Empty 
RE: Comments on the San Francisco to San Jose EIR/EIS Notice of 

PreparationEmpty 

Dear Mr. McLoughlin: 

I am writing to submit the City of Menlo Park’s comments on the Notice of 

Preparation/Notice of Intent for High Speed Rail (HSR) San Francisco to San Jose 
Section, Blended System Project.  

The City would like to take this opportunity to reiterate its current position on the HSR 
project. Enclosed is a copy of the City’s current Rail Policy. The City supports the 

“blended system” proposal for the San Francisco and San Jose segment outlined in 
the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission (MTC), the Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board (Caltrain), the 
California High-Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA), the San Mateo County Transportation 
Authority, the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority, the Transbay Joint Powers 
Authority, the City of San Jose, the City and County of San Francisco, and the San 
Francisco County Transportation Authority as approved by the CHSRA Board in April 
2012.  

We are opposed to any elimination of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
processes for the HSR environmental review process. Given the current anticipated 
schedule shown in the 2016 Business Plan, environmental clearance for the San 
Francisco to San Jose segment is shown to be completed in 2017. The schedule 
should be reviewed, and developed to ensure sufficient time and input from 
potentially affected stakeholders.  

The City is also opposed to the addition of a third passing track along the rail line 
through Menlo Park. The City requests that the CHSRA alert the City as soon as 
possible if any passing tracks through Menlo Park are proposed.  
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City of Menlo Park    701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025  tel 650-330-6600  www.menlopark.org 

The following specific comments are provided on the scope of the EIR/EIS in order to 
minimize any potential impacts to the community:  

Grade Separation 

It is unclear if grade separations will be necessary to mitigate any impacts of the High 
Speed Rail project. If grade separations are proposed, then a detailed analysis of the 
potential impacts at each roadway crossing needs to be included. Construction of 
grade separations on the Caltrain mainline will create impacts due to the constrained 
nature of the development in Menlo Park. Menlo Park would be willing to consider 
grade separations at the existing four at-grade crossings (Ravenswood, Oak Grove, 
Glenwood and Encinal Avenues), but the City would need to maintain full authority to 
choose the preferred alignment.  The City and Caltrain are currently studying grade 
separation options at Ravenswood Avenue.  

Passing Track Alternatives 

The EIR/EIS should include an analysis of the blended system of Caltrain and HSR. 
As stated earlier, Menlo Park only supports a two track system, therefore, the system 
should only include two tracks within Menlo Park unless in an underground 
configuration. The “blended” approach meets the goals of Caltrain and HSR, while 

minimizing the impacts to Menlo Park’s downtown area and to the overall character of 

the community.   

Noise and Vibration  

EIR/EIS needs to include a noise and vibration analysis, and should be conducted 
within and specific to the City of Menlo Park. The additional noise and vibration 
caused by the project needs to be clearly stated in understandable measurements 
and addressed. Any noise and/or vibration impacts need to be mitigated as part of the 
project. Such measures should be included as integral components of the project. 
These measures should not create other impacts such as construction of a sound 
wall that might divide the City and adversely affect the residential character of the 
community. 

Construction Impacts 

The construction of the project would create many impacts within the City of Menlo 
Park. The construction may cause traffic diversion, construction noise, impediments 
to local business and resident access, temporary right-of-way easements, etc. The 
effect of the construction on residents and businesses needs to be clearly analyzed. 

Property Impacts 

The EIR/EIS needs to evaluate all options and construction methods to reduce the 
need for additional right-of-way and property acquisition, both permanent and 
temporary. The EIR/EIS should also analyze the impacts to any properties that may 
be affected by the project. The impacts due to the project such as noise, vibration, 
and aesthetics will have wide reach and affect many properties adjacent to and 
further from the system. The specific distance should be based on the increased 
impacts and how far they may reach and could vary based on terrain and the 
specifics of the area. 
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City of Menlo Park    701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025  tel 650-330-6600  www.menlopark.org 

Freight 

Menlo Park is concerned about the current and any potential increase in freight traffic 
using the Caltrain mainline and its impact on residents and traffic in the area. Freight 
traffic and its impacts on the community should be clearly analyzed and mitigated as 
part of the EIR. The potential increase in freight is a function of the HSR project due 
to amenities proposed as part of the projects. 

Caltrain Service 

The EIR/EIS should evaluate the impacts to Caltrain service and Caltrain’s ability to 

provide improved service. The project should not reduce the level of service (number, 
frequency of stops and station accessibility by all modes) provided to local cities by 
Caltrain.  

Transportation Impacts  

The NOP for the project indicates that there will be up to four trains per hour per 
direction during the peak hour. Including planned Caltrain service, a total of up to 10 
trains per hour per direction during the peaks may operate along the rail. The 
additional trains will cause more gate downtime along the roadways intersection the 
tracks. The effect of the project on the transportation network needs to be fully 
analyzed and mitigated. The mitigation should not include the closure of any 
crossings, as a crossing closure would affect the public’s ability to move through the 

community and create its own significant impacts. All roadways that would be affected 
by additional traffic delay need to be analyzed including any roadways that may 
experience additional traffic due to delay and rerouting. The EIR/EIS should also 
assess the project’s potential impact on bicycle and pedestrian access and safety of 

the existing at-grade crossings, especially with proposed increases in train speed to 
110 mph.  

Tree Impacts 

The project may have significant tree impacts along the corridor. Care should be 
taken to avoid as many trees as possible for the project. The EIR/EIS should indicate 
all trees that will need to be removed, their species, health, size and why the design 
cannot be modified to allow the tree to remain. If any trees are proposed to be 
removed, a full replacement schedule should be provided with locations, species, size 
and number of replacement trees according to the City’s Heritage Tree Ordinance 

requirements. 

San Francisquito Creek 

The current rail system crosses the San Francisquito Creek at the Menlo Park border 
with Palo Alto. Potential impacts to the creek’s flow capacity or stability of its banks 
should be evaluated.  

Grade of the Track 

The analysis should evaluate the potential for use of a steeper slope on the tracks 
instead of a 1 percent grade limitation. The increased slope may reduce the number 
of impacts and allow opportunities for other options to be analyzed.  
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City of Menlo Park 
City Council Rail Subcommittee 

Mission Statement 

The City Council Rail Subcommittee will advocate for ways to reduce the 
negative impacts and enhance the benefits of Rail in Menlo Park.  The 
Subcommittee will ensure all voices are heard and that thoughtful ideas are 
generated and alternatives vetted.  It will collaborate with other local and regional 
jurisdictions in support of regional consensus of matters of common interest 
related to Rail. Additionally, the subcommittee will support City Council planning 
efforts and decision making on Rail-related issues with information, research and 
other expertise. 
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City of Menlo Park 
Statement of Principles for Rail 

The City of Menlo Park City Council Rail Subcommittee works to protect and 
enhance the character of Menlo Park and the community’s economic vitality while 
supporting the conditions needed to maximize the local benefits and the long- 
term potential of rail. 

• The character of Menlo Park includes:
o Our connected, walkable, bikeable, safe and accessible

neighborhoods, parks, commercial areas and civic center
o Our vision and specific plan for the downtown and El Camino Real

including improved east-west mobility for all modes of travel

• The community’s economic vitality includes:
o The continued success of our small and large businesses
o The maintenance of our property values
o Rail agencies responsibly mitigating impacts of rail, including but not

limited to, HSR, Caltrain, and freight

• The conditions needed to maximize the long-term potential of the City’s rail
corridor include:
o Improvements to east/west connectivity; rail unifies rather than divides
o Improvements to local transit
o The negative physical and social impacts of rail are minimized and the

positive impacts are enhanced by using context sensitive design
solutions

o Consider all reasonable alternatives including those discussed
previously by Menlo Park

Implied “decision criteria” from these principles might include: 
o Does the alternative protect or enhance connectivity to additional

modes of travel/ accessibility to city locations?
o Does the alternative protect or enhance walk-ability?
o Does the alternative protect or enhance bike-ability?
o Does the alternative protect or enhance the economic vitality of

businesses?
o Does the alternative protect or enhance property values?
o Does the alternative align with/support the  El Camino Real/

Downtown Specific Plan?
o Does the alternative protect or enhance local transit opportunities?
o Does the alternative enhance the level of transit service?
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City of Menlo Park 
Council Position Summary 

 

The following bullet points clarify the Council’s position on high speed rail on the 
Caltrain corridor through Menlo Park. 

• The City opposes any elimination of any part of CEQA for the High Speed Rail
Project environmental process.

• The high speed rail within Menlo Park should be either in a two-track envelope
system, and stay within the existing Caltrain right-of-way (with very minor
exceptions, and in very limited locations)

• No Environmental Impact Report should go forward which increases it beyond
two tracks in Menlo Park

• City is interested in positive train control and alternative propulsion systems as
an early investment project to increase regional mobility and local train service.
We are in favor of positive train control and electrification, provided they increase
train service at or beyond 2005 levels at the Menlo Park Caltrain Station.

• The City approves of a blended system but opposes passing tracks located in
Menlo Park

• The City is interested in quiet zones for the rail corridor in Menlo Park

• Our strategy is to work cooperatively with the blended system planning efforts
while preventing an at-grade or elevated 4 track system through Menlo Park.

Submission E002 (Rich Cline, City of Menlo Park, June 9, 2016) - Continued

A.4-14

California High-Speed Rail Project EIR/EIS
San Francisco to San Jose Section

2016 Scoping Report 
Appendix A.4 Comments From Elected Officials 



Submission E003 (Patrick Burt, City of Palo Alto, June 7, 2016)

A.4-15

California High-Speed Rail Project EIR/EIS
San Francisco to San Jose Section

2016 Scoping Report 
Appendix A.4 Comments From Elected Officials 



Submission E003 (Patrick Burt, City of Palo Alto, June 7, 2016) - Continued

A.4-16

California High-Speed Rail Project EIR/EIS
San Francisco to San Jose Section

2016 Scoping Report 
Appendix A.4 Comments From Elected Officials 



Submission E003 (Patrick Burt, City of Palo Alto, June 7, 2016) - Continued

A.4-17

California High-Speed Rail Project EIR/EIS
San Francisco to San Jose Section

2016 Scoping Report 
Appendix A.4 Comments From Elected Officials 



Submission E003 (Patrick Burt, City of Palo Alto, June 7, 2016) - Continued

A.4-18

California High-Speed Rail Project EIR/EIS
San Francisco to San Jose Section

2016 Scoping Report 
Appendix A.4 Comments From Elected Officials 



Submission E003 (Patrick Burt, City of Palo Alto, June 7, 2016) - Continued

A.4-19

California High-Speed Rail Project EIR/EIS
San Francisco to San Jose Section

2016 Scoping Report 
Appendix A.4 Comments From Elected Officials 



Submission E003 (Patrick Burt, City of Palo Alto, June 7, 2016) - Continued

A.4-20

California High-Speed Rail Project EIR/EIS
San Francisco to San Jose Section

2016 Scoping Report 
Appendix A.4 Comments From Elected Officials 



Submission E003 (Patrick Burt, City of Palo Alto, June 7, 2016) - Continued

A.4-21

California High-Speed Rail Project EIR/EIS
San Francisco to San Jose Section

2016 Scoping Report 
Appendix A.4 Comments From Elected Officials 



 [This Page Intentionally Left Blank] 



  
  

 

Appendix A.5 
Comments from Businesses and 

Organizations 



 

 

 [This Page Intentionally Left Blank] 



California  Rail  Foundation 1730 13th Street
Sacramento, CA 95811

(916) 443-1529
rft@calrailfoundation.org

June 10, 2016
Via E-mail

Mark McLoughlin
Director of Environmental Services
California High-Speed Rail Authority
770 L Street, Suite 1160
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: San Francisco-San Jose EIS/EIR Scoping Comments

Dear Mr. McLoughlin:

The California Rail Foundation has identified an impact area that has not had adequate study. 
In addition, we propose that an alternative to be studied, both as a potential mitigation for the 
impact we identify, as well as a standalone alternative, to evaluate its feasibility to reduce the 
impacts of bringing high-speed rail to the corridor.

Construction Impacts of Grade Separations
The California Rail Foundation does not believe enough attention has been given to the 
sequencing of electrification and the construction of grade separations. Once Caltrain is operat-
ing as an electrified railroad, the difficulty of constructing grade separations increases exponen-
tially. Shoo-fly tracks require shoo-fly electrification. Poles are suddenly in the way. The circuit 
energizing and de-energizing needed for catenary construction has to be carefully staged so 
as to not strand any in-service trains. Far more care is needed for construction adjacent to high-
voltage lines, when using cranes and other tall equipment. 

Recognizing that the environmental baseline will include an electrified line, we request you 
study the impacts on circulation of not proceeding with grade separations. We are especially 
interested in having the EIR identify whether the presence of live catenaries affects the decision 
to proceed or not proceed with grade separations as mitigations of the traffic impacts of more 
gate-down events per hour. Please identify whether the additional costs of working on an elec-
trified line played a role in deciding whether or not to commit to proceeding with grade separa-
tions.

If the EIR determines that the cost of building grade separations on a working electrified railroad 
is at least partly responsible for making them infeasible, the obvious mitigation for the result-
ing traffic impacts would be for CHSRA to influence Caltrain to construct the grade separations 
prior to electrification. Even though the PCEP is formally underway, CHSRA’s significant financial 
contribution to electrification can be utilized to influence Caltrain to modify its plans. To make 
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this mitigation work within the proposed Blended System project schedule, as well as within 
Caltrain’s plans, CRF proposes the following Build Alternative:

Energy Storage Alternative
This Alternative modifies the specification for the high-speed rail trainset to include ultracapaci-
tors for energy storage and the ability to utilize catenary power at 1.5 kVDC. These features 
would enable the trainsets to operate on a corridor whose electrification has been carefully tai-
lored to reduce project risk, environmental impacts and cost.

Context: A series of risk factors threaten the viability of electrification. The cost of the Caltrain 
Electrification Project now exceeds available funding. Because the project must be fully com-
pleted before it can be used, partial funding is not an option. The Union Pacific Railroad has 
not signed off on the project, because of its insistence that clearances be preserved for double-
stack containers. With auto importation starting up at Islais Creek in San Francisco, this concern 
has only grown. UP successfully blocked the 25 kVA CPUC rule from being applicable to the 
Caltrain Corridor, so there is no approved specification. In addition, CEQA litigation is pending. 
Any of these factors could, in the worst case, prevent the electrification project from proceed-
ing. Without electrification, a Blended System is infeasible. This Alternative is thus, at a mini-
mum, a fallback plan.

This Alternative utilizes 1.5 kVDC, a common standard in suburban railways. The regulatory 
structure is well-settled, so selecting this standard eliminates all regulatory risk. 

CRF believes the other risks can be overcome with a new approach to electrification. In Europe, 
ultracapacitors have opened up previously unimaginable flexibility in powering trains. The 
necessity of continuous catenary is a thing of the past. Catenary can be designed to skip areas 
that would otherwise require extensive tree removal or other visual impacts. As far as HSR is 
concerned, this is then a classic engineering optimization, weighing the cost of catenary instal-
lation against the marginal cost of additional storage, to determine the optimal amount of 
storage. Of course, the weight and volume of the storage are important constraints in vehicle 
design. This could produce far larger savings when applied to other sections of the HSR net-
work, as well. While we recognize that ultracapacitors have not yet been used in an HSR appli-
cation, they certainly are in use in other rail modes. The specification change we propose is thus 
innovative without being untested.

Additional Suggestion
Because the Caltrain Electrification FEIR is being challenged, it would be good practice to 
incorporate the FEIR by reference. If its approval should be rescinded by order of the Court, the 
Blended System, including electrification, could then still be approved as an environmentally 
cleared project. We hope the analysis we did will be useful to CHSRA. Please contact us if you 
have questions, or for further details of our proposals.

Sincerely, 

Richard Tolmach
President, CRF
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Response Requested :
Affiliation Type : Businesses and Organizations
Interest As : Businesses And Organizations
Submission Method : Project Email
First Name : Elizabeth
Last Name : Goldstein Alexis
Business/Organization : Californians Advocating Responsible Rail Design (CARRD)
Email : elizabeth@calhsr.com
Stakeholder
Comments/Issues :

[-]--------- Forwarded message ----------
From: "Elizabeth Goldstein Alexis" <elizabeth@calhsr.com>
Date: Jun 10, 2016 10:21 PM
Subject: sanfrancisco_sanjose@hsr.ca.gov
To: <sanfrancisco_sanjose@hsr.ca.gov>
Cc: "CARRD" <info@calhsr.com>

Please accept these scoping comments for the San Francisco-San
Jose High
Speed Rail project.

1) *Project definition* should include any proposed operating
agreements
between the California High Speed Rail Authority and Caltrain.

Projects include any action by governments that can impact the
environment.
While typically these are construction projects, they can also include
policies and other types of actions. In this case, any agreement that
would
potentially limit Caltrain's ability to increase capacity to meet potential
demand for local and regional rail or that would have a detrimental
effect
on the types of service Caltrain can offer could clearly impact the
environment by causing additional congestion.

Caltrain is a critical backbone for transit operations. In order to
accommodate Baby Bullet express trains, the entire schedule is very
irregular. One key goal of electrification and modernization is to allow
clock-face timetabling, to enable effective and efficient connecting
transit. The initial sample schedules for a blended system showed
significant degradation of Caltrain service when even 2 high speed
rail
trains per hour were running. The Caltrain operations were so
bunched that
it was almost like having 2 trains an hour. For stations like Palo Alto,
the gap between trains would be even wider than today.

High speed rail service should include sufficient infrastructure
improvements to allow clockface scheduling for Caltrain, along with
some
type of service other than local.

2) *Grade separations *
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We understand that grade separations are no longer considered to
be an
integral part of the San Francisco-San Jose project. This is
concerning and
seems short-sighted.

The different average (not maximum) speeds at which Caltrain and
high speed
will operate mean that schedules will need to be very carefully
calibrated
to avoid additional delays to high speed rail travel times, which will
already be impacted. Large construction projects on the corridor, like
grade separations, could have a serious impact on high speed rail's
service. In addition, the heavy corridor use will significantly limit work
windows and raise costs for construction of the grade separations -
costs
that high speed rail would not necessarily be sharing.

It is imperative that this project include a long term plan for all grade
separations - even those that high speed rail themselves will not
construct. Such an analysis should include more than just a standard
"LOS"
evaluation like previously used. A set of regionally agreed upon
criteria
should be developed. These should include both motorized and non-
motorized
types of transportation. Roads like Charleston in Palo Alto are heavily
used by students biking to school. Significant delays in being able to
cross the train tracks are a problem for mobility, but also increase
risks
to pedestrians and bicyclists as drivers become impatient.

3) *Include alternatives that  lower grade separation costs  and
impacts by
increasing allowed gradient and lower required clearance levels.*

The current cost of grade separations in astronomical. The causes
are many
- complicated intersections, limited work windows, over-specification.
There is one factor that could addressed and dramatically reduce the
cost
of certain grade separations.

Currently, Caltrain specifies a maximum 1% gradient because of the
handful
of freight trains using the corridor.[
http://www.caltrain.com/Assets/Peninsula+Rail+Program/CSS1_002_
Systemwide_20100316.pdf.pdf].
Diesel passenger trains could handle 2% gradients and electrified
trains
like those Caltrain and high speed rail will use can handle even
steeper
gradients.

An illustration from the same document shows the impact this
requirement
has on the length of grade separations. Palo Alto's grade separation
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studied showed that a 1% gradient requirement doubled the cost of a
grade
separation.
[image: Inline image 1]

In addition, grade separations throughout the peninsula are being
built
with a required 24 ft 6 inch clearance level for structures.[Source:
http://www.caltrain.com/assets/_engineering/engineering-standards-
2/Drawings/2000s/CLEARANCE.pdf
] This is significantly higher than required for any train currently using
the corridor. The tunnels in San Francisco have a much lower
clearance
level and will be a limiting factor on any trains traveling to San
Francisco. It is conceivable that a clearance level 7 feet lower than
currently required would work, especially if rails instead of catenary
were
used in structures. At the current 1% grade requirement, the 7 feet in
clearance means an extra 700 foot approach in each direction for a
grade
separation.

If both higher gradients and lower clearance levels were used, the
savings
on grade separations could be billions of dollars. The grade
separations
would require less concrete and steel and be cheaper to maintain.
They
would also take less time to construct and be lower impact.

The project should consider alternatives that permit higher
gradient/lower
clearance grade separations while mitigating impacts to freight
companies.
One idea is to repair the Dumbarton rail bridge for freight usage.
Another
possibility is to help the freight rail users make their operations
compatible with these new requirements. We have attached an
article
[source:
http://caltrain-hsr.blogspot.com/2009/08/effect-of-heavy-freight.html]
that
discusses the ways in which this is done in Europe, along with other
maintenance benefits from avoiding heavy rolling stock on the tracks.

--
Elizabeth Goldstein Alexis
Co-founder Californians Advocating Responsible Rail Design
(CARRD)
cell (650) 996-8018
www.calhsr.com
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09 August 2009
The Effect Of Heavy Freight
Heavy freight trains operate nightly on the
Caltrain corridor. "Heavy freight" is
characterized by very high axle loads (up to
30,000 kg or 65,000 lb) and very high mass
per unit length (up to 7,500 kg/m or 5,000
lb/ft). Today, they are not much of a
nuisance and few people notice them, but
what will happen when the high speed rail
project is built on the peninsula? HSR will
bring a lot of changes, but some of them
will be attributable to freight more than
high speed rail. This is an attempt to tease
out the specific community impacts of
heavy freight trains. 

The Caltrain corridor has more than 40
grade crossings, every one of which will be
eliminated. Grade crossings can be eliminated either by closing them permanently,
or by building a grade separation overpass or underpass, similar to the many grade
separations that already dot the corridor. Usually, the easiest way to build a grade
separation is to keep the railroad tracks at ground level and detour the road over or
under the tracks. In some cases, though, detouring the road is not practical because
of nearby residential or business frontage, or major roads and intersections. 

Those situations are where the railroad tracks must be elevated above or sunk below
ground level. Those situations are causing quite a controversy in the communities
along the Caltrain corridor, because the HSR project's preference is for cheaper
elevated structures. 

Getting Trains to Climb 

You might think that 125 mph (200 km/h) passenger trains would need very gentle
grades and a vertical track profile that is as flat as possible­­but you'd be wrong!
What determines train safety and comfort is vertical curve radius (at that speed, a
minimum of 6 miles or 10 km), and not the steepness of the grade. Powerful high
speed passenger trains and modern EMU commuter trains planned by Caltrain can
easily climb grades that are very steep by railroad standards, like a whopping 3%
(i.e. 3 feet up for every 100 feet along the track). It's the heavy freight trains that
have difficulty with those grades, because freight locomotives will start spinning their
wheels if they attempt to drag a massive train up such a steep incline. That's why
heavy freight trains are typically limited to grades of about 1% (i.e. 1 foot up for
every 100 feet along the track). Grades any steeper than that require additional
locomotives, shorter trains, and cost more to operate. 

Grade Separation: Rail Overpass 

When a grade separation is built over a
road that cannot be lowered, the railroad
tracks must be raised about 20 feet above
the level of the road. That includes the
clearance for road vehicles, plus the
thickness of the bridge deck, plus the
height of the rails, as shown in the diagram
at right. (Trains go on the top, cars and
trucks on the bottom.) 

To get the rails up to that height, long sloping approaches are needed on either side
of the crossing, forming an elongated hump. If you were to stand close enough to
such a hump structure, you would see a retaining wall. 

Corridor To Do List

Start with a good timetable

Keep slow traffic in the middle

Don't short­change Caltrain service

Use a common platform height

Convert to level boarding

No elephantine stations

Straighten some curves

Banish heavy freight trains

Avoid tunnels

Buy extra­wide trains

Use off­the­shelf train control

Use poles, not headspans

Focus On...
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Mission Bay Grade Seps

Brisbane

San Bruno

Millbrae

Burlingame

San Mateo

San Carlos

Atherton

Menlo Park

Palo Alto

Mountain View
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Reality Check wrote:
Trying this again. Here's the
presentation showing the three
passing track...
Continue >>

Reality Check wrote:
Here's the presentation showing the
three passing track configurations
to...
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Caltrain HSR Compatibility Blog
The passage of California Proposition 1A (2008) set in motion a complete reconstruction of the railroad between San Jose and
San Francisco. This blog exists to discuss compatibility between HSR and Caltrain, integration issues, and the impact on
adjoining communities.
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What will heavy freight trains do to the
design of a typical grade separation rail
overpass? They make the approach ramps
much longer and greatly increase the area
of the retaining wall that neighbors would
have in their back yard, as shown in the
figure at left, with the vertical scale greatly
exaggerated. Walls block sight lines, are
themselves ugly to look at, reduce property
values, and can attract graffiti and

neighborhood blight. 

Compare and contrast a typical 1% rail overpass with a 2.5% rail overpass: 

Parameter 1% Grade 2.5% Grade Freight
Effect

Minimum Vertical
Radius 10 km (6 mi) 10 km (6 mi) 0%

tighter

Height 6.1 m (20 ft) 6.1 m (20 ft) 0%
higher

Length of Wall > .3
m (1 ft) High 1250 m (4100 ft) 870 m (2800 ft) 44%

longer
Length of Wall > 2.4
m (8 ft) High 840 m (2750 ft) 550 m (1800 ft) 53%

longer

Wall Area 4200 m2 (45,000 sq ft) 3000 m2 (32,000 sq ft) 40%
larger

Fill Volume (75 ft
Width)

125,000 cubic
yards(12,500 truckloads)

90,000 cubic yards
(9,000 truckloads)

40%
larger

Exact values may vary, but the relative percentages will be very close. Smaller walls
mean lessened community impact, but heavy freight trains make the walls
significantly bigger. 

Grade Separation: Rail Underpasses 

The other possible option is to sink the rails under the road. When a grade
separation is built under a road that cannot be raised, the railroad tracks must be
sunk over 30 feet below the level of the road. That includes clearance for trains, high
voltage overhead electrification, and the bridge deck. The resulting trench must be
dug even deeper than rail level to account for the foundation of the structure. 

Once again, to get the rails down into a
trench, long sloping approaches are needed
on either side of the crossing, forming an
elongated sagging profile. Adding a twist,
heavy freight trains can be up to three feet
taller than regular trains, which requires
digging the trench three feet deeper than
would otherwise be needed, as shown in
the figure at left. On a structure that's 75
feet wide and well over a mile long, that

adds up to a lot of extra dirt to remove. 

Compare and contrast a typical 1% rail trench underpass with a 2.5% trench
underpass: 

Parameter 1% Grade 2.5% Grade Freight
Effect

Minimum Vertical
Radius 10 km (6 mi) 10 km (6 mi) 0%

tighter

Depth of Trench 9.8 m (32 ft) 8.8 m (29 ft) 10%
deeper

Length of Trench >
.3 m (1 ft) Deep 1850 m (6100 ft) 1000 m (3400 ft) 80%

longer

Trench Wall Area 9300 m2 (100,000 sq ft) 4600 m2 (50,000 sq ft) 100%
larger

Excavated Volume
(75 ft Width)

280,000 cubic
yards(28,000
truckloads)

140,000 cubic yards
(14,000 truckloads)

100%
larger

Exact values may vary, but the relative percentages will again be very close. 

Reality Check wrote:
Interesting news: at this week's SF­
SJ EIR scoping meeting in
Mountain...
Continue >>
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Regarding Caltrain's priority for level
boarding, I asked a staff member. ...
Continue >>
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in High­Speed Rail Project "Although
the...
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Heavy freight trains double the amount of excavation needed for a railroad trench
underpass. That may be fine with neighbors because the trains would stay even
more out of sight, but since a trench is more expensive, an elevated solution will be
preferred. That's right: where a wall might not have been required, heavy freight
trains could tilt the balance in favor of an elevated wall. The Churchill Avenue
crossing in Palo Alto is a great example where this trade­off may occur to the
detriment of the neighborhood. 

Rise and Fall 

Heavy and long freight trains perform poorly on a track profile that rises and falls
across each road crossing like a roller­coaster. Such undulating profiles complicate
train handling and can cause hazardous slack action. That's why the grade
separations in Belmont and San Carlos are built on a continuous elevated
embankment that stretches for several miles, simplifying the handling of trains using
the primitive manually operated air brake. 

In contrast, modern, powerful electric passenger trains with advanced automatic
train control systems can glide over these ups and downs without causing their
passengers any discomfort. In the manner of an airplane's autopilot, the train's
control software automatically adjusts throttle and braking in concert with the
vertical profile of the track, which is stored in an on­board database. This capability
allows considerably more rise and fall in the vertical profile, which minimizes the
extent of elevated structures and thus lessens impact on communities. 

Heavy freight trains tolerate very little rise and fall and will increase the impact of
elevated grade separations because the stretches between grade separations may
stay elevated. 

Bridge Columns 

On sections of track elevated over roads, or open viaducts to allow community
access to both sides of the tracks, trains run on what is effectively a bridge. Bridge
design depends on the load that will be carried. A good proxy for this load is the
linear mass density of the heaviest train, or how much the train weighs per unit of
length. 

Parameter Heavy Freight Passenger Freight
Effect

Linear Mass Density 7,500 kg/m (5,000
lb/ft)

2,500 kg/m (1,700
lb/ft)

200%
heavier

Load On a 15 m (50 ft)
Span

113,000 kg (250,000
lb)

38,000 kg (85,000
lb)

200%
heavier

While these values are approximate and do vary quite a bit, heavy freight trains can
be two to four times as heavy as a passenger train! Throw in the usual factors of
safety, and you don't have to be a civil engineer to guess what that does to a bridge
design: 

Bigger and/or more concrete columns
Shorter spans with columns spaced closer together 
Thicker bridge decks
Costlier construction 

These are not characteristics that you might call neighborhood­friendly. Heavy
freight trains will make the design of graceful elevated structures nearly impossible.
(For a representative attempt, visit San Carlos.) 

Track Maintenance 

The interaction of wheel and rail is an arcane subject that mixes black art with
cutting­edge research. It is the stuff of academic journals, so we won't venture out
of our depth here. Wheel and rail profiles are typically engineered as a system, in
order to achieve a balance of cost, wear, fatigue, and noise characteristics. In a
nutshell, as quoted from a journal article, "Lines that handle high­speed passenger
trains during the day and freight traffic at night represent the most challenging
conditions under which to properly maintain rail and track." 

Loaded to 30,000 kg per axle (65,000 lb), freight cars can operate with wheel flat
spots that measure up to 2 inches in length. The resulting thump­thump­thump is
not only loud, but it wreaks havoc on tracks that are carefully aligned for passenger
trains. 
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On the peninsula, passenger trains will always outnumber freight trains, and by a
vast margin. Is heavy freight worth the extra track maintenance cost, likely to be
borne by the taxpayer? Is it worth the additional noise, especially if so much more
track will be elevated? 

A Foreign Idea: Light Freight 

While it may initially read like it, the
foregoing is not a manifesto against freight.
Rail is an environmentally friendly way to
move freight on the peninsula, and removes
trucks from highway 101. The problem isn't
freight per se, but heavy freight. It is
possible to operate freight trains with much
lighter loads and more compact loading
profiles. In other countries, such trains are
routinely and safely mixed in with high speed
passenger train traffic. American
manufacturers like GM and GE export
hundreds of light freight locomotives to those countries, so it isn't like this would
require any development effort. You can pick up the phone today and order yourself
a JT42CWRM (photo at right by CargoFighter), made right here in the U.S.A., and
hook it up with freight cars that maybe aren't loaded quite all the way to the brim to
keep the weight down. This would be more expensive to operate, but may be worth
the enormous savings in capital cost (big structures, more concrete), and especially­
­most importantly­­improved urban design and quality of life in the communities
along the Caltrain corridor. 

There are many ideas about how high speed rail on the peninsula should be "Done
Right". For the reasons enumerated above, doing it right means heavy freight
should be banished from the peninsula. The benefits are probably not worth the
additional cost to communities. Such a ban would probably enjoy little support from
the Union Pacific Railroad, Caltrain, and even the California High Speed Rail Authority
and its coterie of engineering consultants, whose U.S.­centric cultural inertia may
exceed that of even the heaviest freight train. Are they capable of thinking outside
the boxcar?

Posted by Clem at 8:28 PM 

Labels: freight, grade separation, mixed operations, track geometry, tunnels

74 comments:

About This Blog

Read all about why, who, what, etc.

Recommend this on Google

Anonymous 09 August, 2009 21:23

US freight railroads kept themselves alive in the late 20th Century by hauling
as much heavy freight as possible over  long distances. No help and nothing
but  government  contempt  until  the  bailouts  of  the  1970's.  The  rest  of  the
world  does  not  play  by  the  same  laws  as  physics  and  marched  down  a
completely different evolutionary path. There is a lot of criticism of BART for
reinventing the wheel and operating a very unique system. Are we trying to
do the same here despite widespread use of EMU's with german and french
accents throughout the world? 

So  here  is  the  billion  dollar  question:  do  we  really  have  time  to  build
completely new and incompatible rail systems from the ground up? As far as
North America goes  in  the sunset of cheap money and cheap energy...what
are we really trying to do with this high speed rail project in California? 

If you are wrong on your vision: it is a hard lesson to learn that we are in fact
a different creature and the more we try to ignore it, the more of a disservice
one does to this overall cause. The fatal flaw could be that we are missing an
important middle step. I know it sucks to hear that but gravity is different on
the moon (europe or asia) as opposed to north america (earth). Evolve with
it but don't reinvent it or you will have conjured up...dare I say...SUPER BART
in EMU form.

Reply

Anonymous 09 August, 2009 22:06

Anonymous asks  

 Posts

 Comments
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"what are we really trying to do with this high speed rail project in California?
" 

Well it sure isn't trying o build a train to carry passengers from the north to
the south as its primary goal. 

No No NO. 

Its  all  about  the  money.  Its  about  A  guy  from  SJ  wanting  to  build  a
monument to himself. Its about SJ wanting to become the center of northern
Cal., and certainly not to play second fiddle to SF. 

Its  about  the  central  valley  wanting  to  inflate  their  land  values,  making
millions for land owners and developers. 

Its about PB making a few billions along with all their rail buddies. 

I sure wouldn't hold up BART as any kind of example of what is needed. How
many systems like BART, sucking funds from everyone can one State afford. 

Its  about  a  project  being  the  worst  possible  kind  of  project,  planned  by
politicians, for their own gratification and egos.

Reply

Caltrain First 09 August, 2009 23:59

Well  done,  Clem.  You're  right  on  target  with  this  piece.  I  think  you  have
identified  the  single  issue  that  will make  or  break  the  effectiveness  of  this
HSR project on the Peninsula. CHSRA and Caltrain can  ignore heavy  freight
and  build  a  small­footprint  speedway  that  can  move  light  trains  quickly,
efficiently,  and  flexibly  with  a  minimum  of  NIMBY  disruption;  or  they  can
substantially increase structure design costs and the resulting NIMBY fury in
the name of  catering  to heavy  freight movements  that are obsolete on  the
Peninsula.  The  more  complicated  and  convoluted  the  final  trackage/ROW
design,  the  less  likely  it  will  ever  surpass  NIMBY  challenges  and  attract
enough funding to pay the huge construction bill. 

I don't think UPRR will be all that upset about losing the ability to run heavy
freight  cars  up  the  Peninsula.  How  much  business  are  they  doing  on  the
Peninsula  anyway?  Hardly  any.  The  real  heavy  freight  interests  come  from
area politicians trying to brush up their union labor credentials in promoting
the  empty  rhetoric  of  "keeping  industrial  jobs"  in  an  area  that  has  almost
completely lost them to outsourcing and gentrification. The ILWU will want to
keep a small handful of longshoremen jobs in San Francisco regardless of the
net  benefit.  CHSRA's  contractors  are  always  happy  to  oblige  to  "keep  the
meter  running"  in  designing  and  building  bigger  and  more  complicated
projects.

Reply

dave 10 August, 2009 02:08

@ anonymous 22:06pm 

Yeah, that's pretty much what you tell yourself before bed to help you sleep.
By your  logic, all of us HSR proponents should get a check shortly after  it's
built. I can't wait! 

FYI, You lose all credibility as an anonymous poster. 

Now let's keep the discussion technical.

Reply

Alex M. 10 August, 2009 09:19

With respect to the wear of the freight trains on the new rails, if the plan for
the Caltrain corridor  is  to quad­track  it with the HSR tracks only supporting
HSR and Caltrain Express, is there really a problem? The heavy freight should
be on  the other  two  tracks and hopefully will  never have  to  cross onto  the
HSR  tracks,  although  that  is  a  big  possibility  depending  on  the  final  track
configuration. In general though, I am really in favor of getting rid of heavy
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freight  on  the  peninsula,  it  is  only  mucking  everything  up.  Too  bad  the
complete  rights  to  the  corridor  weren't  just  bought  off  of  UP  in  the
beginning...

Reply

Rafael 10 August, 2009 09:51

I wonder if UPRR would be willing to share an inventory of its customers on
the  SF  peninsula  and  the  type  and  volume  of  freight  it  handles  for  them.
Clem has analyzed the impact continued heavy freight operations would have
on the design and cost of the improvements to the Caltrain corridor. 

What's  missing  is  some  quantitative  information  on  the  impact  that
discontinuing  heavy  freight  in  the SF  peninsula would  have  on  road  traffic,
employment, the local tax base, redevelopment opportunities etc. 

Some of  the  freight  could  probably  be  carried by barges  instead,  but most
would have to switch to trucks. The alternative is that customers go bust or
pick  up  sticks  and  set  up  shop  elsewhere.  Whatever  the  scenario,
discontinuing  freight  on  the SF  peninsula  altogether would  cost  someone  a
chunk  of  change.  That  would  have  to  be  weighed  against  the  additional
construction cost heavy freight imposes on the Caltrain corridor upgrade and
against  property  blight  due  to  any  freight  trains  running  on  elevated
structures at all, especially at night. Shutting down heavy freight would also
have impacts on jobs and air quality, though new EPA emissions standards for
new heavy duty  trucks will  reduce  those by 80­95% per vehicle  starting  in
2010. 

Clem's  idea  of  operating  more  but  shorter  freight  trains  between  SF  and
Santa Clara with lighter electric locomotives is intriguing. Unfortunately, FRA­
compliant  rail  cars are also very heavy and  feature wheels with bald spots.
Customers  want  the  lowest  cost  per  ton  of  freight,  so  they'll  balk  at  not
loading  cars  to  the  gills.  AAR  plate H  cars  in  particular  can match  or  even
exceed  the  axle  loads  of  the  heavy  diesel  locomotives.  Even  with  the  PTC
mandate in PRIIA, I suspect it will be many years before FRA will allow long­
distance freight trains to include any UIC­compliant freight cars, so those are
not really an option. 

Ergo, switching lighter locomotives and more but shorter trains may therefore
not be a workable approach after all. 

However, it may be useful to study the case of Hansen Cement in Cupertino.
Back  in  the day,  they used coal delivered on  the Vasona  line  to stoke  their
kilns.  Environmental  opposition  to  mercury  emissions  from  that  coal
prompted  them  to  switch  to  natural  gas  instead.  The  finished  cement
presumably goes out on trucks now, not sure how much was ever moved by
rail. Part of  the  line has since been used  for a new VTA  light  rail service  to
Winchester Blvd. The rest runs west of hwy 85 and may be converted into a
bike path before long. 

Conclusion:  in  special  cases  like  the  SF  peninsula,  there  are  actually
environmental  upsides  to  abandoning  heavy  rail  freight,  even  though  it
makes  eminent  sense  on  busy  lines.  For  example,  I  expect  the  waterfront
property of the Port of SF would be more valuable if converted to affordable
residential housing after  the  requisite  soil  cleanup. Both would  create more
jobs than closing the port would cost. Access to downtown would be possible
via buses and/or the planned Central Subway. 

Note  that  high  speed  cargo  trainsets  can  handle  lightweight,  high­value
freight  like  mail,  packages,  perishable  foods,  fresh  cut  flowers  etc.  With
appropriate planning, UPRR (or US Mail, FedEx, UPS etc) could operate this
as a brand­new service, piggybacking onto single­trainset passenger  trains.
The jobs would be at the transshipment  facilities co­located with HSR yards
around the state.

Reply

Rafael 10 August, 2009 09:58

@ Alex M ­ 

I  think you may be missing Clem's point. The Caltrain corridor upgrade will
almost  certainly  feature  the  same  vertical  elevation  profile  for  each  of  the
four  tracks.  In  other  words,  even  those  that  will  only  ever  be  used  for
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lightweight UIC­compliant passenger trains will follow the profile imposed by
heavy rail freight considerations. 

If there were no heavy freight rail to accommodate, engineers could build a
much  cheaper,  more  filigree  passenger­only  above­ground  alignment  that
would be more acceptable to peninsula communities.

Reply

Bianca 10 August, 2009 10:45

Another very compelling post, Clem. I have to admit about halfway through I
started  to  think  "hey, what  if  they  just made  the  freight  trains  less heavy?
Would  that  be  a  possible  solution?"  and  then  I  see  that's  where  you  were
heading all along. 

It  is going to take a fair amount of education of folks on the peninsula that
instead of agitating for tunnels they should be asking for  light  freight. Light
freight  means  smaller,  less  obtrusive  grade  separations.  It  means  lower
construction  costs.  It  means  more  design  options  are  available  for
communities to shape a design that works for them. 

How much more expensive would it be for UPRR to run light freight instead of
heavy? I have no idea what those numbers look like.

Reply

Reality Check 10 August, 2009 12:12

Of course, if you use special,  lighter Peninsula­certified freight cars that has
its problems too. Currently freight cars on the Peninsula can come/go from/to
all  over  the US and Canada  right now.  If you have a special Peninsula  feet
that  is  either  lighter  or  maintained  to  a  higher  standard  (ie.  no  flat  spots
allowed,  etc.)  then you must  transload  loads on/off  these  cars  so  they  can
remain available nearby. 

The  most  feasible  scenario  would  be  a  strictly­enforced  axle  load  limit.
Shippers would be required to limit loads headed for the Peninsula, and then
there would have to be some type of weigh station in Santa Clara or San Jose
to ensure axle loadings are all in compliance before a train (or car) is cleared
to come onto the shared Caltrain/HSR Peninsula line. 

This also means today's 30 car string of hopper cars full of heavy aggregates
(gravel, sand, etc.) for Granite Rock at the Port of RWC or for Granite Rock at
Lowrie  Avenue  in  South  SF might  be  twice  as  long  in  order  to  deliver  the
same load. So some sidings may need to be lengthened. 

The  other  issue  with  preserving  freight  that  Clem  didn't  touch  on  is
engineering  and  building  the  requisite  spurs  coming  off  elevated  or
depressed/tunneled areas. An example of  this  is  the  spur  that Caltrain was
forced  to  build  at  substantial  expense  as  part  of  the  San  Carlos/Belmont
grade  separation project.  It  comes down off  the elevated  line  just  south of
San Carlos  station  and  crosses Old County  road.  It  preserved UP's  existing
rights/abilities  to  serve  a  small  concrete  batch  plant  and  the  large  Kelly­
Moore  paint  factory.  Of  course,  neither  business  ever  used  this  spur  to
receive  car  loadings.  A  Kelly­Moore  executive  once  told  me  that  UP  just
wasn't practical/competitive anymore ... so they have remained an all­truck
operation.

Reply

BruceMcF 10 August, 2009 17:04

Whether  restricted  to  light  or  restricted  to  light  and  medium  freight,  this
would  clearly  be  an  abandonment  of  heavy  freight  rail  service,  to  be  run
through the STB abandonment process. 

I  have  seen  a  state  1998  STRACNET  map  that  shows  the  corridor  on
STRACNET, but thought I saw a recent national STRACNET map in a NY State
document that looked like it was Oakland­only (I wish I had bookmarked or
downloaded that document, I can't find it again now). 

If  it  is  still  a  STRACNET  corridor,  a  STRACNET  abandonment would  also  be
useful for moving to high platforms on the local lines, since STRACNET loads
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are wide loads and are largely incompatible with high platforms. 

I assume that the bridge loads would be in proportion to axle weight  loads,
but it would be interesting to know how cutting axle loadings to ~50,000lbs
and ~40,000lbs  (that  is, 22.5 metric  tons and 18 metric  tons) would affect
the grade separation design parameters.

Reply

bikerider 10 August, 2009 21:47

I  don't  see  any  practical  advantage  here  for  running  "light"  freight.  It  still
means  having  to  run  under  FRA  rules,  and  given  the  relatively  minuscule
amount of tonnage, there is simply no cost­benefit.  

Even  if  "light"  freight  reduces a  few of  the FRA  requirements,  in  the end  it
still  just  adds up  to  a  lot  of  pain  if  CHSRA wants  to use modern  signaling,
modern operating practices, modern catenary, etc, etc.  

Unfortunately,  the  project  will  probably  get  stuck with  the  FRA  baggage  ­­
partly because there are too many relics working at Caltrain.

Reply

Caltrain First 10 August, 2009 23:01

The long­term solution is for FRA to ease its obsolete requirements regarding
car weight and safety ­­ it was a silly rule based on a false understanding of
safety ­­ and it's annoying that HSR promoters don't seem to be lobbying for
this  change.  It's  a  convenient  excuse  to  over­build,  but  new  technology
actually makes light vehicles safer than heavy vehicles. 

In  the  short­term,  just  ban  dedicated  freight  trains  when  considering  the
design  layout. Freight can still be carried  in specialized parts of CHSRA and
Caltrain trains. Most future freight on the Peninsula is going to involve high­
value, low bulk goods such as mail and consumer packages. In the future, if
sufficient  demand develops,  dedicated  freight  trains  can  adapt  to  the high­
speed nature of the corridor. No need exists for running heavy trains on the
Peninsula regardless.

Reply

Alon Levy 11 August, 2009 00:17

Clem, do freight trains really weigh 10 tonnes per  linear meter? That would
imply they weigh 250 tonnes per car, which I'm pretty sure is too high. If I'm
not mistaken freight cars weigh 120 tonnes, not 250, and have twice the axle
load of lightweight EMUs, not four times.

Reply

Richard Mlynarik 11 August, 2009 00:49

"Caltrain First" is right: it's the FRA which is the main disaster. 

133,200  kg  locomotives  (which  are what Caltrain's  "passenger"  deadweight
MP36  fuel­wasting  monsters  weigh)  are  something  one  might  almost
(almost!) live with, at least south of Redwood City, but the crippling costs and
operation  inefficiencies  that  comes with  being  under  the  thumb  of  the  FRA
neaderthals  is  something  that  no  public  service  operation  can  afford  to
countenance. 

Which  is  not  to  say  that  lighter  and  more  attractive  track  structures
(especially in elevated stations) wouldn't be a huge win. Likewise lower track
maintenance costs, and all the rest of the goodness. 

Something  else  that  should  be  on  the  table  but  that  doesn't  seem  to  be:
Caltrain  and  CHSRA  should  be  adopting  non­freight  (=  non­Amtrak,  non­
AREMA) track standards to go with non­stone­age trains. Getting trains and
tracks to play together nicely is hard work ­­  it's a much better idea to just
reuse something that's know to work and that others have debugged than to
get  in the (contractor­profitable, delay­prone) business of  local design,  local
acceptance  testing,  local  research  divisions,  and  all  that  baggage.  Pretty
much all of Caltrain's track is going to be pulled up or relaid anyway, so why
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not put  in German (or Japanese, or French, or whatever) standard track as
that's happening?

Reply

Richard Mlynarik 11 August, 2009 02:07

It was pseudonymous "bikerider" not pseudonymous "Caltrain First" who's on
the money re FRA. Just say no! 
(Or  to  be  all  nuanced  and  sensitive:  sure,  consider  freight,  but  not  at  any
cost.) 

Alon Levy: Clem's 10t/m loads are a bit off ­­ it takes heavy haul iron ore will
to  get  all  the  way  up  there.  Closer  to  home  is  a  still­elephantine  6.25t/m
(263000 lb in 53 feet; 29.8t/axle if evenly loaded) of a standard hopper car.
That's also the weight per length of our obscenely overweight and inefficient
Caltrain locomotives (293500 lb in 70 feet.)

Reply

Nicolas 11 August, 2009 07:53

There are theories that if the United States had adopted light freight earlier,
our passenger rail systems would be more extensively developed and largely
electrified. It makes sense since, as Clem has demonstrated,  light  freight  is
certainly more compatible. But  for  the Caltrain corridor, while  there may be
overall  benefits  in  terms  of  construction  and maintenance  cost,  it  does  not
make  sense  to  implement  them  unless  they  are  going  to  be  adopted
systemwide.  On  its  own,  light  freight  on  the  Peninsula  only  seems
operationally impractical. 

It  disturbs me  that  the  CHSRA would  spend  so much  effort,  and  adopt  an
incompatible rail solution,  in an attempt to appease the NIMBY. Frankly, the
NIMBY position does not does not deserve this much effort on the Authority's
part. Furthermore,  I doubt  that a change  to  light  freight will be a sufficient
solution  to  the NIMBY problem. Remember  that  the  local NIMBY  opposition
was largely galvanized by vocal "HSR deniers" with extremist views on high­
speed rail. At the end of the day, residents will probably still be calling for a
tunnel.

Reply

Clem 11 August, 2009 08:37

do freight trains really weigh 10 tonnes per linear meter? 

Clem's 10t/m loads are a bit off 

Alon, Richard, thanks for catching that error. I think I mixed up my units at
some point. It's all fixed now, but doesn't detract from the basic point which
remains that freight trains so heavy that they drive bridge design.

Reply

Alon Levy 11 August, 2009 11:08

If axle load can be controlled somehow, you might be able to get away with
heavier freight trains by scheduling them so that they never pass on a bridge
at  the  same  time as another  train.  That  creates a  lot  of  problems,  chief  of
which is that Union Pacific believes schedules to be the definition of hell, but
technically it's doable. They do haul heavy freight on rail through tunnels in
Switzerland ­ often together with the truck that will carry the freight once it
gets off the tunnel.

Reply

Clem 11 August, 2009 12:30

@Alon, structurally the tracks are separate and it doesn't matter if two trains
occupy an overpass at the same time. Each track has its own row of support
columns. 

(Note,  for  light  passenger  trains  you  can  have  two  tracks  on  one  row  of
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columns,  as  demonstrated  by  the  CHSRA's  concept  drawings  of  one  LA­
Anaheim alternative.) 

The Swiss  truck­on­railcar  operations  to which you  refer do not  conform  to
the  definition  of  heavy  freight.  The  axle  loading  is  very  light,  far  below  30
tonnes.

Reply

Rafael 11 August, 2009 14:26

@ Alon Levy, Clem ­ 

it's pretty important to get the axle loads of freight trains right, because wear
and  tear  on  the  track  geometry  is  roughly  proportional  to  its  fourth  power
(and  linear with axle count). Even at  "just" 125mph, HSR operation  is only
possible if tracks are built and maintained to tight tolerances. 

Perhaps this would be a good time to (once again) point out the advantages
of  modern  intermodal  freight  systems,  e.g.  Modalohr.  It  supports  random
access and parallel roll­on roll­off (RORO). 

Unlike  the  "rolling  highway"  shuttle  trains  through  the  Channel  Tunnel  and
the  Alps,  the  tractor  trucks  stay  local  on  both  ends  in  this  system.  It  is
therefore  better  suited  to  intermediate  distances  (hundreds  of miles),  with
local trucking companies acting as subcontractors. 

Note that the end supports and electric motors for pivoting the flatbeds are
integrated into the special transshipment terminals, not the rail cars. 

The  system  is  UIC  but  not  FRA  compatible. Modalohr's  articulated  rail  cars
(specs on p16) weigh 42 metric tons empty and feature two pivot bays and
three  standard  bogies  (four  920mm wheels  each).  The  two  loaded  trailers
together are  limited to 44 tons,  i.e. 14.3 tons/axle (if perfectly distributed).
Even in real­world situations, that means it should stay under the limit of 17
tons/axle used internationally for HSR tracks. 

Certified  top  speed  is  currently  120km/h  (75mph),  though  the  Swiss  are
thinking about pushing that envelope a little. 

What this means is that in theory, the California HSR network could be used
to  take a  lot of  trucks off  the state's  freeways. A major caveat  is  that  they
could only do so at night and not during scheduled track maintenance. 

Another caveat is that the system's transshipment terminals require a lot of
width (52m for one­sided, 104m for double­sided loading). 

The economic analysis done by Ecoplan suggests that the Modalohr system is
the  most  economical  solution  for  routes  supporting  400,000  to  800,000
trailer  movements  per  year.  Below  400,000  units,  the  cheaper  and  more
conventional  Bombardier­NT  system  comes  out  ahead.  Its  cars  transport
tractor­trailer  combinations  on  non­articulated  rail  cars  with  16  small
diameter wheels. Average axle  load  is below 8 tons, well within HSR  limits.
Top speed is 100km/h (60mph).

Reply

BruceMcF 11 August, 2009 15:28

From the (revised) bridge table: 

7500:2500=300%, 200% heavier. 

If that is 30 tonnes (33 short tons), then 17 tonnes (18.75 short tons) is: 

4250:2500=170%, 70% heavier. 

22.5 tonnes (Euro heavy freight) is: 

5625:2500=225%, 125% heavier. 

Treat  this  like  a  short  freight  line.  There  are  lots  of  short  lines  around  the
country  that  have  weight  restrictions,  mostly  for  this  same  reason  ...  the
support structures for culverts, bridges, etc. for 33 short ton axle loads would
cost more, and the quantity of freight does not make it worth while to invest
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in that. 

First, if its on STRACNET at all (I have only seen detailed maps from the 1998
report, not from last year's), check with the Pentagon to see if they want to
pay  the  extra  cost  for  viaducts  and  overpasses  to  be  a STRACNET  corridor
(two M1 tanks on a six axle flatbed is so close to 30 tonnes they just specify
the  heavy  freight mainline),  otherwise  they  can  relocate  the  railhead.  That
clears that hurdle. 

Then, assuming they decide to relocate the railhead (of if they have already
done  so),  proceed  with  formal  abandonment  as  a  heavy  freight  line,  and
establish  a  17  tonne  axle  load  freight  envelope  for  the  track  available  for
freight in a 12midnight/6am time slice. 

I  understand  from  the  artist's  reckonings  that  the  Transit  Oriented
Development towers they are going to be building in all the Transit Oriented
Development that  is supposed to happen are going to be made out of soap
bubbles and joy held up by Unicorn daydreams ... but as a back up plan,  it
probably makes sense to retain some freight capability up the Peninsula that
is not entirely dependent on gasoline and diesel, in case some steel, cement,
or bricks are needed.

Reply

Rafael 11 August, 2009 17:50

@ BruceMcF ­ 

30 tonnes <­> 4250 
22.5 tonnes <­> 5625 

Please explain. 

The  idea of a short  freight corridor based on multiple  less  than fully  loaded
but  still  clapped­out  FRA­compliant  equipment  between  midnight  and  6am
isn't going to be at all popular with the locals. 

Light freight trains that can run slowly (speed limit 60­75mph through towns)
and  quietly  on  the  HSR  tracks  would  be  a  different  matter.  That  would
certainly  apply  to  cargo  on  modified  HSR  trainsets,  perhaps  even  for
intermodal freight (depends mostly on how much the semi­trailers rattle and
squeak). Both would require several transshipment facilities and spurs off the
planned HSR network. 

The problem is that UPRR is a cranky 147­year old organization that is very
set in its ways. I doubt they want to compete against US Mail, FedEx et. al.
The idea of running intermodal freight just within California (perhaps incl. Las
Vegas some day) might be more appealing. 

However,  while  a  switch  to  light  freight  would  give  UPRR  an  incentive  to
partner  with  CHSRA  on  ROW  issues  elsewhere  in  the  state,  heavy  freight
customers in the SF peninsula would be left in the lurch. Paying them off may
be possible and affordable, someone would have to look at that vs. the cost
of retaining heavy freight on the upgraded Caltrain corridor. 

As for building materials for one­off TOD projects, you know as well as I do
they can be supplied by  trucks. Compared to all  the extra earth,  rebar and
concrete  needed  to  enable  heavy  freight  rail  in  the  design  of  the  grade
separations, the amount needed for TOD is small.

Reply

Rafael 11 August, 2009 17:54

@ BruceMcF ­ 

bricks in earthquake country? Not a good idea...

Reply

BruceMcF 11 August, 2009 20:59

@ Rafeal: 
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"30 tonnes <­> 4250 
22.5 tonnes <­> 5625" 

From the table, 30 tonnes => 7500 

(17/30)*7500=? 
(22.5/30)*7500=? 

30 tonnes<­>4250 isn't there ... 30 tonnes=>7500 is from the table. 

Regarding freight, the corridor is being built for the conditions 10, 20 and 50
years  from  now.  Simply  airily  declaring  that  "the  heavy  stuff  can  go  on
trucks" is an extraordinary leap of optimism. 

As far as the gee whiz kewl intermodal experiments ... set a design envelope
and let the potential freight users decide whether they want to find a way to
fit  into  the envelope.  It may be what  is put  into practice  is even more gee
whiz kewl ... and it may be very prosiac, like dual mode hybrid diesel/electric
CargoSprinters offloaded with a small container lift. 

Re: bricks ... I want to say that I had some particular people in mind for the
brick houses, but I guess that adobe on foam that gives such a good thermal
mass is better than brick facings.

Reply

Spokker 11 August, 2009 21:11

"Regarding freight, the corridor is being built for the conditions 10, 20 and 50
years from now." 

What  is going on on  the peninsula  that makes you  think  freight  is going  to
take off there?

Reply

Rafael 11 August, 2009 21:44

@ BruceMcF ­ 

ah,  I  misread  your  original  comment  regarding  the  weight  conversions.
Thanks for clearing that up. 

Btw,  I  don't  think  all  the heavy  stuff  can go on  trucks.  Perhaps  some of  it
can,  some  could  perhaps  go  on  barges,  the  rest  would  just  go  away
altogether. The businesses involved would either relocate to a location outside
of the SF peninsula or else close their doors. 

As for light freight of an kind, there is one salient aspect I forgot to mention:
the  cars  are  unpowered,  so  one  or  more  locomotives  are  needed.  Typical
European electric  loco's  for  light/medium freight come  in at  just under 22.5
tons/axle. I don't know if any with less than 17 are currently on the market,
other than tractor units for HSR trains.

Reply

Clem 11 August, 2009 23:14

Typical European electric loco's for light/medium freight come in at just under
22.5 tons/axle. 

So  does  the  JT42CWRM  (a.k.a.  Class  66),  which  would  be  capable  of
switching assorted  freight  sidings and  tail  tracks where electrification  is not
justified. That  is why  I mentioned  it:  cheap,  tried and  true, no  techno­whiz
R&D stuff need apply. 

That ought to be a general principle for all  things on the peninsula corridor.
Invent  nothing  new  and  use  fully  debugged  products  that  are  proven
elsewhere.

Reply

Rafael 12 August, 2009 13:51
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@ Clem ­ 

I agree on the approach of using proven equipment, but any loco weighing in
22.5 tons/axle would not be allowed to run on the HSR tracks. 

That's ok as  long as we're  talking about converting  the SF peninsula  into a
short  freight  line  in  the sense suggested by BruceMcF. There would have to
be at least two, shorter Mission Bay Haulers per day in that model.

Reply

BruceMcF 13 August, 2009 15:48

Rafael said... 
"As for light freight of an kind, there is one salient aspect I forgot to mention:
the  cars  are  unpowered,  so  one  or  more  locomotives  are  needed.  Typical
European electric  loco's  for  light/medium freight come  in at  just under 22.5
tons/axle. I don't know if any with less than 17 are currently on the market,
other than tractor units for HSR trains." 

I assume you mean tonnes ... that's why I asked about 22.5 tonnes as well
as 17 tonnes ... bouncing back and forth between metric tons and short tons
makes me nervous about "tons".

Since 22.5 tonnes is a common Euro heavy freight axle loading, it would not
assume  equipment  specially  made  for  the  Peninsula  or  speculate  on
establishment  of  a  17  ton axle  load  freight  standard or  emergence of  a  de
facto standard.

Reply

dave 13 August, 2009 18:32

Freight on a electrified rail line in Japan, Possibly a HSR route. 

Notice  the  freight  cars  are more  simple  and  permit  smaller  loads  than  the
Overloaded, heavy, U. freight cars.

Reply

Rafael 14 August, 2009 03:15

@ BruceMcF ­ 

If the SF peninsula does get four tracks, then two of them can easily be built
to  support  higher  axle  loads,  e.g.  22.5 metric  tonnes.  It's  just  that  freight
would still have to be carried on heavy FRA­compliant cars to make it beyond
San Jose. That leaves little headroom for payload, effectively making freight
on  the  SF  peninsula  unprofitable  ­  at  least  with  UPRR's  existing  customer
base there. 

The  17  metric  tonnes  (tons?)  axle  load  limit  is  a  de  facto  standard  for
dedicated HSR tracks. It's just that virtually no freight trains of any kind are
allowed to use those anywhere in the world. France's LaPoste is an exception,
but it uses converted HSR passenger trains for the purposes. 

I  was  thinking  of  running  intermodal  freight  within  California  on  the  HSR
tracks, at night, to help defray the high cost of the infrastructure. Auto trains
carrying  both  passengers  and  their  cars  would  be  another  possibility,
especially if they could easily be loaded and unloaded at intermediate points
along the route as well. 

Mail and packages could be run during the day at full speed by piggy­backing
unmanned high speed cargo trainsets onto single­trainset passenger trains. 

My  point  is,  perhaps  we  shouldn't  think  of  HSR  tracks  as  dedicated  to
passenger traffic. Some special types of light freight could run on those fancy
electrified tracks without chewing them up. 

@ dave ­ 

I suspect that's not a shinkansen track, at least not one a main line. 
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Replies

Reply

Clue #1: the station platform to the right is on a noticeable curve. 

Clue #2: a slow freight train  in the middle of the day could not share track
with fast passenger trains, at least not for any appreciable distance. 

Clue  #3:  even  though  those  tank  wagons  are  quite  small,  I  bet  the
locomotive used  to pull  them still  comes  in at axle  loads  in excess of what
would be permitted on a shinkansen main line.

Reply

Anandakos 05 February, 2013 12:50

The  two  tracks  in  the  foreground  are  definitely  not  at  Shinkansen
standard.  The  track  next  to  the  retaining  wall  in  the  background
may  be  a  Shinkansen  route;  it's  obviously  of  a  much  higher
engineering spec. The nearest two are probably a suburban service
route from which a chemical factory is served. 

BruceMcF 14 August, 2009 08:22

Rafael said... 
"If the SF peninsula does get four tracks, then two of them can easily be built
to support higher axle loads, e.g. 22.5 metric tonnes." 

Two  of  them  can  "easily  be  built"  for  30t  axle  loads  ...  the  issue  is  not
whether it can be accomplished, the issue is the design limits enforced on the
design of elevated rail structures if it is done. 

More to the point is the ruling grade ... once that breaks 1:100 (1%), you've
got a shortline scenario  in any event, and you might as well work out what
other access limits should be put on the shortline. 

If  stress on  the  track  increases with  the square  (??  is  that  right?), 22.5t  is
47% less stress, which eases the task of keeping the 80mph tracks in shape
for the locals. 

"It's  just  that  freight would still have to be carried on heavy FRA­compliant
cars to make it beyond San Jose. That leaves little headroom for payload," 

? How do you  figure? 22.5  tonnes  is 75% of 30  tonnes, payloads are often
around three times tare, so limiting to 22.5tonnes would mean payloads a bit
over twice tare. 

That's another reason beyond the wide availability of 22.5t axle load electric
locomotives why 22.5  tonnes  is a design parameter  to  include as an option
for evaluation ... double stacked container traffic with 30 tonne axle loadings
could  just  be  shifted  to  single  stack  as  long  as  the  weight  ratio  between
heavy bottom containers and lighter top containers is no more extreme than
2:1. 

"effectively making  freight  on  the  SF  peninsula  unprofitable  ­  at  least with
UPRR's existing customer base there." 

22.5t  would  require  around  25%  more  freight  cars  for  the  same  load  (or
equivalently two consists with 63% as many freight cars each) and a change
of locomotive, with no major change in other operating costs down the line. 

17t  axle  load,  1:40  ruling  grade  is  not  really  making  anything  other  than
notional accommodations for freight. IOW, just build the line as a passenger
line and specify what the access envelope, and if a freight user can fit inside
the envelope, they get access too.

Reply

K.T. 14 August, 2009 13:58

Dave, 

That  is  not  a  shinkansen  track  for  more  obvious  reason  than  the  clues
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provided by Rafael. 

Train Gauge of EF65 is narrow gauge (1067mm), so it is not possible for that
train to run on standard gauge (1435mm) shinkansen track 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/JNR_Class_EF65 

If  you  are  looking  for  freight  train  with  less  axle  road,  these multiple­unit
freight trains may work: 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/M250_series 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/CargoSprinter

Reply

Clem 14 August, 2009 16:42

If  you  are  looking  for  freight  train  with  less  axle  road,  these multiple­unit
freight trains may work 

Those are some very exotic solutions, but why reach that far? My point was
that  an  off­the­shelf,  widely  produced  locomotive  paired  with  under­loaded
AAR/FRA freight cars might significantly mitigate  the  impact of HSR+freight
on the peninsula.

Reply

mike 14 August, 2009 17:45

Clem, looks like you got someone's attention. 

"Peninsula Freight Rail Users Group"? Goodness. Are these people for real or
are  they  some  manufactured  misguided  NIMBY  front?  Their  membership
numbers look to rival that of "Environmentalists for Sarah Palin."

Reply

mike 14 August, 2009 17:47

For  those  that  don't  wish  to  click  through,  the  article  title  states  that
"electrified Caltrain may prove disastrous for freight rail." I would submit that
what  proves  even more  disastrous  for  freight  rail  is  that  there  is miniscule
percentage of industry remaining on the Peninsula that ships or receives very
heavy freight.

Reply

dave 14 August, 2009 17:53

Another article concerning this subject. 

According  to  the  Mercury  News,  talks  of  freight  only  being  allowed  to  run
from  Midnight  (12:00AM)  to  5:00AM  on  the  new  electrified  line  is  not
enough?? 

Don't they run like two trains a day through the peninsula? 

I don't  think  this means  that a diesel  train can't sort cars and couple  them
together  on  track  that  is  not  on  the mainline  during  the  day,  allowing  the
sorted and coupled  train  to use  the mainline at  the stroke of 12PM. Seems
reasonable to me. 

I think they just want the liberty to move their cargo conviniently when they
want.

Reply

dave 14 August, 2009 17:54

Ah, mike, you beat me.

Reply
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dave 14 August, 2009 18:00

@ K.T 

That M250 series looks nice, maybe U.P. will look into it. 

Of  course  they  should  look  into  getting  all  new  lightweight  train  cars  that
meet the electric wire clearances.  

They can probably sell or scrap rail cars that don't meet the clearances. Isn't
scrap metal high priced these days? 

That is if UPRR actually owns the cars and not the companies that use them.

Reply

mike 14 August, 2009 18:10

The  amusing  part  about  the  SJ  Merc  article  is  that  the  Peninsula  shippers
don't want the Caltrain electrification/HSR project cancelled ­ they just want
5'  more  clearance  on  the  catenary  and  expanded  operating  hours.  This
means: 

1) Extra  visual  blight  at  grade  or  on  elevated  structures  (because  the
catenary is now higher).

2) An even stronger preference for elevated structures over trenches/tunnels
(because  now  you  have  to  dig  another  5  feet  deeper  to  get  sufficient
clearance,  and  the  transition  sections  to  get  down  there  have  to  be  even
longer).

3) More  noise  and  pollution  from  noisy,  polluting  long  freight  trains
throughout the day.

The  freight  interests  are  diametrically  opposed  to  the NIMBYs'  interests,  as
Clem  predicted.  The  amusing  thing  is  that  so  few  of  the  NIMBYs  actually
realized this (and some still may not!).

Reply

BruceMcF 14 August, 2009 19:20

Clem said... 
"My point was that an off­the­shelf, widely produced  locomotive paired with
under­loaded AAR/FRA freight cars might significantly mitigate the impact of
HSR+freight on the peninsula." 

That's exactly what my back of the envelope reckoning was further up ... a
22.5 tonne axle load limit and 1:40 (2.5%) ruling grade would mean more or
less  3/4  full  hopper  or  tanker  cars,  single  stacked  containers,  shorter
consists, and of course an electric locomotive to pull the train up or down the
corridor ... 

...  but  it  wouldn't  require  "outlawing  FRA  compliant  freight  cars"  or
hypothetical high fixed cost freight shifting capability for a few loads of freight
a day. 

Indeed,  there would be not  tehnical  reasons  that  there should not be some
freight  slots on  the  local  tracks during  the day  ... not during peak morning
and  evening  commute  hours,  of  course,  but  one  or  two  mid­morning  and
mid­afternoon slots would possible. 

Of course, that requires the FRA comes to the table with a reasonable safety
regime for mixing the freight trains meeting the spec with trains that provide
effective  local  service  ...  but  of  course  there  is  no  pure  engineering  fix  for
regulatory  risk,  and  if  the  FRA  requires  hobbling  the  locals  to  allow  for
daytime medium weight  freight  slots on  the all­stations  line,  then a  freight
curfew may be required to sidestep the FRA.

Reply

Alon Levy 14 August, 2009 23:58

I wouldn't put too much faith in copying freight rail technology from Japan or
Europe. While in passenger rails those areas are decades ahead of the US, in
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freight rail they're behind, especially Japan, where rail freight mode share is
in  the  single  digits.  The  US  railroads  are  actually  more  competitive  with
trucking than the European railroads, and much more so than the Japanese
railroads.

Reply

Clem 15 August, 2009 00:29

Alon, they are more profitable because they carry such enormous payloads.
That leads right back to the challenge before us on the peninsula.

Should  we  take  on  hundreds  of  millions,  if  not  billions,  of  additional
construction  and maintenance  costs  to  ensure  the  continued  profitability  of
heavy freight railroad operations on the peninsula? 

While I'm sure that UPRR and all their customers would love that, I can't help
but  wonder  if  we  (taxpayers,  rail  passengers)  aren't  better  served  by  a
compromise solution.

Reply

flowmotion 15 August, 2009 00:33

@mike ­  

Whether  or  not  this  is  a  legitimate  group,  "Peninsula  Freight  Rail  Users"
obviously have a very legitimate interest in this project. So what if they get
their  two­bits  in? Your comparison to a Palin  front­group  is  just obnoxiously
dumb. 

Also,  one  needs  to  consider  the  reverse­side  of  the  NIMBY  coin  here.
Removing freight would remove (some minor) impact from the wealthy areas
of  Palo  Alto,  Atherton,  etc.  But  it  creates  new  impacts  from  additional
trucking through disadvantaged areas near  industrial zones. This creates an
"environmental  justice"  issue  in  areas  which  are  already  organized  against
exactly such thing. How many NIMBY fires can CAHSR afford to fight? 

And that's not getting into the Port of San Francisco, and the teaming mass
of political hacks within. 

Bottom  line  is  that  the  idea  of  removing  freight  doesn't  solve  any  political
problems,  it  only  creates  new  ones.  It's  worthy  to  bandy  around  the
engineering implications, but ultimately it's not going to fly.

Reply

BruceMcF 15 August, 2009 08:03

Alon Levy said... 
"I wouldn't put too much faith in copying freight rail technology from Japan or
Europe." 

Note  that  using  electric  traction  to  support  steeper  gradients  is  US
technology ... the last Milwaukee Road started electrifying its Rocky Mountain
sections in 1915. 

Adopting 22.5 tonne axle loads is not about "adopting European technology",
its just about taking advantage of economies of scale.

Reply

Clem 15 August, 2009 09:22

using electric traction to support steeper gradients 

Bruce,  overcoming  gradients  is  a  matter  of  tractive  effort,  not  power.  It
explains  why  heavy  freight  locomotives  are  deliberately made  as  heavy  as
possible. Electric traction  is  irrelevant to this  issue unless significant tunnels
are built on the peninsula... which I doubt there ever will be.

Reply
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Alon Levy 15 August, 2009 10:07

Clem,  I'm  not  sure  US  freight  rail  is more  profitable  ­  it  just  has  a  higher
modal  share  than  European  and  Japanese  freight  rail, while  trucking  has  a
lower modal share. (So it's not just that heavy freight in Europe and Japan is
shipped by sea).

Reply

Rafael 15 August, 2009 15:28

@ Alon Levy ­ 

the  biggest  problem  for  European  freight  rail  was  and  is  the  plethora  of
incompatible  track  gauges,  signaling,  electrification  parameters  etc.  The EU
and rail equipment vendors are gradually chipping away at the problem, such
that eventually, there will be no need to change equipment or drivers at the
borders. It's still going to take a while, though. 

Meanwhile,  heavy  bulk  goods  are  moved  around  by  sea  and  inland
waterways. 

I'm not as familiar with the issues faced by freight rail in Japan, but I suspect
that most bulk goods are shipped by sea and then loaded directly onto trucks
because virtually all of the population centers are on the coast. 

Bottom line: geography has a  lot to do with the ship vs. rail modal split  for
heavy goods.

Reply

Alon Levy 15 August, 2009 16:29

It's not just ship vs. rail ­ in Europe and Japan freight rail maintains a lower
mode share against trucks, as well. An article by JNR privatization architect
Ryohei Kakumoto gives the freight modal split in 1995 as 4% rail, 53% road,
and  43%  sea  in  Japan;  6%  rail,  66%  road,  23%  sea,  and  5%  pipeline  in
Britain; and 24% rail, 63% road, 3% inland waterways, and 10% pipeline in
France. The corresponding modal split  in the US is 37% rail, 29% road, 8%
sea, 10% inland waterways, and 16% pipelines. 

The explanation in the case of both Europe and Japan isn't continent shape,
or  track  gauge.  It's  priority  for  passenger  rail.  There  are  very  few  major
infrastructure  projects  geared  toward  improving  freight  rail  in  Europe  or
Japan, on a par with the massive construction of regional rail in the decades
following  WW2.  The  only  such  project  that's  as  extensive  as  HSR  for
passenger rail is the tunnels under the Swiss Alps, which are meant to allow
both  faster  train  speeds  and  heavier  freight  loads.  On  top  of  that,  freight
trains  are  required  to maintain minimum  speed  and  limit  axle  load,  which
increases operating costs.

Reply

Clem 15 August, 2009 17:58

Please keep it on topic, folks.

Reply

Rafael 15 August, 2009 18:20

@ Alon Levy ­ 

"There  are  very  few major  infrastructure  projects  geared  toward  improving
freight rail in Europe [...]" 

Not true. In fact, the majority of the EU's continental­scale TEN­T framework
of  30  priority  axes  for  upgrading  transportation  infrastructure  is  geared
toward rail and the majority of that toward shifting medium­to­long distance
freight from road to rail. 

The  individual  projects  are  financed  primarily  by  the  member  states,  so
progress  has  been  uneven. However,  it  is  happening,  here's  just  a  few  big
projects designed ­ among other objectives ­ to boost freight rail: 
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France/Italy: Mont d'Ambin basis tunnel 
France/Spain: Perpignan­Figuearas, Basque Y 
Austria/Italy: Brenner basis tunnel 
Austria: Lainzer tunnel, Wienerwald tunnel, Koralm tunnel 
Germany/Denmark: Fehmarn Belt bridge 
Spain: Pajares base tunnel 
France: Belledonne tunnel, Grande Chartreuse tunnel 

These  come  on  top  of  the  St.  Gotthard  and  Loetschberg  basis  tunnels  in
Switzerland that you mentioned and some major  freight­cum­passenger rail
projects  that  were  completed  fairly  recently,  e.g.  the  Channel  Tunnel,  the
Oresund fixed link (Sweden/Denmark), upgrades to the West Coast main line
in the UK, the Betuwelijn (Netherlands/Germany) etc. 

In  addition,  there  are  plenty  of  new  public  works  in  earlier  stages  of
development,  e.g.  Rail  Baltica  from Warsaw  (Poland)  to  Tallinn  (Estonia),  a
tunnel  from  there  to  Helsinki,  a  base  tunnel  through  the  center  of  the
Pyrenees etc. 

Driving  all  this  is  the  liberalization  of  the  European  rail  grid.  By  2010,
member  states  must  have  segregated  ownership  of  rail  infrastructure  and
train operations, previously bastions of nationalized monopolies. The  idea  is
to encourage cross­border electric freight rail traffic and competition, because
the EU logistics sector is overexposed to the risk of high oil prices. 

Btw,  it's  true  that  many  rail  lines  in  Western  Europe  are  limited  to  22.5
tonnes axle load, but that's not an issue for light/medium rail freight looking
to  compete  or  integrate  with  trucking.  Line  haul  time  is  typically  more
important for rail freight than lowest cost per ton. 

The  business  model  for  freight  rail  is  simply  different  on  each  side  of  the
Atlantic.  Of  late,  European  operators  have  found  it  more  difficult  to  make
money  than  their  US  counterparts.  However,  given  the  regulatory  changes
and  fresh  investment  in  infrastructure,  that  will  hopefully  change  over  the
next decade. Note that US operators were in a hole in the 80s, prompting a
wave of mergers and the sale/abandonment of many legacy lines and spurs ­
especially out west. 

Of course, there are exceptions like short lines for ore and coal trains. Those
are profitable all over the world.

Reply

Rafael 15 August, 2009 18:40

@ Clem ­ 

since you're the one who brought up the "foreign" idea of light freight for the
SF peninsula,  is  it off­topic to discuss why that model  is common in Europe
and Japan but rare in the US? 

No­one's going to operate light freight just between SF and SJ, it has to make
financial sense to ship less than full rail cars out of the Bay Area. Either the
value  of  the  goods  is  high  enough  to  support  a  hike  in  the  cost  of moving
them  or,  John  Q.  Public  subsidizes  the  arrangement  to  keep  trucks  off  the
freeways and reduce the cost of upgrading the Caltrain corridor. 

The  alternatives  are  (a)  to  spend  hundreds  of  millions  extra  on  the  grade
separations just so the Port of SF, Granite Rock and a handful others can stay
in business without subsidies or (b) paying off UPRR and its customers in the
context of abandonment proceedings. 

In the latter case, rather than shift bulk goods from rail to road, most of that
particular  industrial  activity  would  simply  disappear  from  the  peninsula
altogether.  It  theory,  it  might  be  replaced  by  other  industrial  activity
compatible with light freight, creating new jobs and tax revenue for cities. 

In practice, replacement would not happen without a political commitment to
support the emergence of such industry via soft loans etc. That goes against
the  grain  in  California,  especially  as  long  a  there  is  no  shortage  of  private
investment  in  knowledge­based  businesses  like  software  development  and
biotech.  Those,  however,  require  special  skillsets  that  laborers  in  heavy
industry  do  not  have.  For  them,  an  end  to  heavy  freight  rail  in  the  SF
peninsula could mean looking for work in the East Bay or moving out of the
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area altogether.

Reply

bikerider 15 August, 2009 19:28

The  alternatives  are  (a)  to  spend  hundreds  of millions  extra  on  the  grade
separations just so the Port of SF, Granite Rock and a handful others can stay
in business without subsidies or (b) paying off UPRR and its customers in the
context of abandonment proceedings. 

Or (c) :  implement the Altamont alternative, which requires just 3 tracks to
accommodate HSR+Caltrain. The 4th (pre­existing)  track can be  left  "as­is"
(at­grade) to be used by freight and legacy operators.

Reply

Rafael 16 August, 2009 11:25

@ bikerider ­ 

keeping freight at grade would mean retaining grade crossings incl. signaling,
gates,  bells  etc.  However,  the majority  would  not  have  to  be  closed more
than a couple of times a day. Perhaps more importantly, turnouts to existing
freight spurs would not need to be modified. 

The space next to the remaining freight track could be converted into a bike
path, cp. SMART up in Sonoma county. 

Three elevated tracks on a wide aerial with two rows of columns may be good
enough for HSR + Caltrain if the timetable is fully integrated and the switches
long enough to be used at 125mph. 

As Clem has pointed out before,  three tracks would be easier  to  implement
than two in places where the ROW is narrow, e.g. San Mateo. Operationally,
four tracks at the same grade is preferable, even if an additional freight­only
track remains at grade. 

However, your idea of 1 at­grade + 3 elevated tracks has absolutely zip to do
with Altamont vs. Pacheco. 

Getting HSR across  the bay at Dumbarton would  require a new  tall  bridge,
perhaps  hugging  the  eastbound  lanes  of  the  existing  road  bridge  before
switching  to  the  available  median  in  the  eastern  approach  (impact  on  toll
booth). In Union City, a subway tunnel would be required under Decoto, with
a  station  next  to  BART.  This  would  connect  to  an  S­shaped  bored  tunnel
across to Pleasanton. 

The  UPRR  right  of  way  between  Newark  and  Niles  is  not  available.  The
eastern approach  to  the old  rail  bridge  lies within  the boundary of  the Don
Edward National Wildlife Refuge. 

The  cost  of  the  new  bridge  plus  the  tunnels  would  make  Altamont­via­
Dumbarton at least expensive than Pacheco. At the very least, the Manteca­
Merced  section  of  phase  II  would  be  shifted  into  phase  I  of  the  project.
Altamont­via­Dumbarton  would  also  do  nothing  to  grade  separate  Caltrain
south of Redwood City and, be subject to just as much NIMBY opposition as
the Pacheco route.

Reply

Rafael 16 August, 2009 11:46

@ bikerider ­ 

CORRECTION: Altamont­via­Dumbarton has another major drawback in that
it  forces  the starter  line  to split,  reducing service  frequency  to both SF and
SJ. Especially early on, high train frequency is essential for building ridership
for the new system. Having the option of stopping any given train in both SF
and SJ ensures high seat capacity utilization into the CV and down to SoCal. 

Unfortunately, thanks to the BART extension, there is now no obvious way to
run HSR tracks between Union City and San Jose Diridon via Milpitas. Since
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San Jose will never in a million years accept being cut out of the HSR network
altogether, that implies splitting the line at the Redwood City wye. 

Ergo,  anyone  who  casually  advocates  "Altamont"  (via  Dumbarton)  in  the
belief  that  it would keeping HSR out of Silicon Valley should perhaps reflect
on  the  constructability  of  that  approach,  especially  that  of  the  connection
south to San Jose Diridon.

Reply

bikerider 16 August, 2009 13:53

Unfortunately, thanks to the BART extension, there is now no obvious way to
run HSR tracks between Union City and San Jose Diridon via Milpitas. 

@Rafael: Then perhaps you better warn  the CHSRA about  this  fatal  flaw  in
their  plans.  They've  already  selected  a  SJ­Fremont  HSR  corridor  and  even
done considerable environmental work studying it.

Reply

Rafael 16 August, 2009 16:05

@ bikerider ­ 

we're getting a bit off the topic of freight in the peninsula here, but what you
are  referring  to  is  part  of  the  "high  speed  commuter  overlay" which  is  not
part of the core network and therefore unfunded. 

The status of the Altamont Corridor Project is documented here. 

NO specific alignment was selected as of May, scoping is still ongoing. 

I  suspect  this  will  quickly  morph  into  an  effort  to  improve  frequency,
punctuality and line haul time for ACE, with a new Modesto­Oakland service. 

Intermodal  transfers to BART may become possible  in Livermore (all  trains)
and  in  Union  City  (Modesto­Oakland  trains  only).  Intermodal  transfers  to
Amtrak CC could remain possible  in Fremont Centerville (Stockton­SJ  trains
only).

With  parking  limited  at  SJ  Diridon  and  Tamien  and  constraints  on  double­
tracking  the  Alviso  line,  a  subset  of  trains  could  perhaps  use  the  alternate
Milpitas line, with a BART intermodal at Fremont Warm Springs. 

AECOM,  the  outfit  CHSRA  hired  for  EIR/EIS  consulting  on  the  corridor,  will
figure  out  soon  enough  that  there  just  isn't  enough  ridership  potential  or
money to build a fully grade separated solution or even a radically different
alignment. 

This  is a candidate for  incremental tinkering up to "emerging HSR" at up to
110mph in the CV and more like 79­90mph west of Altamont. Think trackage
on UPRR tracks and upgrades to sections of UPRR ROW, FRA­compliant diesel
equipment  (possibly  fuel­sipping  DMUs),  retained  grade  separations  with
quiet zones (liability issues permitting) and priority for passenger trains.

Reply

Alon Levy 16 August, 2009 16:27

Ugh. Why doesn't California investigate going the TGV route, electrifying the
Altamont corridor and upgraind its signaling so that it can run HSR trainsets
on it?

Reply

bikerider 16 August, 2009 17:19

@Rafael:  Which  segment  are  we  talking  about,  SJ­Fremont  or  Fremont­
Merced? Make up your mind. 

SJ­Fremont  is a no­brainer.  It  is part of  the official HSR plan (SJ­Oak), and
also  a matter  of State  Law  (AB 3034, Sec(2),  Par  (C)). Quenten Kopp and
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Rod  Diridon  have  given  their  personal  assurance  that  the  World's  Best
Consultants have deemed this route feasible, so obviously we have no reason
to doubt them. 

As for Fremont­Merced, you know full well  that the weasel words "Altamont
overlay" came much  later  in  the process. There  is *nothing*  in  the Central
Valley­Bay Area EIS that found a HSR Altamont route to be infeasible. And as
far  as  UP  is  concerned  (bringing  this  back  to  the  issue  of  heavy  freight),
Altamont has far fewer impacts on UP operations.

Reply

Rafael 16 August, 2009 18:21

@ Alon Levy ­ 

FRA  rules  currently  point  blank  prevent  running  HSR  trains  on  the  same
tracks as heavy freight trains. Besides, afaik UPRR still runs something like 25
freight  trains a day  through Altamont,  so  they're not going  to sell  trackage
rights for operations based on anything that isn't FRA­compliant. 

A dedicated HSR alignment via Altamont in addition to one via Pacheco would
be prohibitively expensive at this point. 

Perhaps in addition to ACE, Amtrak CC could be upgraded to 110mph north of
Benicia  with  some  bypass  tracks  and,  its  route  changed  to  enable  an
intermodal  transfer  at  either  Union  City  or  Fremont  Warm  Springs  BART.
There's already a shuttle bus between SF and Emeryville. 

@ bikerider ­ 

SJ­Fremont  is  an  integral  part  of  the  Altamont  Corridor  Project,  i.e.  the
separate overlay. I was simply trying to giving you some context. 

The assurances of constructability you refer to are a decade old. Even then,
engineers referred to the I­880 section as "extremely challenging". 

In  particular,  Santa  Clara  county  voters  yet  again  endorsed  the  BART
extension down to Santa Clara and the once­available medians of hwy 262 (a
city street) and I­880 have been asphalted over. 

An partially alternate alignment past  the SJC  terminals and across  to  I­880
via aerials over Trimble was considered as well. Independently, the Bay Rail
Alliance's  proposal  for  Caltrain  Metro  East  to  Union  City  suggests  using
UPRR's Milpitas line instead of I­880, but the section between 101 and Niles
is still used for freight. 

To date, UPRR has not shown any willingness to sell air rights above any of its
ROWs  to  enable  the  construction  of  grade­separated  passenger­only  tracks
for  non­compliant  rolling  stock,  citing  concerns  about  liability.  Note  that
CHSRA's  latest  plans  for  LA­Anaheim  do  include  a  5+  mile  aerial  section
above a BNSF yard, but that's a different company. I don't know if VTA would
permit stacking HSR tracks above BART in the WPML. 

Even if air rights above someone else's tracks or city streets could be secured
between I­880/Trimble and Niles, there's still the issue of the Hayward fault
that  runs parallel  and  right next  to  that  section.  It's  considered California's
second most dangerous fault right now, after the southern San Andreas. 

Delaying the whole HSR project twice without preserving that particular ROW
for  it  means  dedicated  HSR  tracks  between  SJ  Diridon  and  Niles  are  not
longer  feasible IMHO. Trains can't  fly and  freeway corridors aren't a  terribly
realistic option unless there's an available median. 

If  you  think  I'm  wrong  and  there  still  is  a  viable  ROW  for  bullet  trains
between SJD and Niles that doesn't involve tunneling, by all means let's hear
it. Believe me, I've looked ­ just in case CHSRA can't secure a ROW down to
Gilroy. 

HSR and UPRR just don't mix as well as HSR and BNSF.

Reply

mike 16 August, 2009 18:46
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Bottom  line  is  that  the  idea  of  removing  freight  doesn't  solve  any  political
problems 

Did  anyone  claim  that  it  did?  You're  nominally  responding  to me,  but  your
response seems to be orthogonal to anything in my post. Maybe you're trying
to respond to someone else here, but it certainly isn't clear.

Reply

bikerider 16 August, 2009 22:08

SJ­Fremont  is  an  integral  part  of  the  Altamont  Corridor  Project,  i.e.  the
separate  overlay.  I  was  simply  trying  to  giving  you  some  context.  The
assurances  of  constructability  you  refer  to  are  a  decade  old.  Even  then,
engineers referred to the I­880 section as "extremely challenging". 

@Rafael: True HSR service SJ­Oak (through Fremont) was part of the Central
Valley­Bay Area EIR/EIS. That study was completed in 2008 ­­ not "a decade
ago".  The  East  Bay  has  more  population  than  either  SF  or  South  Bay,  so
clearly any difficulties  in  the Oak­SJ segment will  catastrophically affect  the
EIR/EIS ridership analysis. 

So if you believe there to be a fatal flaw in CHSRA analysis, then by all means
call  up Stuart  Flashman, or  city  attorneys  for Menlo Park and Atherton. No
doubt  they  will  find  your  info  quite  useful  in  their  lawsuit  challenging  the
accuracy of EIR/EIS.

Reply

Alon Levy 17 August, 2009 12:18

FRA  rules  currently  point  blank  prevent  running  HSR  trains  on  the  same
tracks as heavy freight trains. 

...except on tracks where PTC/ATS guarantees time separation.

Reply

flowmotion 17 August, 2009 22:49

@ mike ­ Apologies, that was a general comment. 

The tone of the comments here seem to imply that one could pacify Pennisula
NIMBYS by with "less obtrusive" construction that isn't freight compatible. 

IMO,  this  is  incorrect  because  the  locals  aren't  reacting  to  any  specific
engineering  proposals  (CAHSR  has  none),  while  it  only  creates  other  very
formidable political problems beyond what was expected.

Reply

Rafael 18 August, 2009 22:43

@ flowmotion ­ 

CHSRA has stated that nothing has been decided in the peninsula or for that
matter, any other segment. They have to say that to comply with the CEQA
process. 

However, they did base their cost estimates on a first cut spelling out specific
implementation details: zoom in on the peninsula section of CHSRA's Google
map  of  the  route  and  the  Caltrain  corridor  portion  of  Appendix 2­D  of  the
Final  Bay Area  to Central  Valley  Program EIR/EIS.  It's  dated  05­04­07  and
was online long before the election.

Now,  even  a  casual  look  at  these  documents  will  reveal  that  they  are
preliminary.  Indeed,  in some cases,  they call  for 3.5% gradients  (too steep
for  freight),  retained  fill  embankments  on  top  of  road  underpasses  (too
heavy) and other questionable tidbits. Therefore, the first cut for rough cost
estimates should not be considered a blueprint for actual construction. We're
not in the final engineering phase of the project yet. 

The technical and financial viability of any alternative concepts studied in the
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context  of  project­level  EIR/EIS  will  be  de  facto  evaluated  against  this
baseline.

Reply

BruceMcF 19 August, 2009 13:17

flowmotion said...
"@ mike ­ Apologies, that was a general comment. 

The tone of the comments here seem to imply that one could pacify Pennisula
NIMBYS by with "less obtrusive" construction that isn't freight compatible. 

IMO,  this  is  incorrect  because  the  locals  aren't  reacting  to  any  specific
engineering  proposals  (CAHSR  has  none),  while  it  only  creates  other  very
formidable political problems beyond what was expected." 

The  question  is  not  whether  a  particular  design  will  pacify  NIMBY's,  but
whether a particular design will undermine the ability of NIMBY's to mobilize
support and act as an effective obstacle to successfully upgrading the corridor
for HSR and higher speed, higher frequency, electric Caltrain services. 

It would be silly for an HSR supporter to get wed to a particular option when
there are a range of options that gets the job done. 

Option 1: Slow tracks accommodate 1% (1:100) gradiant, 30 tonne axle load
mainline  freight  traffic. Fast  tracks could have a 2.5% (1:40) or 3% (1:33)
gradient, and need only accomodate 17 tonne axle loads, but they would not
normally  have  a  separate  elevation,  so  that  would  only  be  useful  in
presenting a softer "face" for viaducts in the FSSF configuration. 

Option  2:  Both  slow  and  fast  tracks  are  17  tonne  axle  load,  3%  (1:33)
gradient  lines,  so  only  freight  that  can  mimic  passenger  trains  can  have
access. 

Option 3: Slow tracks are 22.5 tonne axle load, 2.5% (1:40) gradient lines,
fast tracks are 17 tonne axle load, 3% (1:33) gradient lines, so with electric
locomotives,  single  stacked  container  freight  and  3/4  loaded  hopper  cars
could go through, but, eg, triple high car carriers would be out. 

Obviously,  underground  stations  and  diesel  freight  do  not mix,  so  option  1
rules  out  underground  stations,  while  options  2  and  3  are  compatible  with
underground stations, if someone comes up with the incremental cost.

Reply

Rafael 22 August, 2009 14:23

@ BruceMcF ­ 

if  any  tracks  are  limited  to  1%  gradient  and  infrequent  elevation  changes,
they might as well all be. 

The  key  issue  is  that  grade  separations  are  more  difficult  to  implement
wherever  tracks  ascend  or  descend.  A  25  foot  elevation  change  at  1%
gradient requires a run length of 2500 feet.

Reply

neroden@gmail 24 August, 2009 06:36

So, what is the collection of customers? 

North of Redwood City, that is. 

Granite  Rock  seems  to  be  the  "heaviest"  customer.  Can  their  aggregates
traffic be served by barge instead? They seem very close to the shore. 

The  Port  of  San  Francisco  is  a  ridiculosity.  Can  they  be  relocated  to
somewhere else in the Bay? :­)

Reply
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Arthur Dent 25 August, 2009 12:35

Let me get this straight. 
1. Freight requires a longer length of elevated track for crossings than HSR or
Caltrain.
2. Freight  has  more  burdensome  construction  requirements  when
underground.
3. Freight traffic is infrequent along the Caltrain ROW.
4. Freight does not require grade separations.

A practical solution is to: 
1. Leave  freight above ground  ‘as  is’. Use existing overpasses, underpasses
and at­grade crossings.
2. Tunnel the passenger/commuter service underground.

This  is  a  compromise  which  addresses  multiple  stakeholders  (one  of  the
major  issues  that’s  screwing  up  the  Peninsula  is  that  stakeholders  are  not
willing to acknowledge each other’s existence and legitimate points of view).
The stakeholder positions are: 
1. Maintain  community  livability  along  the  corridor  (includes  shopping,
working, traveling through, etc.)
2. Ability to provide freight service.
3. Add new HSR service.

For those who insist on using the N­word, note that the first two stakeholders
are already in existence. IOW, they were here first. A genuine willingness to
look  at  the  situation  from  another’s  perspective  would  greatly  improve  the
project’s prospects.

Reply

Bianca 25 August, 2009 13:17

Arthur Dent,  

That sounds reasonable, but I have a few questions: 

1) how does the tunnel for commuter and HSR get paid for,  if the air rights
over the ROW are not available for development?

2) If freight is the sole user of the ROW at grade, would it still be limited to
overnight use, or would UPRR have the right to run freight trains all day and
all night? Without Caltrain sharing the tracks, what would prevent UPRR from
using them 24 hours a day? Having freight at grade, day and night, seems to
conflict with maintaining "community livability along the corridor."

In that scenario, a very large amount of money has been spent for a tunnel,
without any tangible benefit to the surrounding communities.

Reply

Arthur Dent 26 August, 2009 09:17

@Bianca ­­  
1) Pay for it the same way the rest of the project is paid for. Isn't it odd that
a couple real estate developers come up with the idea to sell  land rights so
they can develop the existing strip owned by Caltrain, and suddenly everyone
thinks  that's  the  only  way  a  tunnel  can  be  paid  for?  If  a  tunnel  is  what's
appropriate  for all  involved  (as  I pointed out, HSR  is only one stakeholder)
then they're obligated to build it that way ­ and pay for it as a normal part of
the project. 

I don’t see anyone suggesting that Rod Diridon’s neighborhood be handed the
bill for the tunnel that’s proposed through his Santa Clara neighborhood. 

2) Without Caltrain sharing the tracks, what would prevent UPRR from using
them 24 hours a day?

UPRR's  restrictions  would  continue  to  apply  since  they’d  continue  to  share
tracks above ground. 

The  tangible  benefit  is  that  the  bulk  of  the  future  track  service
(passenger/commuter  trains)  will  be  routed  underground,  leaving  only  the
hard­to­engineer and infrequent freight service above ground.

Reply
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Bianca 26 August, 2009 09:59

@ Arthur Dent,  

Would you clarify something for me? First you said: 

2. Tunnel the passenger/commuter service underground.

Then you said: 

UPRR's  restrictions  would  continue  to  apply  since  they’d  continue  to  share
tracks above ground. 

If  both  HSR  and  Caltrain  are  tunneled  as  you  state  in  your  previous
comment, with whom is UPRR sharing the tracks? 

The  notion  that  HSR  is  going  to  pay  for  the  tunnel  because  the  Peninsula
communities are special snowflakes and want  it  isn't going to get far. When
BART was going through Berkeley, it was Berkeley that demanded the tunnel,
and  they  came  up  with  the  money  by  taxing  themselves  with  a  bond
measure. I don't see this situation playing out any differently.

Reply

Jonathan 31 January, 2013 14:59

I recognize that a 1% maximum grade is optimal if one is designing a freight­
compatible railway from scratch, but if we're talking about only a handful of
trains per night, wouldn't it be possible to build with steeper grades and use
operating  techniques  frequently  applied  in  mountain  railroading?  Plenty  of
heavy  freight  main  lines  reach  grades  of  2%
(http://www.alkrug.vcn.com/rrfacts/grades.htm), never mind the 4.7% grade
on  the  infamous Saluda Pass. Surely  the cost of additional  locomotives and
fuel  consumption would be more  than made up by  the  savings  in  terms of
concrete and community impact on the peninsula corridor.

Reply
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Gary A. Patton, Attorney At Law 
Post Office Box 1038, Santa Cruz, California 95061 
Telephone: 831-332-8546 / Email: gapatton@gapattonlaw.com 
 

June 10, 2016 

Mark A. McLoughlin 
Attn: San Francisco to San Jose Project Section 
California High-Speed Rail Authority 
100 Paseo de San Antonio, Suite 206 
San Jose, CA 95113 

RE: Comments On Notice of Intent / Notice of Preparation for 
San Francisco To San Jose Section of Proposed Statewide 
High-Speed Rail (HSR) System <Corrected> 
[Sent By Email: san.francisco_san.jose@hsr.ca.gov] 

Dear Mark A. McLoughlin: 

The following comments are being submitted on behalf of the Community 
Coalition on High-Speed Rail (CC-HSR). CC-HSR has been working on 
high-speed rail issues since 2008. The comments herein are submitted 
in response to a Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the above-referenced project, 
dated May 9, 2016, and a Notice of Intent (NOI) that was published in the 
Federal Register on the same date.  

The comments of the Community Coalition On High-Speed Rail are as follows: 

1. Both the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) require that agencies carrying out a
project that might have a significant adverse impact on the physical
environment must prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR), in
the case of CEQA, or an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), in
the case of NEPA. Both CEQA and NEPA require that the agency
preparing the EIR or EIS must analyze the environmental impacts
of ALL parts of the project. The law is very clear that the required
environmental analysis may not be “segmented” or “piecemealed.”

In this case, as revealed in the Notice of Preparation and Notice of Intent,
the Authority recognizes that the San Francisco to San Jose Section of
the Proposed Statewide High-Speed Rail System is a “blended” project,
to be carried out in conjunction with the Caltrain Joint Powers Board,
which controls the right of way proposed to be used in the project. The
NOP and NOI both state that the proposed project would utilize
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“in-progress” infrastructure, to be built by Caltrain. In fact, the 
environmental analysis undertaken in connection with the Caltrain 
“in-progress” proposal (Caltrain’s “electrification” or “modernization” 
project) was not prepared to conform to legal requirements, and at the 
current time there is no adequate and required environmental review for 
that “in-progress” portion of the proposed blended system. The analysis 
carried out by Caltrain ignored the CEQA and NEPA prohibition on 
“piecemealing,” and the legal inadequacy of the environmental review 
carried out with reference to the Caltrain “electrification” and 
“modernization” project has been challenged in litigation to 
which CC-HSR is a party. 

In connection with the project that is the subject of this NOP/NOI, the 
Authority should work with Caltrain to insure that the process results 
in an EIR/EIS that does not ignore the prohibition against piecemealing. 
The Authority, in doing an environmental analysis of the project outlined 
in the NOP/NOI, cannot properly assume that the so-called “in-progress” 
infrastructure related to the electrification of the Caltrain right of way 
has been subject to the legally required environmental review. As you 
establish the scope of the EIR/EIS that is contemplated in the NOP and 
NOI, please insure that no piecemealing occurs. This will probably mean 
that you will have to redo the environmental review that was not properly 
carried out by Caltrain. In whatever way the issue is resolved, this legal 
prohibition against “piecemealing” is a key issue for the Authority in 
developing the correct “scope” of the environmental review to be carried 
out on the project you are now proposing to undertake. 

2. Specific issues that need to be analyzed, with respect to the prohibition
on piecemealing, include but are not limited to all of the following:

• Track curvature issues, and their community impacts

• The need to condemn property for expansion of the right-of-way

• The potential for accidents unless an integrated Positive Train
Control (PTC) system is utilized

• Station and platform issues of various kinds, especially since
it appears that the integration of the two separate projects is
currently contemplating that there will be two different platform
loading heights on rail cars using the Caltrain right of way.

• Traffic congestion and noise impacts caused by the “blended”
system being proposed (as further discussed in this comment
letter).
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3. The NOP and NOI indicate that the Authority intends to “tier” its
environmental review of the presently-proposed project off of a
2005 Statewide Programmatic EIR and a 2008 Bay Area to Central
Valley Programmatic EIR. In fact, the project now proposed is
fundamentally different from the project contemplated in the earlier
programmatic environmental documents, and an analysis that
reexamines all aspects of the statewide project is necessary, including
an analysis of routing alternatives that could reduce or eliminate
significant adverse environmental impacts that would result from
the currently-proposed project on the Peninsula.

4. The EIR/EIS for the project proposed on the San Francisco to San Jose
segment of the statewide system must consider all of the potentially
negative impacts of right of way widening that will, or that may be,
needed to carry out the currently-proposed project. This includes the
environmental impact of even “temporary” widenings for the construction
of so-called “shoo-fly tracks,” needed as a way to maintain existing
Caltrain service during the time that project construction is taking
place on the existing right of way

5. The NOP and NOI do not indicate that the EIR/EIS to be prepared for the
currently-proposed project could have massively disruptive impacts on
freight service along the current Caltrain right of way. The Union Pacific
Railroad (UPRR) has proprietary “trackage” rights that will allow UPRR
either to prohibit new uses on the Caltrain right of way altogether, or will
permit UPRR to demand that the right of way be widened to eliminate
conflicts, such widening to include the construction of concrete barriers
between tracks to be used for freight service and tracks to be used for
passenger service. The EIR/EIS must fully analyze the potential need
for widening of the right of way, and must document all of the very
significant environmental impacts that may occur because of this
possibility.

6. The Authority has recently (in its 2016 Business Plan) “reoriented”
the proposed project to designate an initial operating segment from
the Central Valley to San Jose. The project described in the NOP/NOI
is directly related to this proposal, and could have massive growth
inducing impacts on the Central Valley. These impacts must be
explored in the EIR/EIS.

7. The NOP/NOI mentions the need to evaluate land use and zoning
impacts. On the Peninsula, the project may stimulate the “up zoning”
of properties along the Caltrain right of way to permit higher residential
densities and mixed commercial and residential uses, which would be a
fundamental change from current land use and zoning. The EIR/EIS
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must fully evaluate these kind of impacts, and identify mitigation 
measures to help reduce or eliminate any adverse environmental 
and community impacts that would likely be generated by 
such land use changes. 

8. Potential danger from terrorist attacks and the impact of the new
facilities on suicide need to be documented, explored, and analyzed in
the EIR/EIS.

9. It appears that the NOP and NOI do contemplate the full evaluation of
the environmental impacts of both the connection of the current Caltrain
tracks to the Transbay Terminal, and the environmental impacts that
will be generated if the project is built without that connection being
achieved. Particularly in the latter case (which the NOP and NOI indicate
is to be expected) the environmental impacts within the City of San
Francisco, and to transportation between the Peninsula and San
Francisco, are almost certain to be extremely adverse.

10. How the project will affect noise impacts on the residential and business
districts of the Peninsula is a topic that must be fully explored in the
EIR/EIS. The environmental analysis should explore how “quiet zones”
can be provided in connection with the project as mitigation for the very
significantly increased horn noise that can be predicted if the project
proceeds as currently contemplated.

11. The above list outlines some of the key issues that the EIR/EIS for the
proposed project must address. The MAIN environmental issues that
must be addressed, however, relates to the incredibly dramatic increase
in train traffic that would occur if the proposed project were implemented
as currently proposed.

12. The Authority’s proposal would dramatically increase the number
of trains per weekday from 92 to 220 (more than double), and would
have disastrous consequences for Peninsula communities in the absence
of grade separations—especially during the morning and evening peak
travel times (7-9 a.m. and 4-6 p.m.). During those peak travel times the
Authority plans to run 10 trains per hour in each direction (6 Caltrain
and 4 HSR), for a total at each grade crossing of 20 trains per hour.
This means an average of one train at each grade crossing once every
three minutes. As currently proposed, the trains will run at significantly
increased speeds, from the present 79 mph to 110 mph. This is close
to a 40% increase. This increase in speed will roughly double the
stopping distance for the same passenger train.

13. The grade crossing numbers are staggering to contemplate. Increasing
by128 the number of trains per weekday at each of the 42 non-grade
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separated grade crossings on the Peninsula will result in an additional 
5,376 instances every weekday of a high-speed train (Caltrain or HSR) 
crossing a vehicular intersection on the Peninsula. That's 26,880 more 
such crossings every five-day week. Weekend crossings would be 
additional and would make the overall picture even worse. 

14. To translate these numbers to a local community, there are twelve
grade crossings along the roughly two-mile distance between downtown
Burlingame and downtown San Mateo.1 The 128 added weekday trains
will result in an additional 1,536 instances, every weekday, of a
high-speed train crossing these twelve grade crossings, That's
7,680 more every five-day week, plus more on weekends. Noise impacts,
not to mention traffic congestion impacts, would be extremely adverse.
Federal law requires the train operator to sound the train’s very loud
horn well before and also at each grade crossing in the absence of
so-called “quiet zones.”

15. The existing Burlingame grade crossing at Oak Grove and Carolan
Avenue and Oak Grove at California Drive are already at the F Level
of Service (LOS).2  Similarly, three other existing Burlingame grade
crossings are already at the D Level of Service,3 namely, Oak Grove
and California Drive, North Lane at Carolan Avenue, and North Lane at
California Drive.4 For each of these intersections, the additional trains
during morning and evening peak times will make them virtually
impassable. The ability of vehicles to cross the other grade crossings in
the corridor between downtown Burlingame and downtown San Mateo
will surely degrade significantly with the huge increase in the number
of trains.

This can be seen in the following graph, part of the Caltrain/California
HSR Blended Operations Analysis, which shows the interactions of
northbound (red) and southbound (blue) trains at each of the Peninsula
train stations during the 7 a.m.-9 a.m. peak travel times.5 On this graph,

1 Burlingame: Oak Grove, North Lane, Howard Avenue, Bayswater Avenue, Peninsula Avenue. San Mateo: Villa 
Terrace, Bellevue Avenue, First Avenue, Second Avenue, Third Avenue, Fourth Avenue, Fifth Avenue. 
2 LEVEL OF SERVICE F: “Considered to be unacceptable to most drivers. Often occurs with oversaturation, that 
is, when arrival flow rates exceed the capacity of the intersection. Poor progression and long cycle lengths may also 
be major contributing causes to such delay levels. Queues may block upstream intersections.” 
http://www.caltrain.com/Assets/Caltrain+Modernization+Program/Blended+System/Caltrain-
HSR+Blended+Grade+Crossing$!26Traffic+Analysis-Appendix.pdf Table E-2.1, p. 19 
3 LEVEL OF SERVICE D: “The influence of congestion becomes more noticeable. Longer delays may result from 
some combination of unfavorable progression, long cycle lengths, or high v/c ratios. Many vehicles stop, and the 
proportion of vehicles not stopping declines. Individual cycle failures are noticeable. Queues may develop but 
dissipate rapidly, without excessive delays.” 
4 http://www.caltrain.com/Assets/Caltrain+Modernization+Program/Blended+System/Caltrain-
HSR+Blended+Grade+Crossing$!26Traffic+Analysis-Appendix.pdf Table E-2.1, p.19 
5 The original graph was made by LTK Engineering Services as part of the Caltrain/California HSR Blended 
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time is shown horizontally for the 7 a.m.--9 a.m. peak time period. 
Distance is represented by the Caltrain stations on the Peninsula 
shown on the vertical axis from north to south. 

However, this graph is only for the minimum Caltrain/HSR “blended 
system” combination on the existing infrastructure, namely six Caltrain 
trains plus only one HSR train per hour in each direction for a total of 
fourteen trains per hour. Even at this minimal configuration, as noted 
by Friends of Caltrain, “Bunching makes the situation worse, with gates 
down nearly continuously for 20 minutes at a time (emphasis added).”6 

Operations Analysis of March 2012. Appendix B includes graphical time-distance (“string”) charts that reflect the 
peak period simulated train performance of all of the trains operating in the Caltrain Corridor in each scenario. 
Fig. 12, p. 57 for 6 Caltrain trains plus 1 HSR train per hour on the existing infrastructure.. 
http://www.caltrain.com/Assets/Caltrain+Modernization+Program/Documents/Final-Caltrain-
California+HSR+Blended+Operations+Analysis.pdf  
6 Caltrain trains plus 1 HSR train per hour on the existing infrastructure. 
http://www.greencaltrain.com/2016/02/high-speed-rail-to-bay-area-first-how-will-this-affect-
the-caltrain-corridor/ 
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See, e.g., the heavy red and green horizontal lines added by Friends of 
Caltrain for the Charleston grade crossing in Palo Alto which shows only 
a few “crossing windows” of about 8 minutes each.7 

Just imagine adding to this graph six more vertical red lines 
(representing the 3 added northbound HSR trains per hour) and 
six more vertical blue lines (representing the 3 added southbound 
HSR trains per hour) for the depicted 7 a.m.--9 a.m. peak travel time. 
That would accurately envision the planned twenty trains per hour, ten 
in each direction consisting of six Caltrain trains and four HSR trains.8 
Predictably, this train configuration would give rise to local traffic 
paralysis at many locations just when most people are driving to work, 
school, medical appointments, etc. 

16. Instead of acknowledging that grade separations are an essential element
of their joint Peninsula Rail Project, both the High Speed Rail Authority
and Caltrain attempt to evade responsibility for solving this mission-
critical problem that they—and no one else--are jointly creating. First,
each tries to limit its responsibility to only the incremental increase it
contributes to the total number of trains; e.g. only 4 HSR trains of the
10 trains per hour in each direction at peak travel times. This is just
another form of “piecemealing” (dividing up the project instead of
considering all of it) which is most inappropriate in a joint project,
and violates CEQA, as earlier noted. Second, both the Authority and
Caltrain attempt to shift primary, if not total, responsibility for solving
their joint Peninsula Rail Project problem by labeling it a local and/or
regional problem—as if labeling could make it so. Both Caltrain and the
Authority well know that local communities on the Peninsula totally lack
the financial resources to assume such responsibility. Thus, this attempt
to transform the problem of their joint Peninsula Rail Project to a
local/regional problem is just a cynical way of denying these local
communities the grade separations they will need to cope with the
massive impacts of the huge increase in the number of fast-moving
trains.

17. High Speed Rail's sudden reversal of direction from South to North, from
going first to Los Angeles/Anaheim to now going first to San Jose/San
Francisco, has profound unforeseen consequences not yet realized. These
result largely from the unprecedented change in the projected completion
date for high speed rail on the Peninsula; it changed virtually overnight

7 Ibid. 
8 Unfortunately, the Caltrain report does not include such a graph showing all 20 trains per hour during peak times 
on the existing infrastructure. If it existed, however, it would most likely look a lot like the graph displayed in 
Appendix A hereto—only more so—because that graph depicts 6 Caltrain trains plus 3 HSR trains per hour in each 
direction on the existing infrastructure. 
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from an estimated 2029 to an estimated 2019. This means that there 
is now neither the time nor the money for the Authority and Caltrain 
available properly to prepare the densely urbanized Peninsula for 
high-speed train service, especially with respect to the grade separations 
required at most if not all existing grade crossings. As a result, total 
catastrophe is likely. The EIR/EIS must fully assess the environmental 
dimensions of that catastrophe, and document the mitigation measures 
necessary to prevent it from occurring.  

18. The recently rescinded 2029 completion date for high speed rail on the
Peninsula was a challenge, but workable. It gave the HSR Authority
about a 10-year window within which, if it gave it a proper priority, it
might arrange funding for the needed grade separations and construct
them on an expedited basis. It can still go this route, by having HSR
passengers change to/from Caltrain bullet trains at San Jose during a
transitional period during which the necessary grade crossings could be
funded and constructed on an expedited basis. There would be a strong
incentive to get this work completed as quickly as possible in order to be
able to start running HSR trains from San Jose to San Francisco.9 This
is surely one of the alternatives that must be rigorously reviewed in the
EIR/EIS. Absent this kind of alternative approach, communities would
be experiencing unacceptable traffic, noise and suicide impacts on a
daily basis, which would likely go on and on, interminably. Fact of life:
the more trains it tries to run before most of the needed grade crossings
are completed, the longer it will take and the more it will cost. Again, it is
vitally important that this alternative be thoroughly evaluated in the
EIR/EIS.

19. At present, HSR has only committed itself to only a handful of grade
separations on the Peninsula. This is in marked contrast to both the
Central Valley and the Los Angeles basin where the High-Speed Rail
Authority has taken responsibility for needed grade separations. Since
the Peninsula is one of the most densely populated urban areas in
California, and therefore more in need of grade separations, this
disparate treatment is totally unjustifiable. The consequences of
attempting to treat the Peninsula in this way must be fully analyzed
in the EIR/EIS.

20. In view of the massive and paralyzing traffic disruption that the project
would cause, if constructed as currently proposed, it is imperative that
the Authority fully explore in the EIR/EIS an alternative project design
that would either provide grade separations, as part of the project, at
every major impacted intersection, or that would place the trains in an

9 During such a transitional period, the Caltrain electrification project and the DTX connection to the Transbay 
Terminal would presumably be completed. 
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underground trench or tunnel. Indeed, it seems obvious that the project 
could ONLY be carried out, feasibly, if a such a solution were employed, 
or if the routing was changed off of the currently-proposed Caltrain right 
of way.  

As you can see, CC-HSR believes that the environmental impacts of the 
proposed project would be major, and we believe that the Authority must 
fully evaluate them, and design a project that would eliminate them. The 
analysis must incorporate all parts of the “blended” project being proposed. 
It is simply not acceptable to pretend that these massive impacts don’t exist, 
or that the two projects, currently being treated as discrete, separate projects, 
are not profoundly related.  

CC-HSR will very much appreciate you for taking these comments into
account.

Yours truly, 

Gary A. Patton, Attorney 
Community Coalition On High-Speed Rail 

cc: Caltrain Joint Powers Board 
Local Elected Officials 
State Office Holders 
Stuart Flashman 
Other Interested Persons 
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APPENDIX A 

The following graph, part of the Caltrain/California HSR Blended Operations 
Analysis, shows the interactions of northbound (red) and southbound (blue) 
trains at each of the Peninsula train stations during the 7 a.m.-9 a.m. peak 
travel times for 9 trains (6 Caltrain and 3 HSR trains) per hour in each 
direction on the existing infrastructure.10 On this graph, time is shown 
horizontally for the 7 a.m.--9 a.m. peak time period. Distance, as represented 
by the Caltrain stations on the Peninsula, is shown on the vertical axis from 
north to south. 

Figure 14. Time-Distance “String” Chart – 7 to 9 AM - 79/79 Baseline 
Infrastructure 3 HSR TPH  

10  http://www.caltrain.com/Assets/Caltrain+Modernization+Program/Documents/Final-Caltrain-
California+HSR+Blended+Operations+Analysis.pdf Figure 14, p. 59. 

Submission B003 (Gary Patton, Community Coalition on High-Speed Rail, June
10, 2016) - Continued

A.5-41

California High-Speed Rail Project EIR/EIS
San Francisco to San Jose Section

2016 Scoping Report
Appendix A.5 Comments from Businesses and Organizations



11 

APPENDIX B 

The following graphic shows grade crossings on the Peninsula, between 
San Jose and San Francisco, prepared by Clem Tiller:  
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·1· · · · · · ADINA LEVIN:· Adina Levin with Friends of

·2· ·Caltrain.

·3· · · · · · So three points:

·4· · · · · · One is, since this is planning and analyzing

·5· ·alternatives for the blended system, we're interested in

·6· ·the blended system working as well as possible,

·7· ·including as good Caltrain service as possible, along

·8· ·with high-speed rail service.

·9· · · · · · And with that in mind, the different passing

10· ·track alternatives can have consequences for the quality

11· ·of Caltrain service.· The previous studies showed that

12· ·the more poorly performing ones could result in a

13· ·bunched schedule.· And therefor, the schedule for

14· ·Caltrain and high-speed rail should be studied with

15· ·regard to the passing track options as well as the

16· ·opportunity for level boarding, which relates to the

17· ·platform compatibility that Caltrain is working on with

18· ·high-speed rail.· So that's one Caltrain schedule.

19· · · · · · As well as, it was mentioned previously that

20· ·there may be some of the high-speed train service that

21· ·would be used by peninsula corridor commuters.· So that

22· ·would be something to study with regard to the ridership

23· ·as part of this study.

24· · · · · · Number two is with regard to station access.

25· ·We're in a transition period between -- in the CEQA
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·1· ·analysis, between studying level of service and vehicle

·2· ·miles traveled is the new way.· And when you're doing

·3· ·station access and level streets, looking at level of

·4· ·service, the historical way of doing it is to say, I

·5· ·have a traffic jam, so I widen the road, actually making

·6· ·it harder to get to the station by walking and biking

·7· ·and transit.

·8· · · · · · And the new way, with vehicle miles traveled,

·9· ·looks at reducing the vehicle miles traveled and

10· ·improving sustainable transportation, reducing traffic

11· ·jam, reducing the parking demand.

12· · · · · · So I would urge you to use vehicle miles

13· ·traveled analysis with regard to station access, so we

14· ·don't wind up with mitigations that could make our local

15· ·streets worse, which is the reason why the CEQA reforms

16· ·were proposed to be done that way.

17· · · · · · And lastly, the presentation discussed the

18· ·approach to Diridon and mentioned that there were a

19· ·couple of alternatives being considered:· An at-grade

20· ·alignment and an aerial alignment.· And since there are

21· ·alternatives being considered, what I have heard is that

22· ·that part would not be included in the EIR.· However,

23· ·given the fact that there are open alternatives, those

24· ·issues of the alignment should be considered as part of

25· ·this EIR for community impacts and for the rail
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·1· ·operations.

·2· · · · · · Thank you.

·3

·4

·5

·6

·7

·8

·9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25
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Response Requested :
Affiliation Type : Businesses and Organizations
Interest As : Businesses And Organizations
Submission Method : Project Email
First Name : Adina
Last Name : Levin
Business/Organization : Friends of Caltrain
Email : adina.levin@friendsofcaltrain.com
Stakeholder
Comments/Issues :

Mr. Mark McLoughlin

Director of Environmental Services

California High-Speed Rail Authority

770 L Street, Suite 1160, Sacramento, CA 95814

Ms. Stephanie Perez

Environmental Protection Specialist

Office of Program Delivery

Federal Railroad Administration

1200 New Jersey Avenue SE., (Mail Stop 20)

Washington, DC 20590

Dear HSRA and FRA staff,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide scoping comments on the
EIS and
EIR for the California High Speed Rail project from San Francisco to
San
Jose.

Friends of Caltrain is a 501c3 nonprofit with over 5,000 constituents
in
the Peninsula corridor from San Francisco through San Jose and
beyond.  We
support successful modernization of Caltrain, integrated into the
broader
transportation system, including the blended system with High Speed
Rail.

Following are comments regarding topics to study in the EIR and
EIS.

Impact of passing design on rail schedules. The physical design and
operational choices to allow long-distance express HSR trains to
pass
Caltrain trains will make a big difference in the schedule quality of
Caltrain service.  The analysis should show schedule scenarios for
High
Speed and Caltrain trains for the various passing options. Options
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should
include using stations for passing, in addition to passing tracks.  The
analysis should show impacts on the quality of Caltrain service
including
the potential for “bunching”, and impact on schedule reliability.

Level boarding.   Over the time frame that will be covered in this
EIR/EIS,
Caltrain is planning to update its platforms to support longer trains for
level capacity, and to provide level boarding for accessibility, safety,
and speed.   The EIR/EIS should include a scenario with level
boarding, and
should disclose the impacts/benefits on rail service quality and
reliability.

Downtown Extension. The Notice of Preparation says that the
Downtown
Extension of the Caltrain tracks to the Transbay terminal will be
addressed
in the SF-SJ project section EIR (this EIR).  Therefore, the EIR
should
include updated ridership forecast data, vehicle miles travelled and
greenhouse gas emissions impact/benefit data for this component of
the
overall project. Current options for the DTX project that are
considered
viable in the Railyard study being conducted by the City of San
Francisco
should be studied as options in the EIR/EIS.

San Jose approach to Diridon.    The High Speed Rail Authority is
splitting
its coverage of San Jose into two segments - Diridon to San
Francisco,
covered in SF-SJ, and south of Diridon, covered in SJ to Merced.
However,
HSRA is proposing to make a major change to its approach to
Diridon -
coming in at grade instead of in an elevated alignment, with a 3rd
track
for freight

The at-grade option could cut off one of two entrances to the affected
neighborhood; and would impact a low-income neighborhood already
cut off
and experiencing pollution from the 280 and 87 freeways.  All options
for
the approach, including at-grade, elevated, and below-grade should
be
studied for impacts on noise, pollution, intersection delay, impact on
bicycling and walking, and impact on Caltrain service and other
transit
services in the area.  In addition, the impact on the low-income
neighborhood needs to be studied for environmental justice
consequences.

There is some ambiguity as to whether the segment will be covered
in this
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upcoming EIR/EIS.  Geographically, it is located in the area covered
in the
SJ-Merced section for which the scoping is deemed to be complete.
The new
proposed alignment represents a major change for the area with
potential
impacts, and therefore needs to be studied in the active EIR/EIS
process,
with impacts disclosed and required to be mitigated where feasible.

Grade separations. The NOP states that the project will include
"potential
grade separations necessary to support blended operations".
Historically,
CEQA required analysis of "level of service" - vehicle delay at
intersections - to measure impact. But as of late this year or early
next,
California Environmental Quality Act rules will be changing and LOS
will be
replaced by VMT/capita as the metric to assess transportation impact
under
CEQA.

In addition to LOS, we recommend that the following factors be
studied in
order to support policy decisions.

   -

   Person-throughput (including non-SOV modes) for the street and
rail
   service
   -

   Vehicle capacity - number of vehicles through intersection per peak
hour
   (with distribution)
   -

   For high-volume corridors, corridor travel times between specific
   reference points

Station access.  Projected mode share and person-throughput to the
High
Speed Rail stations. For station access, VMT/capita should be
considered in
addition to LOS, considering alternatives that will reduce SOV share
and
vehicle miles travelled to access High Speed Rail stations. Currently,
the
Caltrain system has a very high bicycle mode share, relating to the
region’s land use pattern, with many origins/destinations that are
within
easy cycling distance.  The model for station access should study the
potential for robust use of bicycles for station access, especially for
day
trips and relatively short trips where passengers do not need to
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transport
large amounts of luggage.  The model for station access should
include
current and projected use of TNC systems (Lyft, Uber, future
variants). The
EIR/EIS should disclose any impacts on access to HSR stations for
other
local and regional transit services (e.g. Caltrain, ACE, Capitol
Corridor,
Light Rail, bus service).

As noted, we support the Blended System and are looking forward to
the
study of these issues so as to reduce negative impacts and craft a
blended
system that provides high value for long-distance, local/regional
transit,
and local travel and places.

Thank you for your consideration,

Adina

Adina Levin

Friends of Caltrain

http://greencaltrain.com

650-646-4344
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Response Requested :
Affiliation Type : Businesses and Organizations
Interest As : Businesses And Organizations
Submission Method : Project Email
First Name : Harvey
Last Name : Darnell
Business/Organization : Greater Gardner Coalition
Email : harveydarnell@yahoo.com
Stakeholder
Comments/Issues :

Mark A. McLoughlinSan Francisco to San Jose Section
EIR/EISCalifornia High Speed Rail Authority100 Paseo De San
Antonio, Suite 206
San Jose, Ca 95113

Dear Mr McLoughlin:
Attached below are the San Jose to Merced scoping questions
submitted by the Greater Gardner Coalition in 2009 regarding the
possible at grade HSR through the Greater Gardner Neighborhood. 
These questions and comments were submitted to CHSRA in April
2009 when the original program route on the Caltrain Corridor was
being considered.  Our work with the Authority led to the  CHSRA
Board and HSR staff agreeing with our conclusions as reflected in
the Preliminary Alternatives Analysis Report, June 2010, Executive
Summary page ES­1: 

“The AA Report also recommends eliminating from further
consideration the program alignment
through the Greater Gardner community because of potential
impacts to the neighborhoods including
community cohesion, noise/vibration, visual, impacts on Fuller Park
and displacement of a nonprofit
(house of worship). The recommended alternative (SR 87/I­280)
would minimize impacts by utilizing
the existing freeway corridors for much of the approach to the station
and would move
the alignment away from the Greater Gardner neighborhood.”

Since the HSR staff is now in 2016 reconsidering a 3 track alignment
through the Greater Gardner Neighborhood as an alternative we are
resubmitting our scoping questions for the San Francisco to San
Jose Scoping process as that process would consider Station
Operations and the approach from Tamien Station to Diridon would
be involved in station operations which currently negatively impact
our Neighborhood.
The Neighborhood currently has numerous noise complaints about
nighttime storage and stacking and idling of trains in this corridor. 
The response from the rail authorities:  Joint Powers Board and UP
has not helped the situation. 

How would adding the third track and the additional HST traffic not
exacerbate an already intolerable night time noise problem?  What
noise mitigations would be proposed for station operations with a
three track approach to Diridon Station?
The impact of a three­-track alignment option through this corridor
would be especially disastrous
to the existence of Fuller Park.  Fuller Park was created as a joint
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community and City of San Jose
working partnership using leased railroad right of way and adjacent
City of San Jose Land. 
Although it is two acres in total, this is stretched out over two city
blocks, creating a long
narrow park, considered the Jewel of the Neighborhood.  By using up
the remaining railroad right of
way and possibly City of San Jose Parkland, the expanded track
assumption would result in an
unusable park and this land would revert to the attractive nuisance it
had been to the neighborhood before the improvement into a full City
park.  Replacing a two-­acre park within or in close proximity to the
neighborhood would be impossible as there is no open land to be
found in the vicinity at any price.

How would the impact of the addition of a third track approaching
Diridon Station on Fuller Park and vicinity be mitigated?  What
mitigations would be proposed for the loss of parkland and/or the
loss of usability of  Fuller Park and any remnant lands remaining from
a three track solution?  What mitigations would be proposed to keep
any remaining land from becoming an attractive nuisance and any
walls or structures created kept free of graffiti.  How would the
addition of a third track approaching Diridon Station affect the Row of
Mature Pine Trees planted in the 1930's by the Southern Pacific
Railroad at the edge of the railroad right of way in Fuller Park.  These
were planted as mitigation for the incursion of the railroad into the
neighborhood in the early 1930's.  How would the Authority protect
these trees from the affects of building a third track including
prevention of root compaction and degrading the health and/or loss
of these historic trees?  What mitigation will be in place to replace
any trees adversely affected by the construction?

The addition of a third track approaching Diridon Station would
imperil the existence of The Word of Faith Church adjacent to the
tracks at the Delmas Bridge Crossing. 

What mitigations would be proposed for the loss of use or
degradation of usability of The Word of Faith Church from a three
track approach to Diridon Station?
The addition of a third track approaching Diridon Station would make
the rail crossings at Virginia Street and Auzerais Av wider and with
the increased traffic necessitate longer and more frequent dwell time
closures of both railroad crossings.  This would imperil the Gregory
Plaza neighborhood west of this crossing as the only exit from this
portion of the neighborhood is a right turn onto Bird Av from Fuller Av
and would make portions of this neighborhood inaccessible by fire
engines in a emergency.  The Auzerais rail crossing has become a
high volume crossing to Highway 280 with the addition of large
condo/apartment communities at Sunol and Auzerais and others
adjacent in stages of construction or planning.  The wider crossings
with increased rail traffic would also necessitate the use of the longer
and more frequent train horns.

How would the impact of the addition of a third track approaching
Diridon Station on the usability of the Virginia Street and Auzerais Av
railroad crossings be mitigated without seriously endangering and
inconveniencing the residents of these adjacent neighborhoods? 
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How would the increased use of train horns be mitigated as a noise
impact?

In addition to the possibility of the taking and/or degrading the
usability of Fuller Park and Word of Faith Church there are numerous
lower income homes lining the tracks from Highway 280 south and
east to Highway 87 including many on West Virginia, Harrison,
Illinois, Jerome and Fuller Avenues. With the economic downturn of
2008 and the recovery sparking a loss of lower incomes concomitant
with an enormous increase in property cost and rental costs leading
to an increase in homelessness, these existing "affordable housing
units" must be preserved.  We have also noticed an increase in the
number of families living in each unit to make the rent or mortgage
payments of these units.  Depending on track placement the tracks/
walls could be as close as 10 feet from some of these homes.

What would the impact of the addition of a third track approaching
Diridon Station on the survival and livability of these low income
homes lining the tracks?  How would the impact of the loss of use
and/or livability of these homes be mitigated and not contribute to an
increase in homelessness in an area already highly impacted by a
lack of affordable housing.  What Environmental Justice issues will
be raised as a result?  How will the social costs of loss or
degradation of these more affordable homes be mitigated, especially
given the current difficulty of housing lower income families in San
Jose?

The railroad overpasses over Delmas and Prevost Avenues are
historic early 1930's designed and built bridges.  These bridges are
integral to the Historic Greater Gardner Neighborhood as outlined in
the Greater Gardner Neighborhoods Historic Context Survey
Prepared for the City of San Jose Department  of Planning, Building
and Code Enforcement in April 2011.  A link to this report is found
here:  https://www.sanjoseca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/30013

How would the impact of the addition of a third track approaching
Diridon Station on the two Historic bridges matching the adjacent
neighborhood be mitigated?  What measures could be employed to
preserve the Historic facades of these bridges?  What will be the
impact on the proposed City Landmark, The Henry Lingua House at
508 Fuller Av and on the proposed North Willow Glen Neighborhood
Conservation Area across the street from Fuller Park?  How would
these impacts be mitigated?
Lastly the Los Gatos Creek Trail stops near the Joint Powers Board
Bridge over Los Gatos Creek and needs a viable path across the
tracks just south of Diridon Station.  What mitigations are
environmentally possible to continue the trail across the approach
tracks to Diridon Station?

The documents attached below have a more detailed description of
the environmental issues which will be raised with the use of the
Greater Gardner corridor as an approach to Diridon Station.  Even
though the current proposal is for three tracks through the
neighborhood, we agree with the 2010 Alternative Analysis findings
cited above and feel they are equally valid with the new three track
proposal through Greater Gardner.  We hope you agree and fairly
evaluate the approach to Diridon station and consider one of the
alternatives which bypass the Greater Gardner neighborhood as

Submission B007 (Harvey Darnell, Greater Gardner Coalition, July 20, 2016)
- Continued

A.5-54

California High-Speed Rail Project EIR/EIS
San Francisco to San Jose Section

2016 Scoping Report
Appendix A.5 Comments from Businesses and Organizations



environmentally superior to the 3 track at grade alternative.
If I can be of any help, feel free to contact me.
Harvey S. Darnell897 Delmas AvSan Jose, Ca 95125
Chairman Greater Gardner Coalition.

----- Forwarded Message ----- From: Harvey Darnell
<harveydarnell@yahoo.com>
 To: Comments@hsr.ca.gov
Cc: Harvey Darnell <harveydarnell@yahoo.com>
 Sent: Monday, April 6, 2009 9:02 PM
 Subject: San Jose to Merced HST

<!--#yiv7665591112 DIV {margin:0px;}-->Attached is the electronic
version of the submission of Scoping Questions from the City of San
Jose, Strong Neighborhoods Initiative, Greater Gardner Coalition,
Neighborhood Action Coalition.  I have sent these to you
electronically as a courtesy.  The Hard Copy of the above documents
were sent by US Mail to: Dan Leavitt-Deputy Director, Attn: San Jose
to Merced HST Project EIR/EIS, California High Speed Rail
Authority, 925 L Stree, Suite 1425, Sacramento, CA 95814.   If you
open the files in the order: Dan Leavitt, Title Page,Noise,
Environmental Justice, Land Planning, Aesthetics, Soils, History,
Parks you will have the entire cover letter and scoping Question
Document Submitted by the Greater Gardner Coalition.  In Addition
the Hard Copy Mailed to you will contain a 46 page Spanish
Speaking Resident Petition addressing the omission of Spanish
Language Outreach, Materials and Translation in the CHSRA project
to date.  Due to the time required to scan and large file size after
scanning I elected to only provide those to you in the hard copy
mailed to you.

Thank you for accepting our submission to you.

Harvey Darnell
Chairman Greater Gardner Coalition Neighborhood Action Coalition
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897 Delmas Av 

San Jose Ca 95125 

April 6, 2009 

Mr. Dan Leavitt, Deputy Director  

California High Speed Rail Authority 

Attn: San Jose to Merced HST 

925 L Street, Suite 1425  

Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Mr. Leavitt, 

The San Jose Strong Neighborhoods Initiative Greater Gardner Coalition Neighborhood 

Action Coalition (GGC NAC) is appreciative of the opportunity to support the 

implementation of High Speed Rail, an important component of California’s future 

transportation infrastructure.  The GGC NAC was first formed by the San Jose 

Redevelopment Agency (SJRDA) in 2000 to act as the Citizen’s Advisory Board to the 

SJRDA on redevelopment in the blighted, culturally diverse Greater Gardner 

Neighborhood.  In the last 8 years, through the actions of the SJRDA, San Jose City 

Council and the San Jose Unified School District, this area has seen the expenditure of 

over $13 million on infrastructure improvements which the GGC NAC requested and 

partnered in implementing.  As our infrastructure projects came to fruition we noted a 

corresponding expenditure of private money to repair and rebuild the private residences 

in the Neighborhood.  We are proud of our accomplishments and of the strong 

community driven organization which the GGC NAC has become.   

We respectfully submit the attached community scoping questions for your consideration 

and response.  We firmly believe that we have raised important issues which will 

improve the project and help the CHSRA meet the legislated goal of providing clean, 

efficient transportation for California’s future. 

We would like to suggest that you seriously evaluate and consider alternative routes 

which are less disruptive to our neighborhood. We have submitted questions which 

facilitate the evaluation of the many alternatives you will consider for the route south, 

between Diridon station and Tamien station, San Jose.  We believe that alternatives, that 

either bypass Greater Gardner Neighborhoods or travel underground will not only 

preserve the quality of life in Greater Gardner Neighborhood, but will also contribute 

significantly towards reaching the HSR goal of train travel from San Francisco to Los 

Angeles in 2 hours, 40 minutes. 

In the CHSRA public meetings which have occurred to this point there has been neither 

Spanish outreach nor Spanish translation services provided.  A group of concerned 

primarily Spanish speaking residents were upset by this and collected petition signatures 

in the last week objecting to the lack of Spanish Outreach, Spanish Material and Spanish 

Translation in the process so far and asking for such services in the future.   They 

presented petitions to me, as Chair of the GGC NAC, signed by over 200 residents and 

users of the GGC park facilities.  They asked that I forward these on to you for your 

consideration on how best to remedy this oversight.  They are included with the hard 

copy mailed to you, located behind the GGC NAC scoping questions. 
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We look forward to working with you as partners in building the first High Speed Rail 

project in the United States.  If we may be of further service in your efforts, please feel 

free to contact me at 408-295-1930 or harveydarnell@yahoo.com. 

I submit these questions on behalf of the GGC NAC. 

Sincerely, 

Harvey S. Darnell 

Chairman, Greater Gardner Coalition Neighborhood Action Coalition 

Submission B007 (Harvey Darnell, Greater Gardner Coalition, July 20, 2016)
- Continued

A.5-57

California High-Speed Rail Project EIR/EIS
San Francisco to San Jose Section

2016 Scoping Report
Appendix A.5 Comments from Businesses and Organizations



GGC NAC HST SF to Merced Public Aesthetics & Visual Resources Scoping Questions   

- 1 -

3.9 Aesthetics and Visual Resources 

(pg 3.9-19) San Jose to Central Valley Corridor 

The following paragraph refers to the Greater Gardner section of San Jose (small urban 

neighborhood), 

The line would run on an elevated structure up to 45 ft (13.7 m) tall until it crosses I-

280, where it would descend to a retained fill section alongside the existing UPRR and 

Caltrain’s Gilroy service. It would pass through a traditional small urban 

neighborhood before passing over SR 87 and ascending to an aerial alignment past the 

Tamien station. The retained fill and aerial sections would be a low visual impact on 

the surrounding landscape, creating shadow impacts on residential areas immediately 

adjacent to the right-of-way.    

1. How would visual impacts vary with different vertical track alignments, on either

the Caltrain ROW or any other potential track alignments through Greater

Gardner?  Which vertical track alignments can reduce visual impacts for the

Greater Gardner neighborhood- taking into account the visual impacts of the

“catenary” electrified system and associated retaining walls, which could

potentially be 20 feet above grade even in the retained fill areas (not to mention

the aerial entrance points into Gardner)?

2. Considering that Greater Gardner is a small regional area with 2 elevated

structures entering the neighborhood (87 and 280 overpass) - and adding the

catenary system to the included impact, please elaborate as to why this would be

considered a low visual impact.  A tall elevated structure on most of the route

through Greater Gardner would appear to be a high visual impact.

3. Please provide detail for visibility of the structure from homes, parks and schools

in the Gardner neighborhood, for any potential routes through Greater Gardner.

Will the overhead structure including catenary system be visible from,

a. Biebrach Park

b. Gardner School

c. Gardner Community Center

d. 1.5 blocks from tracks- Hull and W Virginia

e. 2.5 blocks from tracks- Atlanta/Riverside and Brown

f. Coe Street

g. Willow Street

Neighborhood Lighting:  From City of San Jose Strong Neighborhoods Initiative, 

Greater Gardner Action Plan² #23, “Improve Neighborhood Lighting”,  An 

evaluation of neighborhood lighting levels occurred in Greater Gardner 

neighborhood coordinated with residents and the City of San Jose Dept of Public 

Works.   
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1. After any HSR implementations, will the neighborhood lighting evaluation be

rendered obsolete and if so, what is the mitigation plan?

a. When will the assessment occur as to Greater Gardner lighting levels?

Will this occur during the construction process and if not, does that mean

Greater Gardner neighborhood may potentially have inappropriate lighting

during the entire multi year construction process?  Is there a mitigation

plan for Greater Gardner neighborhood and residents in the event of

inappropriate lighting levels for an extended period of time?  Is there an

appeals process?

b. Since neighborhood lighting levels will likely fluctuate during any HSR

construction process and upon final implementation of the train schedule,

will CHSRA assess lighting levels in Greater Gardner at multiple

times/frequencies during the period?  Will Greater Gardner neighborhood

be compensated in some way for each necessary lighting manipulation?

Who determines when a lighting assessment needs to occur?

c. In the event that CHSRA decides to conduct neighborhood lighting

assessments themselves as mitigation, will the City of San Jose dept of

public works be involved, as was the case in the first survey?

d. For any residents whose homes are located at or near the construction

zone, if excessive lighting is required, Is there a mitigation plan for

residents that need to acquire new black out curtains, etc?  Who decides if

this is necessary and is there an appeals process?

2. What will be the impacts of the headlights of the high speed trains after dark?

Will they sweep residents windows along the S-curves in the Greater Gardner

Neighborhood, or any windows close to the track if the right of way is expanded?

What is the mitigation plan to prevent light pollution to those residents?

3. What is mitigation for light pollution for Lick Observatory?

(pg 3.9-21) Historic Buildings. Neighborhoods, Landscapes 

There is no mention of the Greater Gardner neighborhood in the Aesthetics and Visual 

Resources chapter (although there is some discussion of Diridon station).    The current 

City of San Jose Strong Neighborhoods Initiative, Greater Gardner Action Plan¹ #3 

(Distinguish Greater Gardner with Gateways and Streetscape Improvements), #5 

(Vintage Housing Preservation) and City of San Jose Strong Neighborhoods Initiative, 

Greater Gardner Action Plan² #6 (W Virginia Streetscape), #7 (Delmas Streetscape), #15 

(Create Neighborhood Gateways), #16 (Improve Willow Street Properties and 

Landscape) are all current City of San Jose NAC initiatives that address the Aesthetics 

and of the Greater Gardner Neighborhood. 

1. Streetscapes- Lighting:   Greater Gardner has implemented the following

pedestrian scale lighting as an implementation of the Streetscape initiatives,
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above.  How will the lighting provided by High Speed Rail impact the streetscape 

lighting for each of the areas listed below?  Will there be a mitigation plan for 

Greater Gardner in the event that streetscape lighting is rendered ineffective, due 

to the overhang of the train lighting?  Will CHSRA work with DOT or SJDPW on 

these mitigations?  Please include analysis for any route considered through 

Greater Gardner as well as the Caltrain route. 

a. Pedestrian Scale streetlights – Gregory Plaza trailhead #3b addendum

b. Pedestrian Scale streetlights – W Virginia/Gregory Plaza double acorn

lights #3a addendum

c. Pedestrian Scale streetlights – Fuller Park (note that this park is

immediately adjacent to Caltrain ROW) #3d addendum

d. W Virginia Streetscape – Lighting #6e

e. Delmas Streetscape – Lighting #7e

f. LRT drop off area – Lighting #13d

2. Streetscapes- Gateways:   Greater Gardner has implemented the following

neighborhood gateways as an implementation of the Streetscape initiatives,

above.  How will the lighting and imposing structures provided by High Speed

Rail impact the streetscape gateways for each of the areas listed below?  Will

there be a mitigation plan for Greater Gardner in the event that gateways are

rendered ineffective, because the train impedes the scenery/neighborhood feel?

Please include analysis for any route considered through Greater Gardner as well

as the Caltrain route.

a. Gateway at Bird at W Virginia Street *, East towards Gregory Plaza #3a

addendum

b. Gateway at Bird at W Virginia Street * West towards Biebrach park #3a

addendum

c. Willow Street at Delmas *  #16c

d. Willow Street at Bird * #16c

* Selected Neighborhood Improvements Map, pg 18, City of San Jose Strong

Neighborhoods Initiative Greater Gardner ²

3. Vintage Housing and Neighborhood:  The current City of San Jose Strong

Neighborhoods Initiative, Greater Gardner Action Plan¹ #5c Ensure that

architecture for proposed new projects remains consistent with neighborhood

character tries to maintain the vintage feel of the neighborhood of late 1800s and

early 1900s homes in Greater Gardner.  What are the impacts to this initiative, and

all the work previously undertaken, of High Speed Rail various track alignments,

on all proposed routes through Greater Gardner?

a. Is there any way that High Speed Rail can be implemented as consistent

with character of Greater Gardner?  If so, how so for each track alignment

and potential route (3d visualization technology would be nice here)?
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Will CHSRA follow the same criteria for design guidelines set forth by 

Greater Gardner NAC? 

b. If High Speed Rail cannot be implemented in a consistent manner with

Greater Gardner character, what is the mitigation plan for the Gardner

Neighborhood, and is there an appeals process?

c. If High Speed Rail cannot be implemented in a consistent manner with

Greater Gardner character, what is the mitigation plan for Greater Gardner

homeowners, assuming the neighborhood character declines as a result of

HSR?

d. What about fencing and other related impacts and their implementation

(apart from the main structure, catenaries etc), can those be implemented

as consistent with character of Greater Gardner?  If so, how so for each

track alignment and potential route (3d visualization technology would be

nice here)?  Will CHSRA follow the same criteria for design guidelines set

forth by Greater Gardner NAC?

e. If High Speed Rail fencing and related impacts cannot be implemented in

a consistent manner with Greater Gardner character, what is the mitigation

plan for the Gardner Neighborhood, and is there an appeals process?

4. Vintage Housing and Neighborhood, Existing Grade Separations:  The current

City of San Jose Strong Neighborhoods Initiative, Greater Gardner Action Plan¹

#5c Ensure that architecture for proposed new projects remains consistent with

neighborhood character tries to maintain the vintage feel of the neighborhood

with the heritage grade separations through Greater Gardner.  What are the

impacts to this initiative, and all the work previously undertaken, of High Speed

Rail various track alignments, on all proposed routes through Greater Gardner?

a. Greater Gardner currently features historically accurate 1930s grade

separations for Caltrain which add to the historic feel of the community.

How will HSR impact these historic structures and their place in the

neighborhood?  Will they need to be removed to make way for new HSR

grade separations and if so, will the new grade separations degrade the

historic feel of Gardner that was there before?   In the event this happens

what is the mitigation plan?

b. Will CHSRA accept responsibility for moving existing grade separations

to another location within the Greater Gardner?

c. Will there be an architectural historian on site during the construction

process to ensure these structures are not damaged by vibration etc?

5. Overall Aesthetics: Evaluate the change in visual context for Greater Gardner

historic neighborhood even if the buildings are not moved or directly impacted- 

from the widened tracks, retaining/sound walls and catenary poles for each

possible track alignment and possible route within Greater Gardner.
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a. Industrial Feel: Will Greater Gardner likely develop an “industrial feel” to

the neighborhood after HSR tracks are installed, irrespective of design of

associated structures and trains themselves?

b. What metric will you use to evaluate any industrial feel to the

neighborhood and any mitigations?

c. Fencing and other visual impacts: Address the visual impacts of

components of the project other than the rail lines, trains, and catenaries,

including any proposed safety fencing or walls for all possible alignments

and routes through Greater Gardner.

6. Trees and Landscaping, Public- Street Trees: From City of San Jose Strong

Neighborhoods Initiative, Greater Gardner Action Plan² pg 32: One of the

neighborhood’s most attractive visual assets is its collection of mature street

trees. Street trees not only improve the appearance of streets, they also establish

a neighborhood character, add to property values and reduce summer

temperatures. Because Greater Gardner is an older neighborhood, most streets

have a planting strip between the sidewalk and the curb.

a. What is the impact of any possible alignments, and any possible route for

HSR through Greater Gardner neighborhood on any associated street

trees?

b. Will the City of San Jose Arborist be consulted on pruning and/or

removal/relocation of any street trees?

c. In the event that any street trees near any potential HSR tracks through

Greater Gardner need to be pruned as a part of HSR implementation, will

CHSRA work with San Jose Dept of transportation on appropriate

pruning?  Is there a mitigation policy against value of loss for Greater

Gardner neighborhood in the event of tree damage during pruning of this

type?  Is there an appeals process?

d. In the event that any street trees near any potential HSR tracks through

Greater Gardner need to be removed as a part of HSR implementation,

will CHSRA work with San Jose Dept of transportation regarding

removal?  Is there a mitigation policy against value of loss for Greater

Gardner neighborhood in the event that trees need to be removed?  Is

relocation an option for any trees slated for removal and if so, will

CHSRA pay for costs of tree relocation?  Is there an appeals process

against any mitigation plans for tree removal/relocation?

7. Trees and Landscaping, Private Property – Permits: The city of San Jose features

a permit process for removal of any tree on private property that has a trunk

circumference of 56” or greater.   Assuming the various track alignments, and any

potential routes through Greater Gardner will feature obtainment of private land,

what is the strategy for trees that fit this description?
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a. Will HSR file any “live tree removal application” forms with the City of

San Jose?

b. Will any public hearings be held regarding removal of any living trees

residing on private property as stipulated in the City of San Jose’s tree

ordinances?

c. Will the City Arborist be consulted for removal of any private property

trees?

d. In the event some trees can be relocated, is there a mitigation plan for

Greater Gardner to cover the cost of tree relocation and/or any damage

during the relocation process?

e. Will homeowners receive compensation for any removal of private

property trees?  Who will assess the loss value?  Is there a mitigation plan

for removal of private property trees as a result of HSR and if so, is there

an appeals process?

8. Trees and Landscaping – Fuller Park: The following are the components of Fuller

Park, identified in the City of San Jose Strong Neighborhoods Initiative, Greater

Gardner Action Plan² pg 37 “Fuller Plaza Improvement”.

a. Native Grasses

b. Low Groundcover

c. Flowering Plants – removal, pruning or relocation

d. Decomposed Granite walking path

e. Trees against current Caltrain ROW embankment – removal, pruning or

relocation

f. Frontage shade trees along entrance to park – removal, pruning or

relocation

g. Fencing

Please provide details on any impacts to Fuller Park/Plaza related to all track

alignments and potential routes through Greater Gardner, according to the

visual on page 37.  Will any of these need to be removed or altered if HSR is

implemented with any track alignment, on any routes specified through

Greater Gardner?  If so, will there be a mitigation plan for any of the

following attributes to the park, or will the mitigation compensate for the

entire park?   How will value loss be determined and by whom?  Is there an

appeals process?

¹City of San Jose Strong Neighborhoods Initiative, Greater Gardner, Nov 2007 Greater 

Gardner Neighborhood Improvement Plan Amendment 

²City of San Jose Strong Neighborhoods Initiative Greater Gardner Jan 2002 (original 

plan)  
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3.7  Land Use and Planning, Communities and Neighborhoods, Property, and 

Environmental Justice 

3.7.1 Regulatory Requirements and Methods of Evaluation 

A. REGULATORY PROVISIONS

Environmental Justice 

“EO 12898, known as the federal environmental justice policy, requires federal agencies 

to address to the greatest extent practicable and permitted by law the disproportionately 

high adverse human health and environmental effects of their programs, policies, and 

activities, on minority and low-income populations in the United States.”   

“The California Government Code defines environmental justice as the ‘fair treatment of 

people of all races, cultures, and incomes with respect to the development, adoption, 

implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies.”  

(CHSRA Program Level EIR p 3.7-1) 

1. Many of the people who live in the Greater Gardner Coalition (GGC)

Neighborhoods (Gregory Plaza, Gardner and North Willow Glen) especially

adjacent to the Caltrain ROW,  primarily speak Spanish.  What outreach has

CHSRA made to neighborhood Spanish speakers so that they can be informed and

participate in the Scoping meetings and development of the Program Level EIR?

Have there been there CHSRA flyers in Spanish?  Were there newspaper, TV and

radio ads in Spanish?  Were meetings conducted in Spanish?  If not, why not?

How will the lack of outreach to primary Spanish speakers (or any other

language) potentially impact the HSR planning process?  Will there be important

information about impacts to adjacent and nearby properties that you will not be

aware of?

2. Since the Greater Gardner Coalition GGC is comprised of 3 different

neighborhoods, how will the differing demographics affect your outreach

procedure?

3. Please list all mailings within the GGC boundaries written in Spanish (or any

other language), about the HSR?

4. Please list all HSR scoping and informational meetings held in Spanish.

5. How will you conduct outreach to the Greater Gardner Spanish speaking

community after the Project Level EIR is written? What form will that outreach

take?  How many mailings in Spanish?  What mailing radius will you employ?

How many newspaper, TV, and radio ads in Spanish?  If your research reveals

that you need outreach in any other language, what forms will this outreach take?

6. What are CSHRA’s procedures and policies with respect to outreach to Spanish or

any other foreign language speaking populations?
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7. What are the CHSRA’s procedures and policies with respect to outreach to

Habitat for Humanity Silicon Valley which owns a lot adjacent to one proposed

rail line in the GGC area?

8. What are the CHSRA’s procedures and policies with respect to outreach to any

alcohol/drug rehabilitation and recovery homes in the GGC neighborhoods?

9. What steps are being taken to ensure public participation and access to

information by homeless people in the GGC neighborhoods who typically shelter

adjacent to the areas being considered for the alignment alternatives?

10. What are CHSRA’s procedures and policies with respect to low income outreach?

Will you be specifically identifying and reaching out to low income members of

the Greater Gardner Neighborhoods?

11. Will future information about HSR be available in Spanish as well as in English,

or any other language?

12. Many area residents don’t read well in either English or Spanish.  Will there be

Spanish language audio programs?

13. Will future meetings about HSR be conducted in both English and Spanish?  Will

there be: simultaneous translation with FM receiver headphones, alternating

English and Spanish; or will there be a separate meeting for Spanish speakers?

Will translators meet qualification of professional certification?

14. Since there are “no specific state procedures prescribed for consideration of

environmental justice issues related to the proposed HST Alignment

Alternatives,” with what government or non-governmental agencies did you

consult in order to create the specific assessment procedures used in the EIR to

assess environmental justice impacts?  Were there agencies with which you could

have consulted, but did not?  Why not?  What procedures for consideration of

environmental justice issues will be used in the GGC neighborhoods?  Why will

these procedures  for environmental justice issues be chosen?   What other

procedures for environmental justice issues are being considered?   How will you

select among varying procedures for environmental justice issues for the GGC

neighborhoods?

15. In what specific ways will the needs of homeless people in the GGC factor into

the consideration of environmental justice?

16. What consideration will be given to homeless people in the GGC neighborhoods

whose personal routines and shelters are dislocated during construction of any of

the proposed alignment alternatives?

17. Did the factor pertaining to the residential population in the impact area include

homeless people in the GGC neighborhoods?

18. What steps will be taken to ensure that homeless people in the GGC

Neighborhoods have safe access throughout the neighborhood during construction

of any of the proposed alignment alternatives?

19. What attention will be given to mitigating the impact of homeless people in the

GGC from the noise and vibration created during construction of any of the

proposed alignments.

20. What attention will be given to mitigating the impact on the GGC neighborhoods

resulting from the migration of homeless people from areas of HSR construction?
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21. Will you consider the San Jose Strong Neighborhoods Initiative Greater Gardner

Action Plan (rev 2007) in your analysis?  If not why not?

22. Will you consult with the members of the Greater Gardner NAC and refer to the

Greater Gardner Action Plan to create procedures to assess environmental justice

impacts for the Greater Gardner Community at the project level EIR?  If not, why

not?

23. Will you consult with the members of the Word of Faith Church to create

procedures to assess environmental justice impacts for the Greater Gardner

Community at the project level EIR?  If not, why not?

B. METHODS OF EVALUATION OF IMPACTS

“This analysis was conducted using U.S. Census 2000 block group information/data 

compiled in a geographic information systems (GIS) format, local community general 

plans or regional plans and land use information provided by the planning agencies in 

each of the regions.” 

1. Will you use the U.S. Census 2000 data at the census blocked or census

tracked level?

2. What other sources of data about the ethnicity and primary language and

income of the inhabitants of the Greater Gardner Community specifically

along the existing railway corridor are also available to you?

3. What is the specific number of residences per acre in the Greater Gardner

Neighborhoods and how will you use this information to define an area as

high density, medium density or low density?

4. What specific “community general plans” (pg.3.7-1),  for the city of San Jose

will you consult?

5. If you do not consult any specific community general plans, why will you not

do so?

6. Will you consult with the members of the San Jose Strong Neighborhoods

Initiative and refer to the Greater Gardner Action Plan and Amended Plan to

create metrics to assess environmental justice impacts for the Greater Gardner

Communities?   If not, why not?

7. Is there any data kept by the city of San Jose which describes the socio-

economic status of the people living in the Greater Gardner Neighborhoods?

8. Will you request or access this data to assist the process as you ”consider

potential environmental justice issues”… “at the project-level environmental

review”?  (pg3.7-2)  If not, why not?

9. How have you contacted the members of the Greater Gardner Neighborhood

as you conduct the “project-level environmental review”?

10. In which English language newspapers will you post notices about the project

level meetings?

11. In which Spanish or any other foreign language newspapers have you posted

notices about the project level meetings?
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12. On which English & Spanish or any other foreign language TV and/or radio

stations will you sponsor public service announcements to inform people of

the project level scoping meetings?

Land Use Compatibility 

“Future land use compatibility is based on information from general plans and 

other regional and local transportation planning documents.  These documents 

were examined to assess an alignment alternatives’ potential consistency with 

the goals and objectives defined therein.”   (Program Level EIR p.3.7-2) 

1. What plans specifically related to the Greater Gardner Neighborhoods will

you examine at the project-level environmental review?

2. Will you examine and utilize the City of San Jose Strong Neighborhoods

Initiative, Greater Gardner Action Plan and Amended Plan?  If not why

not?

3. How will the goals of the HSR be consistent with the San Jose SNI goals to

revive neighborhoods along the Caltrain ROW?  How will you prevent

HSR from disrupting the neighborhood and create blight in an area which

has just undergone and is still undergoing an expensive and difficult

transition out of “blight”?

4. Why is “an alignment alternative … considered highly compatible if it… is

located in areas planned for economic revitalization”?

5. What ranking systems could be used to evaluate potential impacts to

Greater Gardner Neighborhoods by any of the proposed alignment

alternatives on land use changes, land use compatibility and on property?

6. How did you select among these alternative ranking systems?

7. Would you make different recommendations under the different systems?

What would they be?

8. Since HSR presents new conditions with respect to land use impacts in the

GGC Neighborhoods, why is the potential for adverse impact considered

lower if an alignment alternative is within an existing ROW in these

neighborhoods?

“For example, homes and schools are more sensitive to changes that may result in 

increased noise and vibration.”(Program-Level EIR, p 3.7-2) 

Gardner Academy is located less than 0.25 miles from the railway right of way.  It was 

just rebuilt in March 2006 (San Jose Unified School District, School Accountability 

Report Card Pub in 2007-08 Gardner Elementary , pg 5 

http://www.sjusd.org/pdf/SARC0607/Gardner.pdf).  It is a school which is 90.95% 

Hispanic/Latino and 87% Socioeconomically Disadvantaged. (San Jose Unified School 

District, School Accountability Report Card Pub in 2007-08 Gardner Elementary, pg 3 

http://www.sjusd.org/pdf/SARC0607/Gardner.pdf).   
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How will the impact of HSR on Gardner Academy be evaluated in regards to 

environmental justice?  What documents about Gardner Academy’s plans will be 

consulted at the Project-Level EIR?  What SJUSD planning documents and staff will be 

involved in the Project-Level EIR plans?  How will staff, parents and students at Gardner 

Academy be involved in creating a Project-Level EIR?  How will construction along this 

section be done in a way to minimize the impact on Gardner Academy?  Please list all 

mitigation measures for Gardner Academy (including traffic pattern changes) to be 

considered for constructing the HSR at grade, elevated, trench or in a tunnel or bypassing 

the neighborhood alignment.  Please evaluate the relative different impacts on Gardner 

Academy with running the HSR in an at-grade, elevated, trench or tunnel alignment or 

bypassing the neighborhood alignment in regards to noise, vibration, transportation, 

parking, pollution, aesthetics and environmental justice.  How will the vibration from the 

HSR affect building maintenance in regards to soil conditions in the Greater Gardner 

area?  What forms of mitigations will CHSRA implement to lessen increased 

maintenance at the Gardner Academy? 

Gardner Community Center, Biebrach Park and Swimming Pool, Fuller Park, 

Hummingbird Park, Gregory Park and Word of Faith Church 

How will the impact of HSR on the these public and quasi-public facilities  be evaluated 

in regard to environmental justice?  What documents about these facilities will be 

consulted at the project level EIR?  What San Jose parks, recreation and neighborhood 

services (PRNS) dept planning documents and staff will be involved in Project level EIR 

plans?  How will staff, parents, children and community members utilizing these facilities 

be involved in creating a project level EIR?  How will construction along this section of 

right of way be done in such a way as to minimize the impact on these facilities?  Please 

list all mitigation measures for these facilities including traffic pattern changes which will 

be considered in constructing the HSR at Grade, elevated, trench, in a tunnel alignment or 

bypassing the neighborhood.  Please evaluate the relative different impacts on these 

facilities with HSR running in an at-grade, elevated, trench, tunnel alignment or 

bypassing the neighborhood in regard to noise, vibration, transportation, parking, 

pollution, aesthetics and environmental justice issues.  For each of the above facilities 

please specify individually the issues and mitigations you will consider in the project 

level EIR. 

Table 3.7-1 ranks Multifamily residential areas as both medium and high compatibility 

while ranking single-family residential areas as “low compatibility.”  Why?  What data or 

studies were used to create this ranking?   Won’t this ranking create a greater impact on 

low income households who are more likely to reside in multifamily residential areas?  

What specific steps will you take to ensure that this doesn’t happen at the project level 

review? 

There are many low income single family residences, community parks, and an 

elementary school all within ¼ mile of the proposed HST tracks, all of which were 

categorized in the program level EIR as low compatibility rating (according to table 3-
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7.1).  Please evaluate each of the alternatives including bypassing the neighborhood in 

context to their compatibility to the HSR and environmental justice issues. 

Communities and Neighborhoods 

Currently the train tracks cross W. Virginia Avenue.  How will you reconcile the need to 

have no “at grade” crossings for HSR with the stated plan in the EIR not to “isolate one 

part of an established community from another”?  (Program Level EIR, p 3.7-3)   

Please evaluate the relative impacts of an at grade, elevated, trench and tunnel alignment 

and bypassing the neighborhood at West Virginia Avenue in terms of the impact of each 

option on Gregory Plaza community cohesion.  Please also evaluate the impact of 

creating a tunnel beneath an “at grade” crossing for W. Virginia traffic.   

Please evaluate each option in terms of the impact on safety and emergency response 

time to Gregory Plaza.   

Please evaluate the relative impacts of an at grade, elevated, trench and tunnel alignment 

or bypassing the neighborhoods at West Virginia Avenue in terms of the impact of each 

option on noise and vibration levels in Gregory Plaza.   

What mitigation might be considered to soften these impacts?  Please evaluate the option 

of opening up Gregory Street to Riverside Drive.  Please list all aesthetic improvements 

available to soften these impacts.   

If West Virginia is closed, how will access to Gregory Plaza Neighborhood be 

maintained?  Please evaluate each proposed mitigation in terms of response time for 

police, fire and other public safety services.  What mitigations will be offered? 

Property 

“Impacts include potential acquisition, displacement and relocation of existing uses or 

demolition of properties. …  In some instances, relatively minor strips of property would 

be needed for temporary construction easements or permanent right-of-way for the 

proposed HST Alignment Alternatives.    In other instances, development of proposed 

facilities could result in acquisition, displacement, and/or relocation of existing 

structures….Mitigation may be required to maintain property access.”  (Program Level 

EIR, p 3.7-3) 

How will you determine the property impacts?  What distance from the center line of the 

new HST alignments will be considered?    

According to table 3.7-2, the widening of existing right of ways seems to present a 

medium to high impact ranking.   The Greater Gardner neighborhoods are mainly an 

urban, single family residential development.  There is no specific category on this table 

to identify our type of development.  Will we be addressed at the project level EIR?  If 

not why not?  Will there be any attempt by the CHSRA to identify alternatives that might 

have a low impact on the Greater Gardner neighborhoods?  If not why not? 
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How will situations of taking be evaluated for the risk of contributing to blight?  What 

compensation will be offered to neighbors if a property becomes blighted due to a taking?  

What appeals process will be available for owners affected by a taking, or neighbors of a 

property where a taking has occurred?   What process will you use to determine the value 

of the taking?   

In which specific instances will relatively minor strips of property in the GGC be needed 

for right of way for each of the proposed alignment alternatives including bypassing the 

neighborhood?  Which specific instances would the development of HST facilities result 

in the  acquisition,  demolition, displacement, or relocation of existing structures in the 

GGC neighborhoods?  If existing structures in the GGC neighborhoods are relocated due 

to the development of HST where would they go? 

Under what circumstances would improvements to existing transportation corridors 

including grade separation result in new physical barriers in the GGC?  What 

environmental justice issues would such barriers create?  How would they be mitigated? 

Environmental Justice 

“This analysis is based on identifying the presence of minority populations and low-

income populations in the study area (0.25mi [0.40km] from a potential alignment) and 

generally in the counties crossed by the alignment alternative.  The assessment was done 

using U.S. Census 2000 information…. 

The analysis was used to determine whether: 

At least 50% of the population in the study area may be minority or low income 

The percentage of minority or low-income population in the study area is at least 

10% greater than the average generally in the county or community…. 

Additional analysis would take place during project-level analysis to consider potential 

localized impacts.” (Program Level EIR p.3.7-4 to 3.7-5) 

What distance will be used at the project level analysis to determine the presence of 

minority and low income populations in Greater Gardner Neighborhoods? 

What data will be used at the project-level analysis to determine whether or not 50% of 

the population in the Greater Gardner Neighborhood is minority or low income?  Will the 

data come from the 2000 census?  What other data from the city of San Jose or the county 

of Santa Clara will be used?  Will census block data be used to examine environmental 

justice issues in the following areas: 

 North of existing right of way through GGC neighborhoods

 South of existing right of way through GGC neighborhoods

 On each side of any other alternative through GGC being considered by high

speed rail.
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What data will be used at the project-level analysis to determine whether or not the 

percentage of minority or low-income population in the Greater Gardner neighborhood is 

at least 10% greater than the average generally in the county or community?  Will the 

data come from the 2000 census?  What other data from the city of San Jose or the county 

of Santa Clara will be used?  Will census block data be used to examine environmental 

justice issues in the following areas: 

 North of existing right of way through GGC neighborhoods

 South of existing right of way through GGC neighborhoods

 On each side of any other alternative through GGC being considered by high

speed rail.

Low income and language minority families frequently have poor health and high 

frequency of respiratory ailments, cardiovascular disease, and cancer.  Please evaluate 

how the Greater Gardner neighborhood  will be affected by increased pollution caused by 

the construction phase for each of different alignment alternatives and bypassing the 

neighborhood.  Please list all possible ways to mitigate these effects. 

Low income and language minority families frequently have poor health and high 

frequency of respiratory ailments, cardiovascular disease, and cancer.  Please evaluate 

how the Greater Gardner neighborhood will be affected by increased pollution caused by 

running the HSR on the 4 different alignment alternatives and bypassing the 

neighborhood.   Please list all possible ways to mitigate these effects. 

3.7.2  Affected Environment 

B. DISCUSSION OF RESOURCES BY CORRIDOR

On page 3.7-6, “According to the 2000 U.S. Census, minority persons are defined as 

being nonwhite person, including those of Hispanic origin.  Low-income populations are 

defined as having a median household income at or below Department of Health and 

Human Service poverty guidelines.”   

Living expenses are much higher in Santa Clara county than in most areas of the country 

and California.   Housing costs and salaries in Santa Clara county are much higher than in 

the rest of the US and California.  For example due to the higher cost of living in San 

Jose, the San Jose dept of housing defines low income for a family of 4 as an annual 

income of $84,900. 

1. Please investigate Santa Clara County specific guidelines for what qualifies as

“low-income” keeping in mind that housing costs and salaries in Santa Clara

county are generally much higher than in the rest of the United States.  Please

explain in the Project Level EIR what Santa Clara county specific criteria were

used to define low income and what is the basis for that criteria.
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On pg 3.7-10, “According to the 2000 U.S. Census, minority persons accounted for the 

following percentages of total population in the area … Santa Clara 59%.” 

This number shows that even using aggregate data for Santa Clara County, more 

than 50% of the population is minority, making it even more imperative that in the 

project-level analysis, the HSRA gather and analyze data about the minority population 

in the Greater Gardner Neighborhoods. 

1. On pg. 3.7-11, under Neighborhood and Community Characteristics – Pacheco

“the Pacheco alignment alternative begins at the Diridon Station in San Jose,

following an existing rail corridor, through dense residential areas in central and

southern San Jose.”  How did you determine that the GGC neighborhoods would

be considered dense when the neighborhoods consist of predominantly detached

single family homes?

On pg 3.7-22 and 3.7-23 the table states that there is “no Community Cohesion Impacts” 

for the section of the HSR corridor cutting directly through the Greater Gardner Coalition 

neighborhoods. 

1. How can the High Speed Rail alignment that requires no at grade crossings,

additional fencing, higher berms, and the possible closing of the Virginia Street

entrance into the Gregory Plaza neighborhood not affect community cohesion?

2. How does the HSRA propose to mitigate these increased barriers?

3. What alternatives including bypassing the neighborhood, have been examined to

eliminate these barriers through the GGC neighborhoods?  If none have been

examined, why not?

On pg 3.7-22 the table states that the environmental justice impact is medium from 

Diridon station to Gilroy. 

1. Will the GGC neighborhoods be examined on their own merit for the

environmental justice impacts for the project level EIR?  If not why not?

Similarly, on pg 3.7-23 while analyzing the impact near San Jose (Diridon) Station, the 

table states that the “percentage of EJ population is lower than the thresholds.”   

1. What data was used to make that determination?

2. Will the GGC neighborhoods be examined on their own merits for the

environmental justice imacts for the project level EIR?  If not why not?

3.7.5 Mitigation Strategies and CEQA Significance Conclusions 

D. ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE
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 “Additional consideration of environmental justice issues would occur during project-

level review, which would include consideration of potential localized impacts and 

potential benefits to and enhancements for communities along potential HST Alignment 

Alternatives.  Project-level review would also include consideration of detailed 

mitigation measures, including mitigation for temporary construction-related impacts.  

Project-level review would also include outreach to potentially affected communities as 

part of the public review process.” 

In what languages will outreach be conducted in the Greater Gardner Neighborhood?  In 

Spanish?  How will this outreach be conducted?  Will there be announcements in 

English, Spanish or any other foreign language  newspapers, TV and radio?  Will the 

meetings also be conducted in Spanish or any other foreign languages?  If not, why not? 

What benefit or enhancements to the Greater Gardner Neighborhood could result from an  

at-grade, elevated, trench or underground path?  Please list all enhancements and analyze 

in regards to each of the 4 options or bypassing the neighborhood.  
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Section 3.16 Cultural Resources 

Prehistoric Archeological Resources: Native American sites. 

1. The Tamien triblet of the Ohlones resided throughout this area. A significant Native American

burial site was discovered during construction of the Hwy 87 freeway. Located on the east side

of Tamien Station, a partial archeological excavation was made at the time of the freeway and

LRT construction. The full extent of the burial site is not known.

a. How will CHSRA protect this site?

b. How will construction workers and equipment operators be trained to recognize when the

known site has been discovered?

c. How will they identify additional portions of the site?

d. How will construction schedules be designed so qualified archeological anthropologist may

examine and document the materials?

e. How much time will be set aside to document any new findings? How will the duration be

determined?

f. Will trained Native American representatives of the Ohlone tribe be on hand throughout earth

movement activities in this area? If not, how will they participate in the process?

2. The Willow Street crossing of the Guadalupe River was identified by the writings of the

earliest Spaniards as a significant Native American crossing of the Guadalupe River. Lands near

this crossing have a high possibility of Native American artifacts or additional burial sites.

a. How will construction workers and equipment operators be trained to recognize when a site

has been discovered?

b. How will construction schedules be designed so qualified archeological anthropologist may

examine and document the materials?

c. How much time will be set aside to document any new findings? How will the duration be

determined?

d. Will trained Native American representatives of the Ohlone tribe be on hand throughout earth

movement activities in this area? If not, how will they participate in the process?

3. The Guadalupe River forms the eastern boundary of the Greater Gardner Coalition (GGC)

Neighborhoods. Earliest maps and research papers analyzing early Spanish writings suggest that

land generally to the east of Delmas Avenue was a maze of rivulets, islands, willow stands, and

swamps. Historic Spanish writings describe the area as abundant in wildlife. Native American

sites are a possibility through this area.

a. How will construction workers and equipment operators be trained to recognize when a site

has been discovered?

b. How will construction schedules be designed so qualified archeological anthropologist may

examine and document the materials?

c. How much time will be set aside to document any new findings? How will the duration be

determined?

d. Will trained Native American representatives of the Ohlone tribe be on hand throughout earth

movement activities in this area? If not, how will they participate in the process?
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Pre-historic Archeological Resources: Mammoths. 

1. Bones of a pre-historic mammoth have been found in the stream bed of the Guadalupe River

north of San Jose airport. The area between roughly Delmas Avenue and the current Guadalupe

River channel was the historic trace of the the Guadalupe River, which was a year-round river

fed by springs at the time of Spanish discovery. Given the prior discovery, there is the possibility

of finding similar remains in this area.

a. How will construction workers and equipment operators be trained to recognize when

prehistoric animal remains been discovered?

b. How will construction schedules be designed so qualified archeological paleontologist may

examine and document the materials?

c. How much time will be set aside to document any new findings? How will the duration be

determined?

d. Which agency or organization will evaluate the materials for significance?

Historic Archeological Resources: Chinese camps. 

1. The Greater Gardner Coalition (GGC) Neighborhoods straddle City of San Jose’s Pueblo

Lands and Rancho San Juan Bautista. During the Early American period, these lands were

acquired by a few settlers, cleared of Willow trees and farmed. Historic State agricultural reports

and newspaper articles describe the hops plantings and the initiation of the silk industry on these

lands. A silk factory was located between Fuller and Riverside Avenues. Many workers were

required for the silk industry and Chinese workers were preferred. State agricultural reports

suggest that the crews lived on the lands, rather than commuting from San Jose’s Chinatowns. In

the 1870s the silk industry collapsed and the properties reverted to the Odd Fellows Savings

Bank of San Francisco. Some Chinese workers stayed to work on local farms and operate a

Chinese Laundry on Willow Street. Census records suggest there were many Chinese households

within the area, with at least one man taking the last name of Coe; Coe was a major property

owner who lost property with the silk industry collapse. Based on these various records, some

believe there may be relics from a large 1870s Chinese camp in the GGC neighborhoods.

a. How will construction workers and equipment operators be trained to recognize when a site

has been discovered?

b. How will construction schedules be designed so qualified archeological anthropologist may

examine and document the materials?

c. How much time will be set aside to document any new findings? How will the duration be

determined?

d. Which agency or organization will be responsible for determining whether artifacts are

significant prior to further disturbing the location?

Cultural Resources: Historic Buildings 

1. The San Jose Redevelopment Agency Strong Neighborhood Initiative Greater Gardner

Strategic Plan 2002, revised 2007 used a community process, approved by the City Council of

San Jose, and identified goals for the GGC Neighborhoods. Among the top ten goals, Goal 5

identified preservation of the historic properties and GGC’s historic context as critical to

improving the blighted conditions within the neighborhoods. One component of the goal is a

plan to conduct a historic survey in preparation for creating a possible historic conservation
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district. Within a historic conservation district, individual properties may not qualify for State or 

National register, but are contributing structures to the context of the conservation area. 

The GGC Neighborhoods were a unified neighborhood until sliced by the Southern Pacific 

ROW, completed in 1936. Most homes in the neighborhood were constructed between 1880 and 

1930 with architecture representative of each decade.  

a.. How will CHSRA coordinate with City of San Jose the identification and evaluation of 

historic properties within the Greater Gardner and the nexus of the High Speed Rail right of 

way? 

b. How will historic evaluators be selected?

c. Will consultants with knowledge of the unique history of San Jose, GGC neighborhoods, and

local historic resources receive hiring preference over those without this knowledge or

resources?

d. What metrics will the CHSRA use to determine the level of environmental significance of

properties that are identified as qualified for the City of San Jose’s historic inventory but not for

the Federal or State registers?

e. What distance from the ROW will be used to consider historic buildings? How was this

distance selected?

f. If a structure is identified as qualified for the State or National register, what range of

mitigations for loss or damage will be offered? What agency will determine the mitigation? What

appeal process will be available?

g . If a structure is identified as eligible for the city’s historic inventory or as a candidate for city

landmark status, what range of mitigations for loss or damage will be offered? What agency will

determine the mitigation? What appeal process will be available?

h. If a structure is identified as important for maintaining the context of the a conservation

district, but not individually important, i.e. a contributing structure, what range of mitigations

will be offered? What agency will determine the mitigation? What appeal process will be

available?

2. Historic homes in the GGC Neighborhoods were primarily built prior to 1930. Most walls are

constructed of plaster and lath. Many have stucco exteriors. Dimensions of windows and doors

are not the same as contemporary construction. Woodwork was custom milled by artisans and

craftsmen. Some have feature windows or leaded glass. Considering the possible impacts of

construction (e.g. pile driving, vibration of equipment, etc.) on these historic homes:

a. what distance from the HSR ROW will qualify for mitigations/repairs?

b. what mitigation repairs will be offered to homes within the nexus of the ROW?

c. Will damage to foundations, stucco, and plaster and lath walls be covered?

d. Will the mitigations offered vary according to the age, the historic category?

e. Will mitigation repairs be with custom made and like materials, or will property owners be

required to accept modern replacements, e.g.. dry wall, new window or door dimensions, plain

(not feature) window panes, or manufactured trim?

f. What levels of proof will be required of property owners?

g. What agency will make the determination?

h. What appeal process will be available?
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3. Considering the long-term effects of the operation of HST, e.g. vibration, noise, etc.

a. What distance from the HSR ROW will qualify for mitigations/repairs?

b. what mitigation repairs will be offered to homes within the nexus of the ROW?

c. Will damage to foundations, stucco, and plaster and lath walls be covered?

d. Will the mitigations offered vary according to the age, the historic category?

e. Will mitigation repairs be with custom made and like materials, or will property owners be

required to accept modern replacements, e.g.. dry wall, new window or door dimensions, plain

(not feature) window panes, or manufactured trim?

f. What levels of proof will be required of property owners?

g. What agency will make the determination?

h. What appeal process will be available?

4. Considering the noise of the HST operation:

a. Within what distance from the HSR ROW will properties qualify for mitigations?

b. What appeal process is available for those beyond those distances?

c. What types of sound-proofing will be offered so that historic homes will maintain their historic

integrity?

d. Will the types of sound-proofing vary according to whether the structure is eligible for the

National or State registers, City Landmark, City Historic inventory, or contributing structure?

e. What metrics will be used to determine whether the impacts will constitute a “taking”?

5. If a home built before W.W.II is identified as in the path of the new ROW:

a. What structure relocation options will be offered?

b. How will those options contribute to the GGC Strategic Goal #5 to maintain and preserve the

historic context of the neighborhood?

c. How will the relocation options vary based on the age of the property, structural design, and

whether it qualifies for the National or State register, City landmark status, City historic

inventory or contributing structure to a future conservation district.

d. If the property owner declines to relocate the structure, what actions will CHSRA take to

ensure that the historic structural resource is not lost to the Greater Gardner Neighborhoods and

the City of San Jose at large?

6.. Considering that a portion of the GGC neighborhoods have been identified at risk of blighted 

conditions, 

a. To what extent will the impacts of the High Speed Rail increase the risk of blight?

b. How will increased risk of blight place the historic properties at greater risk?

c. What metrics will be used to identify this level of risk and its environmental significance?

d. How was this metric selected?

Cultural Resources: Historic Structures and Features 
The SPRR grade separators were constructed between 1934 and 1936. The structures were 

distinctive and representative of industrial architectural of the time period. Each contained a 

SPRR medallion. They provide a historic context to the ROW which bifurcated the GGC 

Neighborhoods. 
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1. The grade separator at Delmas Avenue within GGC neighborhoods retains the original 1934-

36 architecture and Southern Pacific RR medallions.

a. How will the CHSRA work to retain design features of this structure?

b. If the overpass must be replaced, will CHSRA use a design that is reminiscent of the original?

If not, why not? If a modern design is installed, how will the modern design contribute to the

historic context of the neighborhood?

c. How will the Southern Pacific medallions be removed, protected, and stored during

construction?

d. Will the SPRR medallions be re-installed on the grade separators?  If not replaced, why not?

e. If not reinstalled, what mitigation will be offered for the loss of this beloved historic resource

and its context?

2. Several of the grade separators south of Diridon Station have the original Southern Pacific RR

medallions.

a. Will these medallions be re-installed on the grade separators?

b. How will these SPRR medallions be removed, protected, and stored during construction?

c. If these medallions will not be reinstalled, why not?

d. If they are not reinstalled, what mitigations will be offered for the loss of these beloved

historic resources?
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3.7 Land Use and Planning, Communities/Neighborhood, Environmental Justice 

From References, 14.4.7 

1. Why is only the City of San Jose General Plan 2020 cited for San Jose?  Many

more up to date specific city planning documents are available, including:

a. City of San Jose Strong Neighborhoods Initiative, Greater Gardner, Nov

2007 Greater Gardner Neighborhood Improvement Plan Amendment¹

b. City of San Jose Strong Neighborhoods Initiative Greater Gardner Jan

2002 (original plan) ²

c. City of San Jose Midtown specific plan

d. City of San Jose Tamien specific plan

e. City of San Jose Strong Neighborhoods Initiative, Delmas Park

Neighborhood Improvement Plan

f. City of San Jose Strong Neighborhoods Initiative, Burbank-DelMonte

Neighborhood Improvement Plan

g. City of San Jose Baseball Stadium EIR

h. San Jose Redevelopment agency, Diridon Station Plan

2. What is the mitigation plan for inconsistencies between the City of San Jose

General Plan 2020 and more up to date, regional planning documents, such as the

Greater Gardner documents above?  Does the most recent document take

precedence in planning decisions, and if not, what recourse do the communities

have if obsolete planning information is used in HST design?

3.7.4 (pg 3.7.41) To a large extent, these existing transportation corridors already 

present barriers and impose other impacts on existing communities. Although the HST 

system would often introduce an additional (fenced) barrier, the HST system would 

maintain and in many cases improve existing access conditions through the grade 

separation of existing services. 

The following questions refer to 3.7.41, above, in conjunction with Table 3.7.2 Rankings 

of residential property impacts, which lists urban and suburban with no additional right 

of way needed as low impact.  

1. What is the metric used to determine whether an HST system maintains or

improves existing access conditions? How was that metric applied in the program

level EIR?

a. What level of impact would you assign to the Greater Gardner

Neighborhoods?

b. Can you provide some examples of HST as an improvement relative

metric scoring?

c. How will it be applied to each of the Greater Gardner Neighborhoods for

each of the alternative alignments, and bypassing the neighborhoods?
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2. Where are some of the specific cases where HST systems have improved existing

access conditions through grade separations of existing services anywhere in the

world?

a. What was the metric prior to “improvement” and what was the score

afterward?

b. Which agency performed the measurements, and was it formally

documented?

c. What is the % of HST implementations where existing access conditions

were 1)maintained, 2)improved, 3)declined, vs. overall sites measured?

d. For those places that have experienced improvement in access after HST

please compare land use designation, population, demographics etc, and

other issues between the baseline and the Greater Gardner HST

implementation.

3. Please describe the proposed metric for determining whether additional barriers or

grade separators improve neighborhoods that are currently undergoing a city

sponsored neighborhood action plan, as is the case with Greater Gardner

neighborhood, San Jose.

a. Are the metrics relevant for neighborhoods prior to improvements or

after?

b. Who decides, and how are results published (and/or disputed)?

4. The Gardner area of the Greater Gardner Coalition is the area bordered by 280

freeway to the north and west and Fuller Ave/Caltrain ROW to the south.  This

neighborhood is already bordered  by a major transportation corridor (280

freeway) only 2 blocks to the north of the Caltrain ROW.

a. Won’t an additional fenced barrier or grade separation along the Caltrain

ROW, or any alternative ROW for High Speed Rail through Greater

Gardner to the south effectively isolate the neighborhood between TWO

transportation corridors, and if so how will this either maintain or improve

the neighborhood?

b. Will the 280 freeway corridor be considered for HSR through Gardner and

if not, why not?  What was the rationale for not choosing the 280 freeway,

since 280 is a long range transportation corridor already?

c. Can you provide examples of other neighborhoods where freeways existed

within residential blocks of a fenced barrier or grade separation for rail

transit and the outcome was NOT that the neighborhood was isolated as a

result?

d. Can you provide a list of examples where new rail corridors were built in

neighborhoods that also featured freeway cloverleaf blocks away and the

freeway right of way was NOT used for the new rail line and, instead the

rail authority chose to use a location blocks away from the freeway with

an established neighborhood in between?    If such examples can be found,

did they result improvements to a neighborhood?
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5. Vision Statement and Goals: How will either an additional fenced barrier, or

grade separations specifically maintain or improve the current City of San Jose

Strong Neighborhoods Initiative, Greater Gardner Action Plan² Vision Statement

and Goals (page i-iv)?

a. From GGC Vision Statement(i) “Architectural standards will guide new

development as well as property renovations to reflect the historic

neighborhood character”.  How will the CHSRA planning to adhere to the

architectural standards of Greater Gardner NAC?  If not, what will be the

rationale for claiming Greater Gardner was a low residential property

impact for HST?  Wouldn’t violating a community vision statement be

considered a high impact to community?

b. From GGC goals(iii): “improve and maintain the appearance of

community streetscapes”; please describe how an additional fenced barrier

or grade separation would be consistent with the Greater Gardner

community streetscape goal.

c. From GGC goals(iii): “reduce noise level impact produced by freeway and

railroad lines”; please describe how HST with trains every 3 minutes are

consistent with this goal resulting in low impact HST implementation for

Greater Gardner.  How will noise levels be measured to ensure low

impact?  What mitigations procedures are available with CHSRA in the

event noise impact to Greater Gardner is not low?

d. From GGC goals(iv): “Establish pedestrian and bicycle corridors that link

major destinations and facilities”; please describe how HST

implementation on Caltrain lines (or any other proposed right of way

through Greater Gardner neighborhoods) that bifurcate multiple pedestrian

and bicycle corridors can be considered low impact to Greater Gardner

residential community?

6. GGC Homelessness initiative: How will either an additional fenced barrier, or

grade separations specifically maintain or improve the current City of San Jose

Strong Neighborhoods Initiative, Greater Gardner Action Plan¹ #2b, “Resolve

Homelessness encampment problem throughout the neighborhood”?

a. Please address the CHSRAs approach to the homelessness encampment

along both sides of SP Railway easement through Greater Gardner, and

Railroad Bridges at Bird, Delmas and Prevost (documented in #2b), such

that an additional fenced barrier or grade separations  maintain or improve

the homeless encampment problem?

b. Please address the CHSRAs approach to the homelessness encampment

along Los Gatos creek trail at Gregory Street and Fuller Ave  (documented

in #2b), such that an additional fenced barrier or grade separations

maintain or improve the homeless encampment problem?

c. Will an increase in size in  HSR bridges generating a larger homeless

problem?  Are there any studies that show that homelessness problems

were maintained or improved after existing bridges with homeless

encampments were widened to support high speed rail?
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d. In the event that CHSRA decides on a different route for HSR through

Greater Gardner, please address how a new transportation corridor would

not increase the homeless encampment problem, since this issue seems to

stem from existence of transportation corridors?

e. Are these two planning objectives, one from City of San Jose (resolve

homeless encampments) and the other CHSRA (build High Speed Rail

through Gardner) in conflict?   If so, how will this be mitigated?  If no,

what are the metrics for that determination?

7. GGC Graffiti: The current City of San Jose Strong Neighborhoods Initiative,

Greater Gardner Action Plan¹ #2f has the goal: “Eliminate graffiti throughout the

neighborhood (specifically Gregory Plaza Tot Lot and Fuller park, below)…

bridges, commercial properties, light standards”.

a. How will either an additional fenced barrier, or grade separations

specifically maintain or improve meet that goal?

b. Wouldn’t an additional fenced barrier or grade separation on the tracks

(Fuller, Gregory Plaza) ADD to the graffiti problem?    How did you make

that determination?

c. How will the CHSRA’s approach to graffiti be coordinated with the City

of San Jose AGP Anti Graffiti program?

d. Are there any studies/metrics of other high speed rail projects that show

that graffiti was maintained or improved after a HST implementation with

an additional fenced barrier or grade separations, either utilizing an

existing ROW or a new one?  And what did those studies show?

e. What will be CHSRAs approach to graffiti specifically at Gregory Plaza

Tot Lot which is close to the Caltrain ROW, and near a new Grade

Separation?

f. What will be CHSRAs approach to graffiti specifically at Fuller Park

which is next to the Caltrain ROW, and near 3 new bridges?

g. In the event CHSRA intends to use an alternate route through Greater

Gardner that is outside of the Caltrain ROW and erects new structures to

support HST?

h. How will it be determined that HSR led to in an increase in graffiti?

i. What recourse does the Greater Gardner NAC have for additional graffiti

issues caused by HSR?

j. What recourse does the Greater Gardner NAC have any recourse for

additional graffiti issues caused by the CHSRA HST implementation?

k. Are these two planning objectives, one from City of San Jose to eliminate

graffiti and the other CHSRA to extend/build HST facilities in conflict? If

so, how will this be mitigated?  If not, how will you make that

determination?

8. GGC Railway Quiet Zone: The current City of San Jose Strong Neighborhoods

Initiative, Greater Gardner Action Plan¹ #7a includes: “Establish Greater Gardner

Community as a railway quiet zone”.
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a. How will grade separations specifically maintain or improve Greater

Gardner’s implementation of railway quiet zone?

b. Given that CHSRA trains are intended to run every 3 minutes vs much

less frequent Caltrains today, doesn’t the frequency alone imply a noisier

train environment?    If not, what are the metrics used to make that

determination?

c. What are CHSRAs plans for railway quiet zones for the high speed rail? Is

the Greater Gardner community automatically considered a railway quiet

zone for high speed rail after achieving this designation from Caltrain?

Will Greater Gardner need to reregister with CHSRA to obtain railway

quiet zone status for our neighborhood?

d. What are the specific metrics that CHSRA uses to determine a railway

quiet zone, (decibels, etc) and how far away from the tracks are these

metrics determined?

e. Are these two planning objectives, one from City of San Jose (railway

quiet zone) and the other CHSRA (more frequent trains) in conflict?  If so,

how will this be mitigated?  If not, how will you make that determination?

9. GGC Street Repair Impacts: The current City of San Jose Strong Neighborhoods

Initiative, Greater Gardner Action Plan¹ #1, states: “Repair/Reconstruct

Deteriorated Streets, Sidewalks and Systems”, item #1a “Work with DOT to

accelerate street replacement schedule”?

a. How will either an additional fenced barrier, or grade separations

specifically maintain or improve any street repair impacts in Greater

Gardner?

b. Will CHSRA activity in Greater Gardner area impact the specific

streetworks projects (see #11, below) occurring, and if so, how so?

c. How will the CHSRA plan to coordinate and maintain the Greater Gardner

street replacement schedule?

d. How is the use of heavy construction equipment during HST construction

expected to impact street repair schedule?

e. How will CHSRA adhere to the action plan directive to work directly with

DOT and the neighborhood action coalition on street improvement?

f. If the CHSRA and DOT/Greater Gardner NAC are in contention over

various streetworks projects, what is the mediation process among the 3

agencies?  Will there be compensation for any impacted streetworks?

Who will decide the compensation schedule?

10. GGC Street Repair Impacts, soft soils/streets not on action plan:  Greater Gardner

neighborhood is known for excessively soft soils that result in difficult street

repair and maintenance.  For streets that are currently not on action plan, it is

possible that damage could occur during construction process or ongoing train
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maintenance, even if the route is not immediately adjacent to the street in 

question. 

a. Is there a mitigation process for streets curbs and gutters that experience

structural degradation as a result of HST construction or ongoing

operations, even though said streets are not immediately adjacent to the

tracks?

b. Which agency decides if street damage on nearby streets is due to train

operations?

c. How are conflicts mediated?

11. Street Repair Impact specifics: The current City of San Jose Strong

Neighborhoods Initiative, Greater Gardner Action Plan¹ #1 states ,

“Repair/Reconstruct Deteriorated Streets, Sidewalks and Systems”.   The

following specifics street improvements are ongoing projects coordinated by San

Jose DOT, SJ Dept of Public Works and San Jose Redevelopment Agency.

a. How will either an additional fenced barrier, or grade separations

specifically maintain or improve ongoing street repairs in Greater Gardner

Neighborhoods?

b. How will CHSRA coordinate with these agencies for mitigation of all

impacted streetworks projects?

c. How will Greater Gardner community be compensated for damaged or

delayed existing streetworks projects on or near the Caltrain tracks, or near

any proposed route through Greater Gardner as a result of HSR?

i. #1e: Repair Prevost Street from Fuller to Minnesota (Fuller is

adjacent to the Caltrain tracks) – what is the CHSRA detailed plan

for this specific streetwork initiative?

ii. #1g: Repair/Reconstruct Harrison St and Harrison Ave

(immediately adjacent to tracks) – what is the CHSRA detailed

plan for this specific streetwork initiative?

iii. #1h: Repair/Reconstruct Gregory Street from Fuller Ave to Helen

St (adjacent to tracks) - – what is the CHSRA detailed plan for this

specific streetwork initiative?

iv. #1k: Repair/Reconstruct W Virginia Street sidewalk from RR

tracks at W Virginia and Drake to 87 overpass. – what is the

CHSRA detailed plan for this specific streetwork initiative?

v. #1l: Improve Fuller curb and gutter and church driveway curb cut

on Fuller ave.  (Fuller is adjacent to the tracks and the Church is

directly adjacent to the Caltrain ROW.) – what is the CHSRA

detailed plan for this specific streetwork initiative?

12. GGC Gateways and Streetscapes: The current City of San Jose Strong

Neighborhoods Initiative, Greater Gardner Action Plan¹ #3a, Distinguish Greater
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Gardner with Gateways and Streetscape Improvements includes : Install a 

gateway feature at Bird and W Virginia street, and double acorn lights W Virginia 

and Gregory Plaza”.   

a. How will either an additional fenced barrier, or grade separations

specifically maintain or improve this Gateway Initiative?

b. Since the streetscape improvements are very close to the Caltrain ROW,

will these city sponsored improvements need to be removed?  If so, will

CHSRA compensate the Greater Gardner NAC for facilities

damaged/removed?

c. How is the removal executed and which agency makes the determination?

How will the CHSRA protect the existing streetscapes and lighting?

d. Will streetscapes and gateways need to be removed to implement the

fenced barrier or grade separation?  If so, what will be the impact of HST

implementation on the Greater Gardner area considering the

implementation of these gateways and streetscapes was intended to

improve neighborhood access and walkability.

13. GGC Tree Planting: The current City of San Jose Strong Neighborhoods

Initiative, Greater Gardner Action Plan¹ #3c, Distinguish Greater Gardner with

Gateways and Streetscape Improvements includes: – Conduct a tree planting on

W Virginia street from Drake Street to Route 87”.

a. How will either an additional fenced barrier, or grade separations

specifically maintain or improve this tree planting initative?

b. Will the trees on W Virginia and Drake need to be removed to

accommodate HST?  If so, what is the rationale that this either maintains

or improves the access conditions?  How will any tree removal be

mitigated?

c. What studies or metrics support the rationale that removing trees actually

maintains or improves the area, assuming the trees are healthy?

d. Will CHSRA compensate Greater Gardner NAC for any removed or

damaged trees, or any movement of trees?  Will the City arborist be

involved?  Will mitigations include moving trees?

14. GGC Pedestrian Scale Lighting: The current City of San Jose Strong

Neighborhoods Initiative, Greater Gardner Action Plan¹ #3d includes: Distinguish

Greater Gardner with Gateways and Streetscape Improvements – Install

additional pedestrian scale lighting at Fuller Avenue Park (which is directly

adjacent to the Caltrain ROW).

a. How will either an additional fenced barriers, or grade separations

specifically maintain or improve any pedestrian scale lighting in Greater

Gardner?
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b. Will the pedestrian scale lighting on Fuller provide the same light ratios to

the area after the additional fenced barrier or grade separations are

installed?  How are these measurements obtained, and who is responsible

for the measurements?

c. If lighting is impeded, and there is increased crime due to poor pedestrian

scale lighting on Fuller Ave, will CHSRA assume liability as a responsible

party?  Note we are referring to pedestrian scale lighting not lighting to

support the trains.

d. What are the plans for pedestrian scale lighting near the additional fenced

barrier or grade separations provided by CHSRA?  How will you involve

the Greater Gardner NAC in the design and choice of such lighting?

15. GGC Architectural Preservation: The current City of San Jose Strong

Neighborhoods Initiative, Greater Gardner Action Plan¹ #5c includes: Ensure that

architecture for proposed new projects remains consistent with existing

neighborhood character.

a. How will either an additional fenced barrier, or grade separations

specifically maintain or improve the architectural neighborhood character

in Greater Gardner?

b. How will any additional fenced barriers or grade separators be designed to

be consistent with the architecture of the turn of the century homes in

Greater Gardner?

c. How will you design replacement bridges that honor and reflect the 1936

bridge designs and preserve and reinstall the original SPRR medallions?

d. What is the process for ensuring additional fenced barriers or grade

separators are consistent with neighborhood character?  Is there an

architectural historian available on the HST project to provide input?

How will the GGC community be involved with the design?  How will the

assessments be conducted and how will results be published?

e. What is the mitigation plan for Greater Gardner NAC if we feel CHSRAs

structures that do not adhere to the guidelines of Greater Gardner action

plan?

f. How will CHSRA engage other San Jose agencies that are responsible for

maintaining neighborhood character, including Housing Dept and

Planning and Code enforcement staff?  What are the building codes that

the additional fenced barriers or grade separators need to adhere to?

Which agency will be the lead on the task of determining if additional

fenced barriers or grade separators are consistent with Greater Gardner

neighborhood character?

16. GGC Architectural Preservation: The Greater Gardner action plan #5 calls for the

possible creation of a historic conservation district located within Greater Gardner

neighborhoods.  How will CHSRA mitigate the potential deleterious effects of

high speed rail on that goal?
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17. GGC Pedestrian Safety: The current City of San Jose Strong Neighborhoods

Initiative, Greater Gardner Action Plan¹ #4f includes: Refresh faded crosswalks

and no parking zones where necessary throughout neighborhood, incl Gregory

Plaza Tot Lot and W Virginia at Drake.

a. How will either an additional fenced barrier, or grade separations

specifically maintain or improve pedestrian safety in Greater Gardner?

b. Since Caltrain ROW is immediately adjacent to W Virginia/Drake and

close to Gregory Plaza Tot Lot, will the no parking zone be eliminated? If

so, which agency makes that decision? Will this be coordinated with SJ

DOT?

c. Will any recently refreshed crosswalks referred to in current City of San

Jose Strong Neighborhoods Initiative, Greater Gardner Action Plan¹ #4f

need to be removed, repainted or relocated? If so will this be coordinated

with SJ DOT?

d. How will any disruption in current pedestrian safety such as removal of no

parking zones or painted over crosswalks be communicated to residents?

What community outreach in both Spanish and English will be provided?

How will residents be notified given that the neighborhood is a mixture of

owners and renters?

e. If disruption in Pedestrian Safety for Greater Gardner neighborhood is

required to implement an additional fenced barrier or grade separator,

what is the rationale to claim HST in Greater Gardner area is low impact?

f. How will access and safety be ensured during construction and temporary

road closures and/or detours?

18. Open Space: The current City of San Jose Strong Neighborhoods Initiative,

Greater Gardner Action Plan¹ #6b includes, “Improve Neighborhood Open

Space”, identify sites for potential new open space including footbridge at

Gregory Plaza, W Virginia at Bird, Land adjacent to Railroad tracks at Harrison.

a. How will either an additional fenced barrier, or grade separations

specifically maintain or improve access to Open Space?

b. Since every potential open space listed in the City of San Jose Strong

Neighborhoods Initiative, Greater Gardner Action Plan¹ #6b is near or

directly adjacent to the Caltrain ROW, and likely near any other proposed

route through Greater Gardner,  what is  rationale for claiming HST would

maintain or improve existing access conditions in the Gregory Plaza area

of Greater Gardner?  Does removing any open space that is targeted by

GGC neighborhoods as eligible for improvement into parks and open

space etc, constitute a neighborhood “maintenance or improvement of

existing conditions”?
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c. What are the impacts of an additional fenced barrier or grade separator to

the open space by the footbridge at Gregory Plaza?  What constitutes the

assessment of “low impact” on this parcel of open space?

d. What are the impacts of an additional fenced barrier or grade separator to

the open space at W Virginia and Bird?  What constitutes the assessment

of “low impact” on this parcel of open space?

e. What are the impacts to the open space adjacent to the railroad tracks at

Harrison of an additional fenced barrier or grade separators?  What

constitutes the assessment of “low impact” on this parcel of open space?

19. GGC Dog Park: the current City of San Jose Strong Neighborhoods Initiative,

Greater Gardner Action Plan¹ #6d includes: “Improve Neighborhood Open

Space”, Explore and if possible build a dog park in the Gregory Plaza

Neighborhood.

a. How will either an additional fenced barrier, or grade separations

specifically maintain or improve the Greater Gardner Dog Park?

b. Since the Caltrain ROW (and likely any alternative routes considered for

HSR) bifurcates Gregory Plaza (the area designated as bordered by

Gregory, Fuller, Bird and 280 in Greater Gardner Neighborhood), and

since all open space available is adjacent to Caltrain ROW, does this

imply that CHSRA plans will eliminate Greater Gardner NAC’s ability to

implement the desired Dog Park?

c. How will the dogs owners in the GGC area in the area who benefit from

pro social interactions with fellow dog owners be compensated for lack of

a dog park?  Is there a mitigation plan for dog owners?

d. How is the Greater Gardner NAC objective of a Dog Park in Gregory

Plaza maintained or improved by HSTs implementation of an additional

fenced barrier or grade separations?  Note that there is no fenced barrier

there now.

20. GGC Traffic Impacts: The current City of San Jose Strong Neighborhoods

Initiative, Greater Gardner Action Plan¹ #10a, “Reduce Neighborhood Traffic

Impacts”, Conduct analysis and signing to enforce no truck traffic on all

neighborhood streets and limit truck weight on all traffic through neighborhood.

a. How will implementation of HST on Caltrain tracks with a nearby station

specifically maintain or improve Greater Gardner traffic impacts?

b. How will the construction of a large nearby train station and HST impact

the traffic in the Greater Gardner neighborhood?  What metrics will be

used to measure traffic impacts?

c. What will be the impacts to Greater Gardner neighborhoods in the event

HST construction requires any road closures?  How will that be mitigated?

d. Will the CHSRA adhere to Greater Gardner NAC guidelines on truck

weight restrictions during the construction process?  If so what is the
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implementation plan and how will this be enforced?  If not, what 

mitigations will be utilized?   

21. GGC Fuller Park/Plaza: The current City of San Jose Strong Neighborhoods

Initiative, Greater Gardner Action Plan² #3, Improve and maintain open space

along Fuller Avenue?  Note that Fuller Ave is directly adjacent to Caltrain tracks,

and costs have already been borne by Greater Gardner NAC.

a. How will either an additional fenced barrier, or grade separations

specifically maintain or improve Fuller park/Plaza?

b. How will the CHSRA alignment maintain the current location of Fuller

Park/Plaza, given that a comparable park space is not located nearby?  If

not where will a replacement park be located?  How will CHSRA propose

to mitigate the loss of 2 acres of parkland in an area that is fully

developed?

c. Irrigation- Will a new HST fenced barrier or grade separations

compromise existing or future irrigation systems for Fuller Park/plaza and

if so, will Greater Gardner Neighborhood Action Coalition be

compensated for existing or future damage?

d. Fencing- will fencing along Fuller park, immediately adjacent to the

Caltrain ROW erected as part of the Greater Gardner NAC improvements

to Fuller park be compromised by HST additional fenced barrier and/or

grade separations?

e. Please evaluate the above costs/mitigations for Fuller park for each of the

alignment alternatives including bypassing Greater Gardner neighborhood.

3.7.4 (pg3.7.42) Moreover,portions of the alignment alternatives would be on aerial 

structures or in tunnels, allowing for vehicular or pedestrian access across the 

alignment alternatives. 

1. There is an asphalt walkway project along the south side of Virginia street,

described in City of San Jose Strong Neighborhoods Initiative Greater Gardner

Neighborhood Improvement Plan² page 34 Railroad Crossings.

a. Will this need to be redone/reworked, and who decides?  When will the

evaluation of designated rework take place, and by whom?  Will CHSRA

bear the costs for any rebuild?

b. Will the city or Greater Gardner be compensated for damage to project

incurred by HSR, requiring planning and implementation of rework by

Gardner community or will CHSRA manage the rework entirely?  What is

the approval mechanism for the work?

c. If vehicular at grade crossing at W Virginia is close, how will the CHSRA

propose to provide pedestrian access to both ends of W Virginia?
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2. The City of San Jose Strong Neighborhoods Initiative Greater Gardner

Neighborhood Improvement Plan² action step #8d (page 53) states: “Improve

Neighborhood Pedestrian Crossings.

a. Will pedestrian access across any alignments be coordinated with Greater

Gardner objectives to “Calm Neighborhood Traffic and Increase

Pedestrian convenience”?

b. Will HSR impact any enhanced crosswalks in Greater Gardner that occur

on Caltrain tracks (or other chosen HSR route tracks) surrounding

Virginia, Bird and Delmas?  If so, how so?

c. Will pedestrian access studies be completed in Greater Gardner prior to

pedestrian or vehicular access across the HST alignment to gauge

impacts? If so, which agency will execute these studies and how will the

results be communicated to the city and residents?  Will the outreach

occur in Spanish also?

d. How will pedestrian access be handicapped enabled (with handicapped

ramps) as specified in #8d?   What will be the accomodations for guide

dog?

e. What are the plans of CHSRA for highly visible crosswalks to coordinate

with GGC action plan?

3.7.4 (pg 3.7.42) The Authority has also adopted strategies for HST station location 

options that would incorporate transit oriented design and smart growth land use 

policies 

1. Since Greater Gardner residential neighborhood is less than one mile from

Diridon HST station, how does transit oriented design and smart growth land use

apply to Greater Gardner specifically?  What is the exact meaning of “transit

oriented design and smart growth”?

2. Does the fact that an HST station is being built at Diridon station mean that all

San Jose residents are defacto enrolled in a “smart growth” strategy?  Will this be

voted on by the citizens?

3. What are the smart growth impacts to the following, and how will these impacts

be communicated to residents?  Will there be community outreach in Spanish?

a. Parking and transportation for existing Greater Gardner residents

b. Crime and a need for more policing due to the increase in visits to Diridon

area above what is specified in the City of San Jose Strong Neighborhoods

Initiative, Greater Gardner, Nov 2007 Greater Gardner Neighborhood

Improvement Plan Amendment¹

3.7.5 (pg 3.7.42) in many cases local plans and ordinances do not address 

transportation options such as the HST system. 
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While the Greater Gardner Strong Neighborhoods Initiative Action Plan does not 

specifically address HST, it does address many of the impacts of HST in the City of San 

Jose Strong Neighborhoods Initiative, Greater Gardner, Nov 2007 Greater Gardner 

Neighborhood Improvement Plan Amendment top 10.  What are CHSRAs plans to 

mitigate the following impacts which are addressed in plans for Greater Gardner, San 

Jose? Specifically, 

1. Repair/Reconstruct Deteriorated Streets, Sidewalks and Related Systems

(many of which are at or near Caltrain ROW, and likely any other proposed

routes for HSR)

2. Increase Neighborhood and Public Safety (concerns with blight caused by

grade separations dividing Greater Gardner)

3. Distinguish Greater Gardner with Gateways and Streetscape improvements,

and lighting

4. Enhance parking, traffic circulation and pedestrian safety

5. Explore and Implement house painting, Rehabilitation, Vintage housing

preservation

6. Improve Neighborhood Open Space (this will be greatly diminished with

HST)

7. Mitigate Neighborhood Noise Levels (definite concern with HST)

8. Increase Parks and Rec and Neighborhood services around Gardner

Community Center

9. Increase Code Enforcement

10. Reduce Neighborhood Traffic impacts (definite concern with HST)

3.7.5 (pg 3.7.42)   In addition, many local land use plans and ordinances have not been 

updated for several years, though they may be updated over time to acknowledge and 

support implementation of a HST system. The potential for land use incompatibility is 

considered significant at this programmatic level due to the uncertainties involved; 

however, such impacts may not be realized over the 20- to 25-year time horizon for 

implementing the HST system. 

The most recent document available for Greater Gardner planning is the City of San Jose 

Strong Neighborhoods Initiative, Greater Gardner Action Plan¹, updated November 2007 

(used to prepare many of these questions).   From EIR Chapter 14, Sources Used in 

Document Preparation, documentation used to prepare Section 3.7, Land Use and 

Planning, Community and Neighborhoods, Property and Environmental Justice, listed 

below, featured no documents created on or after November 2007, and used the City of 

San Jose 2020 General Plan adopted August 16, 1994, as well as the US Census Bureau 

data from 2000.  Therefore the Greater Gardner planning documents are more current 

than the documents used to create the program EIR. 
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1. The Greater Gardner coalition neighborhoods has up to date planning data

available from 2007 in its neighborhood improvement plan.  What is the

implication of using obsolete planning documents in CHSRAs analysis?

2. What is the mitigation plan for land use incompatibilities between Greater

Gardner action plan and CHSRA in the event of a planning error made by

CHSRA based on their use of obsolete planning documents from the City of San

Jose?

3.7.5 (pg 3.7.42) A Land Use Compatibility 

Local land use plans and ordinances would be further considered in the selection of 

alignment alternatives and station location options. Project-level review would consider 

consistency with existing and planned land use, neighborhood access needs, and multi-

modal connectivity opportunities. 

---Work with local governments to consider local plans and local access needs and to 

apply design practices to limit disruption to communities. 

---Work with local governments to establish requirements for station location option 

area plans and opportunities for transit-oriented development. 

1. Please describe the consideration process that CHSRA used regarding Greater

Gardner land use plans, and Neighborhood Action Plans with respect to the

chosen Pacheco alternative route.

a. What will be the project level reviews undertaken for Greater Gardner

community, and will the the results of these reviews be published?

Consistency with existing and planned land use guidelines are specified in

City of San Jose Strong Neighborhoods Initiative, Greater Gardner, Nov

2007 Greater Gardner Neighborhood Improvement Plan Amendment¹ but

do not appear to be addressed in the program EIR/EIS (and any Greater

Gardner planning documents were not referred to in the program

EIR/EIS).

b. Which local government agencies representing Greater Gardner

community, San Jose worked with CHSRA to consider local plans and

local access needs for HST such that the design would limit disruption to

Greater Gardner?  Are there any records of these meetings and what was

determined?

c. Which local governments representing Greater Gardner community,

worked with CHSRA on opportunities for transit-oriented development for

HST?  Did these transit oriented development meetings with Greater

Gardner representatives coordinate HST planning with Greater Gardner

LRT drop off area, documented as Action #13, City of San Jose Strong

Neighborhoods Initiative Greater Gardner Jan 2002² (pg 59)?  Are there

any records of these meetings and what was determined?

d. If the HST transit oriented development planning is in conflict with the

Greater Gardner transit oriented planning, related to the LRT dropoff area
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or others, what is the mediation plan?   Which agency decides the amt of 

loss, if any? 

3.7.5 (pg 3.7.43) B Communities and Neighborhoods 

Alignment alternatives would be further refined in consultation with local governments 

and planning agencies, with consideration given to minimizing barrier effects in order 

to maintain neighborhood integrity. Potential mitigation strategies to reduce the effects 

of any new barriers would be considered at the project-level environmental review and 

could include grade separating planned rail lines and streets, new pedestrian crossings, 

new cross-connection points, improved visual quality of project facilities, and traffic 

management plans to maintain access during and after construction. 

1. Please explain how each of the different vertical track alignments (i.e. tunnel,

trench, track at grade, elevated track), and bypass neighborhood potentially divide

(or connect) the community, in comparison to the Greater Gardner Neighborhood

Action Plan policies. What is the likelihood that the the at-grade and elevated

options will create division of the community?

a. Please outline measures to demonstrate how such a project can enhance

the community by providing attractive connections and interactions

between neighborhoods (Gardner, Willow Glen to the south  and

Downtown San Jose to the north), commercial areas, schools, and open

spaces/parks.

b. Outline strategies to avoid total isolation of Greater Gardner

neighborhoods, if sandwiched between elevated HSR tracks to the south

and 280 to the north.

2. How would CHSRA plan to involve Greater Gardner NAC during the project

level environmental review to decide any mitigation strategies for a new barrier?

Will there be community involvement?  Will there be community outreach in

Spanish for this determination?

3. Which new pedestrian crossings and cross connection points are being considered

for the Greater Gardner area, and how will those additions to the neighborhood

impact the City of San Jose Strong Neighborhoods Initiative, Greater Gardner,

Nov 2007 Greater Gardner Neighborhood Improvement Plan Amendment¹ top ten

#4 (parking, traffic circulation and pedestrian safety) and #10 (reduce

neighborhood traffic impacts)?  Have there been any studies to evaluate new

pedestrian crossings and cross connection points for Greater Gardner

neighborhoods and their impacts?  How will the community outreach be

developed? Will community outreach of these changes occur in Spanish as well as

English?

4. What is meant by “improved quality of project facilities” and traffic management

plans as it pertains to Greater Gardner neighborhood during and after

construction?  What constitutes an improved quality of project facilities?  What is

the baseline metric from which these improvements were generated? Where was

it last used?  Are the results of those studies published and available to residents

of GGC?
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5. What is the impact of HSR traffic management plans on the City of San Jose

Strong Neighborhoods Initiative, Greater Gardner, Nov 2007 Greater Gardner

Neighborhood Improvement Plan Amendment¹ top 10 #10 Reduce Neighborhood

Traffic Impacts?  Are these two initiatives in conflict? If so, what is the mitigation

plan?

¹City of San Jose Strong Neighborhoods Initiative, Greater Gardner, Nov 2007 Greater 

Gardner Neighborhood Improvement Plan Amendment 

²City of San Jose Strong Neighborhoods Initiative Greater Gardner Jan 2002 (original 

plan)  
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3.4 Noise and Vibration 

San Jose Greater Gardner Existing Noise environment 

The current City of San Jose Strong Neighborhoods Initiative, Greater Gardner Action 

Plan¹ #7, “Mitigate Neighborhood Noise Levels”, specifies specific actions to reduce 

noise levels in Greater Gardner neighborhood (Caltrain rail quiet zone, freeway sound 

walls etc.).  These improvements are undertaken under the umbrella of the City of San 

Jose General Plan Noise designations: 

The City of San Jose's General Plan Noise Element contains four noise level 

objectives that are to be considered in land use planning. These objectives are (1) a 

long-range, exterior day-night average (Ldn) noise objective of Ldn 55 dBA; (2) a 

short-range, exterior noise objective of Ldn 60 dBA; (3) an interior noise objective of 

Ldn 45 dBA; and, (4) a maximum exterior noise level of Ldn 76 dBA that should not 

be exceeded in order to avoid significant adverse health effects. The last noise 

criterion addressing adverse health effects is based upon and would apply only to 

long-term operational noise impacts, and does not apply to temporary noise such as 

construction activities. 

When a proposed project is subject to CEQA (High speed rail), the noise impact on 

existing residential land uses are typically evaluated in terms of the increase in existing 

noise levels, regardless of existing background noise levels; and a significant impact is 

found if the increase in the 24-hour noise level (Ldn) increases by 5.0 dB or more in an 

existing residential area..  

3.4.1 (pg 3-4.3) Regulatory Requirements and Methods of Evaluation 

Impact Metric = (Residential Population in the Impact Area/Mile) + 0.3 × (Mixed Use 

Population in the Impact Area /Mile) + (100 × Number of Hospitals in the Impact 

Area)/Mile + (250 × Number of Schools in the Impact Area)/ Mile 

1. How was the criteria developed for this metric and scoring, specifically related to

Greater Gardner neighborhood, San Jose?

a. Given that the current City of San Jose Strong Neighborhoods Initiative,

Greater Gardner Action Plan¹ #7, “Mitigate Neighborhood Noise

Levels”, specifies that freeway noise is also an issue in the Gardner

Neighborhood, would this metric fully account for the total noise impacts

experienced by residents as a result of HST?

b. How does this metric compare to the City of San Jose General Plan noise

criteria?  Does this impact metric circumvent the City of San Jose

requirements/guidelines?

c. Will this metric be used in the project level EIR for HSR?

2. Has this metric been validated/recently used in other projects and if so, which

ones?
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3. Schools in impact metric: For the schools considered to be in the impacted area,

does this include ALL schools within one mile, including schools on the other

side of a major transportation corridor?  Gardner has one school within the

boundaries of 280, 87 and Caltrain ROW (Gardner Academy), but there are many

public, private and charter schools within one mile of the Greater Gardner

Caltrain ROW – Gardner Academy, Rocketship Elem, Notre Dame, Sacred Heart,

Washington Elemtary, etc

a. If only Gardner Academy is relevant to this metric, then does that imply

that other transportation corridors isolate the other schools from Gardner,

and hence, they are not counted?

b. Related to (a), please elaborate on the number of schools utilized in the

impact metric, vs the claims that Greater Gardner residential property

impact is LOW, from 3.7 Land Use and Planning table 3.7.2.

i. If CHSRA concludes that transportation corridors isolate schools

from noise impact metrics, this would imply that additional

transportation corridors as discussed in 3.7 Land Use and Planning

table 3.7.2 would result in high impact from a land use/community

perspective- and yet this is not the case for Greater Gardner where

impact was slated as LOW- please quantify these results.

4. Will you be using a day time measure and a 24 hour measure for noise?  If so how

will you resolve conflicts in evaluation of the level of impact between the two

measures?  If not, why not?

(pg 3-4.3) Application of Screening Method to Conventional Rail and High-Speed 

Train Modes  

For speeds less than 125 mph (201 kph) and for areas near stations, the FTA screening 

method was used in concert with the FRA method. 

1. Why are FTA screening methods used in conjunction with FRA for speeds under

125mph?  How is this appropriate?  Are there any noise designations for lower

speeds that might be required for S-curve tracks as through Greater Gardner?

2. Is the  FTA screening method is required by law?  If so why did you use a second

method?  Was there legal justification here to use a different screening method?

3. Please evaluate the noise using both methods?

(pg 3-4.3)Urban and noisy suburban areas are grouped together. These areas are 

assumed to have ambient noise levels greater than 60 dBA Ldn. Similarly, quiet 

suburban, rural, and natural open-space areas are grouped as areas where ambient 

noise levels are less than 55 dBA Ldn. 

Submission B007 (Harvey Darnell, Greater Gardner Coalition, July 20, 2016)
- Continued

A.5-96

California High-Speed Rail Project EIR/EIS
San Francisco to San Jose Section

2016 Scoping Report
Appendix A.5 Comments from Businesses and Organizations



GGC NAC HST SF to Merced Noise and Vibration Scoping Questions   

- 3 -

(pg 3-4.11) In the urban areas and suburban areas of the East Bay, San Francisco 

Peninsula, and San Jose, the ambient noise is estimated to range from Ldn 57 to 66 

dBA. 

1. The City of San Jose General Plan features a long-range, exterior day-night

average (Ldn) noise objective of Ldn 55 dBA- whereas CHSRA considers San

Jose to have an ambient noise level greater than 60 dBA Ldn (assuming San Jose

is considered an Urban or Noisy Suburban region).  What accounts for the

differences here?

2. Please use the City of San Jose’s significance criteria to define whether HSR

noise impacts are significant with respect to adjacent residential, commercial,

park, school, or other uses.

3. Given that The current City of San Jose Strong Neighborhoods Initiative, Greater

Gardner Action Plan¹ #7  is “Mitigate Neighborhood Noise Levels”., is attempting

to adhere to the San Jose General plan noise guidelines.   At 55 dba, these are

quieter than HSR ambient noise level assumptions.   Is CHSRA assumptions in

conflict with Greater Gardner noise targets?  If so, what is the mitigation plan for

the Greater Gardner neighborhood with respect to the neighborhood noise levels

and any increase due to HSR?  How will GGC Neighborhood be compensated for

any increase?

(pg 3.4-4) To develop a relative comparison of the HST Alignment Alternatives, the 

results of the screening analysis were adjusted to account for noise reductions from the 

elimination of at-grade crossings on existing rail lines, where the HST Alignment 

Alternatives would share the rail corridor. 

1. The Greater Gardner neighborhood already has grade separations for Caltrain.

Did the screening analysis exclude any noise reductions for Greater Gardner for

places where they already exist?

2. Grade separations in the Greater Gardner area are 1936-style historically designed

structures (in some cases ARE historic structures) that retain the original SP

medallions.  Will these structures remain for HSR?  Are the grade separations

required for noise mitigation somehow different than Gardners historic grade

separations?  Will the new structures resemble the old to maintain the integrity of

the community?  How will these structures be protected during the construction

process?

3. What are the noise contours for high speed rail and baseline exclusive of at grade

warning horn noise?  How do they compare?  How will you mitigate any increase

in noise from baseline?

(pg 3.4-5)  Noise barrier mitigation is shown to be especially effective for receivers 

close to the tracks. Although noise barrier walls would not be the only potential 

mitigation strategy considered, they were used to represent mitigation potential inthe 
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statewide program EIR/EIS (California High-Speed Rail Authority and Federal 

Railroad Administration 2005) and in this Program EIR/EIS. 

1. Barrier walls are used as the only potential sound mitigation in EIR.  What

other mitigations are under consideration?  Were they used previously in

similar situations with High Speed Rail?  What their results of their previous

use?

2. What will be the noise metric used to determine which noise barrier to use?

Will it be the same metric used to gauge sound wall success?

3. The current City of San Jose Strong Neighborhoods Initiative, Greater

Gardner Action Plan¹ #7b and #7c, “Mitigate Neighborhood Noise Levels”,

install and/or improve sound walls along 280 east from Gregory Plaza (at

Caltrain tracks) to highway 87, will install sound walls in almost the exact

same locations as the HSR sound walls, only at different angles as the two

transportation corridors (280+Caltrain) come together.

a. Are there any safety issues i.e. earthquakes with numerous sound walls

installed in the same locations at differing angles?

b. Does either HSR or 280 sound wall preclude the other sound wall from

being built and if so, what is the mitigation plan?

c. Will the construction of HSR cause DOT to stop assessing or working

on the proposed 280 soundwalls and what is the mitigation plan?  Is

there an appeals process?

4. What is the proposed height of these sound walls for each alternative

configuration including bypassing the neighborhood?

5. Will you be providing shadow maps of the area affected by these sound walls,

or any increase track height through the neighborhood?

6. What mitigations will be proposed for those impacted by the shadows?

7. What will be the appeal process for those impacted by the sound walls (which

is a different group than those impacted by the train).

8. Which alternative noise barriers can be used for each section of Gardner- list

all, for the following,

a. Guadalupe/87 fwy crossover into Gardner

b. Fuller Street east of Bird

c. Prevost and Delmas Grade Separations

d. Bird Grade Separation

e. West of Bird, between Bird and Harrison

f. West Virginia and Harrison

g. 280 crossover out of Gardner

(pg 3.4-5) Based on these results, the potential noise impact ratings from screening 

were adjusted to account for segments where at-grade crossings would be eliminated 

for existing passenger and freight trains as part of the implementation of HST service 

along that alignment. A reduction in one impact rating level (high to medium or 
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medium to low) was made only for alignments where HST speeds would be less than 

150 mph (241 kph) 

*** Table 3.4-4 Noise and Impact summary: Diridon station noise impact MEDIUM 

accounting for grade crossing elimination 

1. The current City of San Jose Strong Neighborhoods Initiative, Greater Gardner

Action Plan¹ #7, “Mitigate Neighborhood Noise Levels”, specifies creating a

Railway Quiet Zone at Gardner.  Given this, is it appropriate to automatically

lower high impact to low impact based on horns?

2. What is the precedent for lowering one impact rating based solely on horns?

3. Trains often honk on their way to Tamien which will likely continue, does this

remove medium impact status and put all Gardner mitigations back to high

impact?

4. Will UPRR and Caltrain be fully fenced within CHSRA’s security perimeter?  If

not will they continue to honk at transients on their tracks?  How will this affect

your use of lowering the impact rating one level for no warning horns?

(pg 3.4-7) Low levels of HST noise can result in interference but not necessarily result 

in annoyance. The number and frequency of HST operations must exceed a certain 

level or threshold before it is perceived as annoying. Interference is a short-term 

occurrence. Annoyance, because of the emotional component is more long lasting. 

Annoyance is the more appropriate criteria in evaluating the receiver experience in 

pristine open spaces using the metric Time Audible (TA) – 

1. As far as annoyance why did you choose not to use the same criterion in Gardner

Neighborhood, particularly since the combination of elevated structures and

homes immediately adjacent to the tracks mean high levels of HST noise?

2. Given that table 3.4-3 lists a % time audible of 50 with a 19-21% time annoyed,

and since HST trains will be entering Gardner at the rate of 15 per hour, assuming

a few minute impact for each train, wouldn’t that equate to a 50% time audible for

Gardner and the same annoyance factors, even though Gardner is a residential

area?

Noise and Vibration- regarding the following related statements, 

(pg 3.4-5)  Where speeds are expected to be low, the vibration potential impacts are 

confined to within 100 ft (30 m) of the track. 

(pg 3.4-10) For trains on elevated structure, HST noise is increased, partially due to 

the loss of sound absorption by the ground and partially due to extra sound radiation 

from the bridge structure.  Moreover, the sound from trains on elevated structures 

spreads about twice as far as it does from at-grade operations of the same train because 

of clearer paths for sound transmission.   

(pg 3.4-11)The effects of ground-borne vibration in a building located close to a rail 

line could at worst include perceptible movement of the floors, rattling of windows, 

shaking of items on shelves or hanging on walls, and rumbling sounds. None of these 
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effects are great enough to cause damage but could result in annoyance if repeated 

many times daily. 

1. The 100 ft vibration potential impacts (with no impacts beyond 100 ft) appears

unlikely to many Gardner residents.  Are there any railroad studies or other HST

implementations where vibration effects can be proven to be limited to only 100ft

radius of the train?  What is the impact of varying soil types on felt vibrations?  In

Gardners swamp fill soil what will the expected vibration radius be?

2. Does the fact that the current Caltrain is at grade vs. a possible HST elevated

structure mean that despite the general statements about HST as quieter than

Diesel, that this would not be true in Gardner? And do track elevations change the

resulting answer regarding 100 ft vibration impacts (#1 above)?

3. Please apply question #2, above to any other possible planned routes through the

Greater Gardner neighborhood for High Speed Rail, in addition to the existing

Caltrain corridor.

4. What are the impacts of this level of sound and vibration on the historic properties

in Greater Gardner, most of which were built between 1880-1930?   Please be

specific, for all proposed routes through Greater Gardner:

1. Potential foundation damage for properties <100 ft away from train, <200

ft away from train, 300 ft away from train, 400 ft away from train, <500 ft

away from train.

2. Potential damage to windows, windows rattling etc for properties <100 ft

away from train, <200 ft away from train, 300 ft away from train, 400 ft

away from train, <500 ft away from train.

3. Potential damage to stucco for properties <100 ft away from train, <200 ft

away from train, 300 ft away from train, 400 ft away from train, <500 ft

away from train.

5. In the event of structural damage to close by historic homes, what mitigations will

be offered to residents?  Will foundations, windows and/or stucco walls be

covered?

6. Given that Greater Gardner planning area is initiating a process to identify and

preserve historic properties within Greater Gardner, what is the mitigation plan

for these properties if they are located close to the Caltrain ROW or any of the

proposed HSR routes through Greater Gardner neighborhood?

(pg 3-4.11) Along the proposed alignment alternative on the San Francisco Peninsula, 

the Caltrain passenger service is a major contributor to the ambient noise levels, 

especially at grade crossings, where horn noise dominates the noise environment 

within 0.25 mi (0.40 km) of the intersections. 

1. Identify the noise from horns as well as operations from all trains and any

alignments and routes proposed through Greater Gardner, based on the increased

frequency of train operations planned for HST.  We understand that HST is
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planning 18 trains per hour, vs. much less frequent Caltrain schedules.  Please 

assume Greater Gardner will be designated as a railway quiet zone as specified in 

the City of San Jose Strong Neighborhoods Initiative, Greater Gardner Action 

Plan¹ #7a, “Mitigate Neighborhood Noise Levels”, establish Greater Gardner as a 

railway quiet zone. 

(pg 3.4-19) Along the Pacheco alignment alternative from Diridon to Gilroy, there are 

42.4 miles where noise impacts are rated medium to high and vibration impacts are 

rated medium. 

1. Evaluate the impact on adjacent properties caused by permanent noise and

vibration increases from the rail operations, as well as noise and vibration

associated with each construction method, for each route proposed through

Greater Gardner.

a. Immediately facing tracks: 350-600 block Fuller

b. Immediately facing tracks: Fuller Ave park

c. Backyard facing tracks 300-500 block Jerome (even numbers)

d. One parcel away from tracks, 300-600 block Hull odd and Jerome 300-

600 odd

e. Biebrach Park

f. 3 blks from tracks: W Virginia (east of Bird) and Atlanta Ave.

g. Harrison St- 600 blk immediately adjacent to tracks

h. Harrison St- 700 blk 2 blocks from tracks

i. W. Virginia and Drake Street

j. Gregory Plaza tot lot and Fuller Los Gatos Creek Bridge

2. Evaluate how noise levels would vary with the different vertical track alignments

(i.e. tunnel, trench, track at grade, elevated track), including all three operators

(HST, Caltrain and Union Pacific) and then outline methods to reduce those

impacts to “less than significant” levels. The impacts of such methods,

particularly noise walls, should also be evaluated for their visual impacts.

(pg 3-4.19) Along the Pacheco alignment alternative from Diridon to Gilroy, there are 

42.4 miles where noise impacts are rated medium to high and vibration impacts are 

rated medium. Four schools are located along this alignment, and there are 131 ac of 

parkland and varying residential populations. 

1. Please elaborate on the 4 schools you feel are located on the Diridon to Gilroy

alignment.  Does this include Gardner Academy, 502 Illinois Ave, San Jose, in

the Gardner neighborhood?

2. What about these schools in the immediate area of Greater Gardner (but not

specifically in Gardner)- Rocketship Elementary and Sacred Heart?  These 3
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schools, Gardner, Rocketship and Sacred Heart are all within 2 blocks of the 

Caltrain tracks within one mile of Tamien Station and Greater Gardner 

neighborhood.  Where there decisions made regarding choice of route based on 

this information about number of schools on the route?  How will this change 

decisions regarding HSR and Greater Gardner neighborhood so far? 

3. How will noise and vibration impacts affect park user experience at each of the

GGC neighborhood parks, including Fuller Park, Biebrach Park, Hummingbird

Park, Gardner Academy Soccer Field, and Gregory Plaza Tot Lot.

(pg 3.4-20) Short Term Construction Noise and Vibration 

City of San Jose significance criteria for construction noise: 

For construction noise sources, it is appropriate to equate the average or 

equivalent noise level (Leq) to Ldn when the disturbing noise does not occur 

during evening and nighttime hours from 7 P.M. to 7 A.M. An exterior noise 

criterion of Ldn 60 dBA is approximately equal to an Leq of 62 dBA for 

construction noise in the above conditions. Hence, any construction noise levels 

at sensitive receptor locations that exceed an Leq of 62 dBA would be considered 

a significant noise impact. 

1. Table 3.4-5 lists various construction noise levels at 100ft, all of which are

significant given the City of San Jose significance criteria, above.  Please

Evaluate the impact on adjacent properties caused by vibration associated with

each construction method, since few properties will exist exactly 100 ft away

from construction.

a. Immediately facing tracks: 350-600 block Fuller

b. Immediately facing tracks: Fuller Ave park

c. Backyard facing tracks 300-500 block Jerome (even numbers)

d. One parcel away from tracks, 300-600 block Hull odd and Jerome 300-

600 odd

e. Biebrach Park

f. 3 blks from tracks: W Virginia (east of Bird) and Atlanta Ave.

g. Harrison St- 600 blk immediately adjacent to tracks

h. Harrison St- 700 blk 2 blocks from tracks

i. W. Virginia and Drake Street

j. Gregory Plaza tot lot and Fuller Los Gatos Creek Bridge

2. Analyze construction and engineering techniques that would reduce construction

noise and excavation impacts on adjacent properties, and to preserve existing

vegetation and/or provide extensive new mitigation screening, including but not

limited to:

a. Specifying the quietest equipment available

b. Turn off equipment during periods of non use

c. Stop at Diridon and have a bus bridge for construction period
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3. Construction Mitigation: Estimate the costs of construction and mitigation

measures for construction damage and identify who would be responsible for

evaluating and bearing the costs.

¹City of San Jose Strong Neighborhoods Initiative, Greater Gardner, Nov 2007 Greater 

Gardner Neighborhood Improvement Plan Amendment 

²City of San Jose Strong Neighborhoods Initiative Greater Gardner Jan 2002 (original 

plan)  
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3.16 Section 4(f) and 6(f) Resources (Public Parks and Recreation) 

“Section 6(f) directs DOI to ensure that replacement lands of equal (monetary), 

location, and usefulness are provided as conditions to such conversions.  

Consequently, where such conversions of Section 6(f) lands are proposed for 

transportation projects, replacement lands must be provided.” 

“California statues similarly require replacement lands….a public agency that 

acquires public parkland for nonpark use must either pay compensation that is 

sufficient to acquire substantially equivalent substitute parkland or provide substitute 

parkland or comparable characteristics.”  (Program Level EIR, pg. 3.16-2) 

There are four existing parks through the Greater Gardner neighborhoods, one school 

with grounds used as a park and two proposed parks which could be impacted by the 

proposed HSR route through the Greater Gardner neighborhood.  Please evaluate the 

possibility of replacing or expanding park area along Fuller Avenue in conjunction with 

an underground configuration.  The lack of open space within the neighborhood is one of 

the challenges cited in the Greater Gardner Plan 2002 (revised 2007). 

The park which will be most directly impacted by the proposed HSR route is Fuller Park 

which lies between Fuller Avenue and the existing Caltrain Tracks.  After many years of 

work, this park has recently been completed at a cost of $850,000. Immediately adjacent 

to the Caltrain ROW are large old growth evergreens that provide aesthetics, habitat 

(including Raptors), shade and some noise mitigation - an incredible sense of tranquility 

to a busy neighborhood.  Please evaluate the varying impacts (in terms of property, noise, 

vibration, aesthetics and usability) on the park which would result from a train alignment 

in each these 5 alignments:  at grade, elevated, in a trench or underground, and bypassing 

the Greater Gardner neighborhoods, including loss of use of park during construction.   If 

Fuller Park or parts of it are lost to provide a path for the HSR, what compensation to the 

neighborhood will be provided since there is not comparable open space available within 

the neighborhood?  If removal of trees becomes necessary, what form of mitigation will 

be offered for all impacts?  If there is no comparable open space on which to create a 

replacement park, does this become an issue of Environmental Justice?  If parts of Fuller 

Park are lost to the HSR path, please list all measures possible to create beautification for 

a possible sound wall and remaining parts of the park.  What will be the time frame for 

creating these measures and how will the community be notified and involved?  What 

will be the appeals process? 

Biebrach Park is the largest and most heavily used neighborhood park.  Significant recent 

improvements including new community center, rebuilt pool, fencing, childrens play 

area, bathrooms etc. cost upwards of $8 million.   It is within one block north of the 

current Caltrain track.  It includes a heavily used community center, soccer field and 

swimming pool, and tot lot. Taking into account the unstable soils in the neighborhood as 

documented in the Greater Gardner Plan 2002 (rev 2007),  please evaluate especially with 

regards to noise, vibrations, and usability the varying impacts on the park and swimming 
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pool which would result from a train alignment in each of these five alignments:  at 

grade, elevated, in a trench or underground, or bypassing the Greater Gardner 

neighborhoods, including loss of use during construction.  Please list all measures 

possible to mitigate the impacts for the five scenarios.  Please also evaluate this in terms 

of environmental justice issues. 

Gregory Tot Lot is located in the far west corner of Gregory Plaza between Gregory 

Street and the I-280 sound wall.  This park is heavily used and severely impacted by 

freeway noise.  Please evaluate especially with regards to noise and vibrations, the 

varying impacts on the park which would result from a train alignment in each of these 

five scenarios:  at grade, elevated, in a trench or underground, and bypassing Greater 

Gardner neighborhoods.  Please list all measures possible to mitigate the impacts for the 

five scenarios.  Please also evaluate this in terms of environmental justice issues. 

Hummingbird is located on the corner of Fisk and Bird.  This park is heavily used.  

Please evaluate especially with regards to noise and vibrations, the varying impacts on 

the park which would result from a train alignment in each of these five scenarios:  at 

grade, elevated, in a trench or underground, and bypassing Greater Gardner 

neighborhoods.  Please list all measures possible to mitigate the impacts for the five 

scenarios.  Please also evaluate this in terms of environmental justice issues. 

Gardner Academy playing fields are heavily used by a children’s neighborhood soccer 

league and baseball league. Please evaluate especially with regards to noise and 

vibrations, the varying impacts on the park which would result from a train alignment in 

each of these five scenarios:  at grade, elevated, in a trench or underground, and 

bypassing Greater Gardner neighborhood.  Please list all measures possible to mitigate 

the impacts for the five scenarios.  Please also evaluate this in terms of environmental 

justice issues. 

There is also an area within the Greater Gardner Neighborhoods on which neighbors wish 

to build a park either for dog walking or a community garden:  a city owned parcel which 

runs along the railroad tracks between Harrison Street and Bird Avenue.  This was first 

identified in the Greater Gardner Plan of 2002 and reconfirmed in the 2007 revision.  If 

this parcel is needed by the HSR, please list all possible measures which could be taken 

to mitigate the loss of open space on the neighborhood. 

Finally, there is a parcel of land owned by the Joint Powers Authority between West 

Virginia and Harrison Streets along the railroad track.  This area has been used as a BMX 

bike track by neighborhood children and viewed as a possible site for a community 

garden. If this parcel is needed by the HSR, please list all possible measures which could 

be taken to mitigate the loss of open space on the neighborhood. 

In the Program-Level EIR, the only evaluative criteria used to assess impacts on parks 

was distance from the proposed HSR train tracks.  In the project-level EIR, please also 

assess impact on parks in regards to noise and vibration, aesthetics and environmental 

justice issues.  In the Greater Gardner Community, “portions of the neighborhood have 
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been built in swamp fill…(leading to) instability.”  (Greater Gardner Neighborhoods 

Improvement Plan, p19).   Please investigate the increased vibrations resulting from the 

unstable quality of the soils with soil studies specific to the Greater Gardner Area.  

How will the community be informed about HSR plans impacting each of these 7 

parkland areas?  In what languages?   

Who will be the public officials with whom the HSRA will consult (pg. 3.16-21) in order 

to obtain concurrence about HSRA plans for the parklands in Greater Gardner?  Will this 

include Board Members from the Greater Gardner NAC?  If not, why not?  Will this 

include the 2 city Council members for Greater Gardner?  If not, why not? 
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3.13 Geology and Soils 

(pg 3.13-19) San Jose to Central Valley Corridor 

The Pacheco alignment is located in areas of potentially strong ground motion, and to 

a lesser extent, areas potentially subject to liquefaction and/or other types of 

seismically induced ground failure (Figures 3.13-2 and 3.13-3). 

Greater Gardner Expansive Soils: Greater Gardner residents are concerned about property 

damage as a result of High Speed Rail construction or operations, that occur as a result of 

the “expansive soils” problems that are well known to the area.  Many residents have 

needed to rebuild their foundations multiple times in the past, and others have been 

denied the ability to refinance their property, or obtain home equity loans (from World 

Savings in at least one case), specifically due to the soils and appraisal issues thereof. 

From City of San Jose Strong Neighborhoods Initiative Greater Gardner Jan 2002 

(original plan) ² 

Soils Conditions - Expansive soils underlie large areas of the neighborhood. 

Effects on the public right-of-way include buckling streets and sidewalks and 

damaged sewers. (pg 10) 

The neighborhood is located atop a former wetland, and pervasive unstable soils 

affect the stability of structures and paving throughout the area. In addition, the 

area was once an orchard, and farmers pumped groundwater heavily from the 

aquifer below; subsidence has been reduced by Santa Clara Valley Water District 

groundwater recharge policies. (pg 7) 

Though Greater Gardner has strong neighborhood fundamentals, a number of 

factors detract from the quality of life. Most notably, unstable soils cause damage 

to streets, sidewalks, and homes. Houses with severely cracked foundations, and 

streets with dips, bumps and cracks, are visible throughout many areas of the 

neighborhood, negatively affecting property values. (pg 3) 

Property damage to Greater Gardner structures from train operations as a result of soil 

conditions. 

1. Please elucidate the impacts to Greater Gardner residents, and the Greater

Gardner Neighborhood Coalition/City of San Jose (for the public structures) in

event of the following types of damage instigated by the high speed rail vibrations

as a result of soils issues during ongoing train operations:

a. Cracked Foundations

b. Construction damage – frame – doorjams and windows

c. External Stucco Damage

d. Damage to internal lath and plaster, or drywall and ceiling
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e. Pipe Damage

f. Property Damage Inside the Home as a result of shaking

g. Sidewalks, curbs, gutters, sewers, roads and other public infrastructure

h. Community centers, schools, pools, and other public buildings

i. Places of worship

2. For the types of damage from (1) above, please outline the mitigations for

structures at the following locations as they pertain to the HST alignments (or any

other proposed alignment) including alteratives that bypass Greater Gardner

Neighborhoods, and explain whether there will be a mediation or appeals process?

What level of proof will be property owners be required to present?

a. Immediately facing tracks: 350-600 block Fuller

b. Immediately facing tracks: Fuller ave park

c. Backyard facing tracks 300-500 block Jerome (even numbers)

d. One parcel away from tracks, 300-600 block Hull odd and Jerome 300-

600 odd

e. Biebrach park

f. 3 blks from tracks: W Virginia (east of Bird) and Atlanta Ave.

g. Harrison St- 600 blk immediately adjacent to tracks

h. Harrison St- 700 blk 2 blocks from tracks

i. W. Virginia and Drake Street

j. Gregory Plaza Tot Lot and Fuller Los Gatos Creek Bridge

Property damage to Greater Gardner structures from train construction as a result of soil 

conditions. 

Train construction vibration damage can be even more significant than ongoing 

operations due to pile drivers, large (overweight) trucks present in the neighborhood, etc. 

1. Please elucidate the impacts to Greater Gardner residents, and the Greater

Gardner Neighborhood Coalition/City of San Jose (for the public structures) in

event of the following types of damage instigated by the high speed rail vibrations

as a result of soils issues during train construction:

a. Cracked Foundations

b. Construction damage – frame – doorjams and windows

c. External Stucco Damage

d. Damage to internal lath and plaster, or drywall and ceiling

e. Pipe Damage

f. Property Damage Inside the Home as a result of shaking

g. Sidewalks, curbs, gutters, sewers, roads and other public infrastructure

h. Community centers, schools, pools, and other public buildings

i. Places of worship
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2. For the types of damage from (1) above, please outline the mitigations for

structures at the following locations as they pertain to the HST alignments (or any

other proposed alignment), including alternatives that bypass Greater Gardner

Neighborhoods, and explain whether there will be an appeals process?  What

level of proof will be property owners be required to present?  Because damage

from construction is expected to be more significant, how will mitigations be

correspondingly more significant?

a. Immediately facing tracks: 350-600 block Fuller

b. Immediately facing tracks: Fuller Park

c. Backyard facing tracks 300-500 block Jerome (even numbers)

d. One parcel away from tracks, 300-600 block Hull odd and Jerome 300-

600 odd

e. Biebrach Park- community center, pool and playlot

f. 3 blks from tracks: W Virginia (east of Bird) and Atlanta Ave.

g. Harrison St- 600 blk immediately adjacent to tracks

h. Harrison St- 700 blk 2 blocks from tracks

i. W. Virginia and Drake Street

j. Gregory Plaza Tot Lot and Fuller Los Gatos Creek Bridge

k. Hummingbird Park

l. Word of Faith Church – immediately adjacent to tracks

Liquefaction 

The soil condition of Liquefaction is technically different from the issue of expansive 

soils, above- although the impacts of each can be similar.  

According to the State of California map of Seismic Hazard Zones, “San Jose West 

Quadrangle”, official map released Feb. 7, 2002, the Greater Gardner area of San Jose is 

indicated as:  

An area where historic occurrence of liquefaction, or local geological, geotechnical 

and groundwater conditions indicate a potential for permanent ground displacements 

such that mitigation as defined in Public Resources Code Section 2693c would be 

required.  Note that Greater Gardner area represents the highest designation for 

liquefaction according to the State of California official map. 

ABAG Association of Bay Area Governments designation of Greater Gardner 

Neighborhood: 

 Liquefaction Index : Liquefaction Susceptability Highest Hazard

 Shaking Index: VIII Very Strong

Source: gis.abag.ca.gov 

Property damage to Greater Gardner structures from train operations or construction as 

a result of liquefaction: 
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1. Please elucidate the impacts to Greater Gardner residents, and the Greater

Gardner Neighborhood Coalition/City of San Jose (for the public structures) in

event of the following types of damage instigated by the high speed rail vibrations

as a result of liquefaction during ongoing train operations:

a. Cracked Foundations

b. Construction damage – frame – doorjams and windows

c. External Stucco Damage

d. Damage to internal lath and plaster, or drywall and ceiling

e. Pipe Damage

f. Property Damage Inside the Home as a result of shaking

g. Sidewalks, curbs, gutters, sewers, roads and other public infrastructure

h. Community centers, schools, pools, and other public buildings

2. For the types of damage from (1) above, please outline the mitigations for

structures at the following locations as they pertain to the HST alignments (or any

other proposed alignment), including alternatives that bypass Greater Gardner

Neighborhoods, and explain whether there will be an appeals process?  What

level of proof will be property owners be required to present?

a. Immediately facing tracks: 350-600 block Fuller

b. Immediately facing tracks: Fuller ave park

c. Backyard facing tracks 300-500 block Jerome (even numbers)

d. One parcel away from tracks, 300-600 block Hull odd and Jerome 300-

600 odd

e. Biebrach park

f. 3 blks from tracks: W Virginia (east of Bird) and Atlanta Ave.

g. Harrison St- 600 blk immediately adjacent to tracks

h. Harrison St- 700 blk 2 blocks from tracks

i. W. Virginia and Drake Street

j. Gregory Plaza Tot Lot and Fuller Los Gatos Creek Bridge

k. Hummingbird Park

l. Word of Faith Church – immediately facing tracks

Earthquakes: Existing faults and previously unknown faults 

The Greater Gardner area of San Jose is buttressed by numerous earthquake faults.  The 

San Andreas, Hayward, Calaveras and their branch faults.  Additionally it appears that 

new San Jose faults are discovered often, i.e. 

On March 30, 2009 an earthquake in San Jose uncovered a new fault, 16 miles 

east of the downtown San Jose (which is very close to Greater Gardner 

neighborhood in Seismic terms), probably a branch off of the San Andreas fault.  

See “Magnitude 4.3 earthquake hits South Bay; new Fault Discovered” San Jose 

Mercury News 3-30-2009 for details. 
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During the 1989 Loma Prieta Earthquake the Greater Gardner Neighborhoods sustained 

significant structural damage.  This included foundation and total building failure which 

required the demolition and rebuilding of many homes.    

1. Regarding earthquakes, how would any impacts vary with different vertical track

alignments, on either the Caltrain ROW or any other potential track alignments

through Greater Gardner?  Which vertical track alignments can reduce potential

damage impacts for the Greater Gardner neighborhood in the event of a forceful

quake from any nearby fault?

2. Would the existence of an elevated structure through the center of Greater

Gardner where the Caltrain tracks are now create the possibility of a “Cypress

structure effect” within the Greater Gardner neighborhoods in the event of a

powerful earthquake? The Cypress structure was an elevated freeway built on

somewhat unstable soils that collapsed in the Loma Prieta earthquake killing

many people in 1989.  Would this possibility exist with any other route

alignments and/or vertical track alignments that are being considered for HSR?

3. Please elucidate the effects of a major earthquake on the High Speed Rail

infrastructure you intend to install in the Greater Gardner Neighborhood, given

the soils conditions, should a high magnitude quake (Loma Prieta or Northridge

scale) occur on one of the following closeby faults, for every potential vertical

track alignment or potential route choice through Greater Gardner.

a. Calaveras

b. Calaveras branch (the new one, above)

c. Hayward

d. San Andreas

e. Any other faults in the area

4. For the analysis conducted for (3) above (major earthquake, various faults,

various alignments for HSR), including alignments that avoid Greater Gardner

neighborhoods, please outline the impacts and/or any mitigations for property

damage to the following locations within Greater Gardner:

a. Immediately facing tracks: 350-600 block Fuller

b. Immediately facing tracks: Fuller ave park

c. Backyard facing tracks 300-500 block Jerome (even numbers)

d. One parcel away from tracks, 300-600 block Hull odd and Jerome 300-

600 odd

e. Biebrach park

f. 3 blks from tracks: W Virginia (east of Bird) and Atlanta Ave.

g. Harrison St- 600 blk immediately adjacent to tracks

h. Harrison St- 700 blk 2 blocks from tracks

i. W. Virginia and Drake Street

j. Gregory Plaza Tot Lot and Fuller Los Gatos Creek Bridge

k. Hummingbird Park

l. Word of Faith Church – immediately adjacent to tracks

. 
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¹City of San Jose Strong Neighborhoods Initiative, Greater Gardner, Nov 2007 Greater 

Gardner Neighborhood Improvement Plan Amendment 

²City of San Jose Strong Neighborhoods Initiative Greater Gardner Jan 2002 (original 

plan)  

Submission B007 (Harvey Darnell, Greater Gardner Coalition, July 20, 2016)
- Continued

A.5-112

California High-Speed Rail Project EIR/EIS
San Francisco to San Jose Section

2016 Scoping Report
Appendix A.5 Comments from Businesses and Organizations



City of San Jose 

Strong Neighborhoods Initiative 

Greater Gardner Coalition 

Neighborhood Action Coalition 

California High Speed Rail 

San Jose to Merced EIR/EIS Scoping Questions 

Submitted 

April 6, 2009 

Submission B007 (Harvey Darnell, Greater Gardner Coalition, July 20, 2016)
- Continued

A.5-113

California High-Speed Rail Project EIR/EIS
San Francisco to San Jose Section

2016 Scoping Report
Appendix A.5 Comments from Businesses and Organizations



Response Requested :
Affiliation Type : Businesses and Organizations
Interest As : Businesses And Organizations
Submission Method : Project Email
First Name : Bright,
Last Name : Urban
Business/Organization : Newhall Neighborhood Association
Email : matthew.bright@newhallna.org
Stakeholder
Comments/Issues :

Mr. McLoughlin, Mr. Tripousis, and other interested persons,

Please find attached the Newhall Neighborhood Association's
comments in
response to the NOP for the SF-SJ Section EIR/EIS.

We look forward to your feedback. In case of any questions, please
feel
free to contact both John Urban (in CC) and me.

Thank you in advance for your consideration of these points that are
very
important to our neighbors.

Best regards,

Matt Bright

--
Matthew Bright
President
Newhall Neighborhood Association - San José, CA
matthew.bright@newhallna.org

Visit our website: www.newhallna.org
"Like" us on Facebook: www.facebook.com/newhallna
<http://www.facebook.com/newhallna>Follow us on Twitter:
@NewhallNA
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The Newhall Neighborhood Association - San José, California | Est. 1991 

www.newhallna.org | facebook.com/newhallna | @NewhallNA 

June 20, 2016 

Mark A. McLoughlin (san.francisco_san.jose@hsr.ca.gov) 
Director of Environmental Services, California High Speed Rail Authority 

Ben Tripousis (ben.tripousis@hsr.ca.gov) 

Northern California Regional Director, California High Speed Rail Authority 

Raul Peralez (raul.peralez@sanjoseca.gov) 

City Councilmember, District 3, City of San Jose 

Pierluigi Oliverio (pierluigi.oliverio@sanjoseca.gov) 
City Councilmember, District 6, City of San Jose 

Via Email 

Mr. McLoughlin, Mr. Tripousis, and other interested persons: 

Greetings from the Newhall Neighborhood Association, a community organization dedicated to building 
community and encouraging responsible development in the western gateway to central San José. Our 
approximately 3,000 residents inhabit the geographic area bounded by Coleman Ave, Interstate 880, Park Ave, and 
the City of Santa Clara border. The Caltrain/HSR proposed blended corridor, future VTA BART corridor, and 
California Highway 82 are central to our community, and Mineta San José International Airport is immediately 
adjacent to our border. 

We write today with several scoping statements related to the Notice of Preparation of the San Francisco to San 
Jose Project Section EIR/EIS of the California High-Speed Rail System. 

To orient you along the proposed blended system, the Newhall neighborhood is located in the city of San Jose 
between San Jose Diridon Station and Scott Boulevard in Santa Clara. For reference purposes, this largely 
residential neighborhood borders the Newhall Yard railroad facility to the northwest side of the Interstate 880 
crossing. We write primarily to address concerns based on our relatively unique situation: the section of the 
proposed blended system that fronts our neighborhood (specifically, the 4.5-mile segment form Diridon Station to 
Scott Boulevard) is covered in both the San Jose – Merced (SJ-Merced) and San Francisco – San Jose (SF-SJ) 
environmental review processes, but is apparently considered separately by two separate teams. Our 
understanding is that the SF-SJ team is primarily evaluating the at-grade alternative while the SJ-Merced team is 
primarily evaluating the elevated alternative. 

To facilitate your reply, we use bullet points rather than a continuous narrative. 

Comments and Requests: 

- We expect and request that the EIR/EIS to evaluate impacts on residential uses in the Newhall 
neighborhood based on both the elevated alternative proposed in the SJ-Merced segment and the at-
grade alternative proposed in the SF-SJ segment. We expect close coordination between the project 
teams to ensure that this ‘middle ground’ – part of the planning of both segments – is planned in a way
that is particularly sensitive to the residential uses directly adjacent to the rail corridor. 
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The Newhall Neighborhood Association - San José, California | Est. 1991 

www.newhallna.org | facebook.com/newhallna | @NewhallNA 

- We expect and request that the EIR to evaluate the noise, vibration, and visual/view impacts, including a 
determination of residents’ ability to maintain quiet enjoyment of their residential properties, for all 
nearby residents. In particular, we would like to highlight the two- and three-level residential buildings 
along the Campbell Avenue corridor (situated between Campbell Avenue and the rail corridor) for all 
evaluated alternatives, including the at-grade and elevated alternatives. Note that the second and third 
levels of these residences are not protected by the existing sound wall. 

- We request that, with respect to elevated and at-grade decisions made on either side of Diridon, the 
densely-populated (with maximum density directly adjoining the rail corridor) Newhall neighborhood be 
given equal or above-equal weight in assessing impacts to adjoining residential uses along the corridor. 

- We expect and request that the EIR/EIS to detail mitigation measures related to construction staging 
work in or around the referenced segment, including construction vehicle access points, to minimize 
impacts on residential uses, including residential uses on both sides of the rail corridor. 

- We expect and request that the EIR/EIS to evaluate the cumulative impacts of the VTA BART Phase II 
extension proposed between Berryessa and Santa Clara. Cumulative noise and vibration impacts include 
existing passenger and freight train traffic, existing airport traffic, planned BART vehicle traffic (including 
the impacts of any tunnel portal and power stations), planned BART maintenance facility, and proposed 
HSR vehicle traffic. 

- In the interest of fairness, we request that the EIR/EIS evaluate the cumulative historical and recent 
concessions made by certain highly impacted neighborhoods adjacent to the rail corridor. As an example,
neighborhoods north of Diridon Station have seen local road closures (track crossings) due to 
intensification of rail activity in the area. Uniquely, neighborhoods north of Diridon Station grudgingly 
deal with more than 100 scheduled passenger trains per week, including Caltrain, ACE, and Capital 
Corridor, plus freight traffic and late night disruptive train coupling operations at the Newhall Yard. Future 
BART service will add to the burden of neighborhoods north of Diridon Station.

Thank you for your consideration of this input. We look forward to your feedback regarding this important project. 

Sincerely, 

John Urban 
Past President 
Newhall Neighborhood Association 
urbanjohnnewhall@yahoo.com 

Matthew Bright 
President 
Newhall Neighborhood Association 
matthew.bright@newhallna.org 
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Response Requested :
Affiliation Type : Businesses and Organizations
Interest As : Businesses And Organizations
Submission Method : Project Email
First Name : Penny
Last Name : Ellson
Business/Organization : Palo Alto Council of PTAs (PTAC)
Email : pellson@pacbell.net
Stakeholder
Comments/Issues :

HSR Scoping Comments:

In 2009 the Palo Alto Council of PTAs (PTAC) unanimously voted to
approve and submit the attached comments.

I am forwarding the 2009 submittal (attached) with a request that you
address the 2009 comments in the current EIR process. The
absence of current comments on school commute safety should not
be taken to mean the PTA is not deeply concerned about potential
impacts of High Speed Rail on PAUSD schools and school commute
routes.  We simply did not receive the call for scoping comments in
time to meet and vote to approve new comments before the end of
the school year when the PTAC breaks for summer.

About half of Palo Alto Unified School District (PAUSD) school
children choose alternative school commutes.  Of these alternative
commuters, the majority choose foot-powered commutes-walking,
bicycling to school. Increasing numbers of adults in our community
are also choosing active, sustainable commutes as the city has
committed tens of millions of dollars to improving bike and pedestrian
street facilities throughout our community.

The city, along with the PTA and PAUSD supports a robust,
comprehensive Safe Routes to School partnership which encourages
alternative commutes, engineers safer walking and biking facilities,
educates children and parents on bike and pedestrian safety skills.
We are proud to have one of the most successful Safe Routes to
School programs in the nation. Please do not ignore that important
investment in your analysis of impacts on our transportation
infrastructure, operations and safety.

The safety needs of very large numbers of youth and adult
pedestrians and bicyclists using streets that cross and are affected
by the rail corridor during peak times and throughout the day has
been completely ignored by the HSR analysis to date.  HSR analysis
has looked exclusively at motor vehicle impacts. This is inadequate
analysis to understand how at-grade HSR will impact transportation
facilities in a community with unusually high and growing numbers of
bicycle and walking trips, especially youth school commuters.

To help you understand the scope of the problem of rail interaction
with school commuters, please look at October 2015 bike counts at
PAUSD secondary schools (Compare these numbers to those in the
attached 2009 letter. Note the significant increase at each school
site.):
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*Gunn High School, 830 bikes, representing 44% of students
*Palo Alto High School, 845 bikes, representing 43% of students
*Terman Middle School, 279 bikes, representing 37% of students
*Jane Lathrop Stanford Middle School, 581 bikes, representing 52%
of students
*Jordan Middle School, 627 bikes, representing 55% of students

Many more students walk and ride public transit to PAUSD middle
schools and high schools. These numbers are substantial when one
considers 12,506 students and 1,834 faculty and staff  travel to
PAUSD's 17 school sites each day. Each of them potentially would
be generating morning and afternoon daily car trips if other
transportation modes were not convenient and safe.

HSRA appears to be advocating for at-grade solutions in their
analysis, without giving fair attention to the impacts of at-grade
crossings on all other modes. Dramatically increasing the number
and speed of trains on well-used school routes has huge implications
for foot-powered school commute safety which must be considered.

We find that congestion caused by train preemption on arterial and
collector streets presently can sometimes divert auto traffic onto low-
volume, calmer neighborhood streets, especially with the advent of
new apps like Waze. Please study the potential for safety impacts of
increasing traffic diversion to neighborhood streets that serve as
school commute routes connecting to severely affected rail crossing
streets like East Meadow, Churchill, and Charleston.  Specifically,
please study how at-grade vs. trenched rail at Charleston, East
Meadow and Churchill crossings may affect traffic diversion onto
neighborhood school commute routes that connect to these arterial
and collector corridors.

To understand how the school commute bike/pedestrian network is
laid out, please look at suggested school route maps (called Walk &
Roll maps) which have commute routes that interact with the rail
corridor:
http://www.cityofpaloalto.org/gov/depts/pln/transit/saferoutes.asp You
will see that most school sites in the district have routes that will be
affected directly or indirectly by auto congestion caused by train
preemption.

Details of our bike and pedestrian network plan can be found in the
City of Palo Alto Bicycle & Pedestrian Transportation Plan located
here along with a bike network map here
http://www.cityofpaloalto.org/news/displaynews.asp?NewsID=499
<http://www.cityofpaloalto.org/news/displaynews.asp?NewsID=499&
TargetID=107> &TargetID=107  .

East-west rail corridor or crossings that serve as major school routes
should be carefully studied to understand impacts of HSR on bicycle
and pedestrian safety and operations. Bike/ped safety must also be
taken into account.  Quad gates may be adequate to improve safety
for motor vehicles, but they do not begin to address the safety needs
of children commuting to school.

There is also the matter of youth suicides.  Caltrain and HSRA are
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well aware that Palo Alto youth suicide clusters on the tracks have
drawn national attention in recent years.  These tracks intersect
school routes that children use every day.  The current at-grade
configuration poses unnecessary risk.  Its presence is a daily
reminder to students of past tragedy that, no doubt, contributes to
local suicide cluster contagion and draws suffering people to it. It is
high time, and an ethical obligation, to address this danger to youth
in our community as HSRA plans to increase the speed and
frequency of trains-increasing the potential for tragic student
encounters with trains-whether deliberate or accidental. It would be
irresponsible to leave the wide open at-grade crossing in place as
HSRA increases the known danger.  Please study the potential for
increased suicides with increase of speed and frequency of trains on
this corridor.

The rail corridor already creates an impediment to east-west
transportation in Palo Alto and other Peninsula cities That can be
made far worse by the proposed increase in trains.  Palo Alto has
been exploring ways to improve east-west collector, arterial and
expressway traffic congestion-which also include bus and shuttle
transit.  Please study how east-west alternative transit will operate on
schedule with the congestion levels that will result from various at-
grade rail options. HSRA has only studied motor vehicles without
considering the likely increase of bus transit.  It is not adequate to
assume that 2030 auto congestion will be so severe as to make
grade separation

Grade-separated connectivity improvements are a particularly high
priority in the southern half of the study area, which has very long
distance without any grade separated crossings between Oregon
Expressway and San Antonio Road-neither which is friendly at all to
bicyclists and pedestrians. Please study the environmental benefits
of adding grade separated crossings in the south on routes that are
friendly to bicyclists and pedestrians.

Additional requests for analysis:

1). Any operating agreement should be included and studied as part
of this project.  Any reduction of Caltrain trains frequency, length of
trains, limitations on increasing service to serve local commute
needs, or schedule changes must be measured and mitigated.

2). All current assumptions should be questioned. For example:
Question the assumption that freight must run on this corridor.  If
freight is eliminated, would adjusted grade requirements enable
below grade separation of rails and make it more cost effective?
Analyze costs related to this solution and benefits of below grade
separation compared to at-grade separataion. Analyze the benefits of
enabling more Caltrain and HSR trains to run across the Peninsula
with minimal disruption of all other modes of transport. Trenching or
tunneling would also reduce noise and visual impacts of the project.
Please study these benefits of below-grade rail separation and
compare to at-grade option.

3). The FINAL Caltrain/HSR Blended Grade Crossing and Traffic
Analysis (June 2013) states that the proposed blended system "will
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increase train frequency along the corridor impacting gate down time
and traffic operations at at-grade railroad traffic crossings."It says
impacts of 5 vs. 6 Caltrain trains/peak hour /direction "is
negligible."Of course, this only studies auto impacts on the crossing
streets.  We know that as congestion worsens frustrated driver
behavior poses increasing risk to alternative commuters. We see
increases in the number of drivers who illegally drive in bike lanes
and cut through quiet neighborhood streets.  These additional
impacts of increased congestion caused by increased at-grade trains
MUST be studied. We also know that increases in auto impacts of
this kind discourage people from walking and bicycling -and has the
potential to reverse our gains in mode shift.

Please study how Caltrain service will be impacted by HSR during
construction.  Will Caltrain be able to operate at full capacity while
HSR construction is underway?

Caltrain is the backbone of the Peninsula transportation system.  The
Peninsula needs electrification now.  A blended system is a creative
solution, but it can only work with grade separation.  With grade
separation, High Speed Rail might deliver real improvement to
California public transit.  However, if an at-grade HSR prevents
Caltrain from increasing service to meet growing commuter service
demands of local communities, that future impact must be measured
and balanced against the supposed benefits of HSR.

At-grade HSR has the potential to devastate the economic engines of
Silicon Valley and local auto and alternative  transportation systems.
Overall, ped/bike facilities in Palo Alto are quite good and the city
should be given credit for constantly working to improve them.
However, Caltrain (and future HSR), Alma, and ECR create
significant barriers in this network within the rail corridor, impeding
full use of the bike/ped facilities investment. Impacts on foot-powered
commutes that do so much to mitigate increases of trips in Palo Alto
MUST be studied.   Answer the question: How can we achieve the
highest possible safety for these important but vulnerable street and
rail crossing users?

Finally, a question... What happened to HSR's commitment to
working on Context Sensitive Solutions?

This concludes my comments.  Please see and address comments
below from PTAC in their 2009 letter to HSR.

Thank you.

Penny Ellson
513 El Capitan Place, Palo Alto, CA 94306

Palo Alto Council of PTAs

25 Churchill Ave

Palo Alto CA, 94306
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650-326-0702

April 2, 2009

TO: Dan Leavitt, Deputy Director California High Speed
Rail
Authority

FROM: Palo Alto Council of PTAs

SUBJECT:    Scoping Comments on the California High Speed Rail
Authority's San Francisco to San Jose High Speed Train (HST)
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement
(EIR/EIS)

Introduction: City of Palo Alto Safe Routes to School Policy Context

Palo Alto Unified School District (PAUSD) campuses were designed
as neighborhood schools and so have limited facilities to
accommodate automobiles. Also, free school busing is not provided
in Palo Alto. Therefore, it is absolutely essential to maintain safe
pedestrian/bicycle connections to every campus in the school district
because school sites and most surrounding public streets cannot
support a significant increase in auto commuter volumes.

In 2006, 44% of surveyed PAUSD elementary school children
reported that they walked or biked to school. An additional 10% ride
a bus or carpool. Similar surveys have not been done at secondary
schools, but recent bike counts at secondary schools for October
2008 are:

*Gunn High School, 600 bikes, representing 31% of students
*Palo Alto High School, 520 bikes, representing 30% of students
*Terman Middle School, 210 bikes, representing 32% of students
*Jane Lathrop Stanford Middle School, 351 bikes, representing 38%
of students
*Jordan Middle School, 495 bikes, representing 53% of students

Many more students walk and ride public transit to PAUSD middle
schools and high schools. These numbers are substantial when one
considers 11,345 students and 1,600 faculty and staff   travel to
PAUSD schools each day, each of them potentially generating
morning and afternoon daily car trips if other transportation modes
are not convenient and safe. (Data received 3/20/09 from PAUSD
Attendance Dept. and on 3/24/09 from PAUSD Human Resources
Dept.)

Safe routes to school are such a high priority in planning for land use
and transportation that the Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan specifically
organizes residential land use around walkable, bikeable centers,
including schools (Goals L-3, L-8 and L-6 and Policy T-28 address
this and Policy T-40 states: "Continue to prioritize the safety and
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comfort of school children in street modification projects that affect
school routes").  Goal T-3 specifically cites the need to overcome
"physical barriers like the Caltrain tracks and freeways" in
development of the city's bicycle system.

Policy T-14: Improve pedestrian and bicycle access to and between
local destinations, including public facilities, schools, parks, open
space, employment districts, shopping centers, and multi-modal
transit stations.

Program T-19: Develop, periodically update, and implement a bicycle
facilities improvement program and a pedestrian facilities
improvement program that identify and prioritize critical pedestrian
and bicycle links to parks, schools, retail centers, and civic facilities.

Further, as an outgrowth of these policies and goals, in 2003 the City
of Palo Alto designated a School Commute Corridors Network, a
subset of Palo Alto's street system for special consideration in
infrastructure improvement and travel safety enhancement.  (See link
to Adopted School Commute Corridors Network Map
http://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=3
921 ) This network "comprises a comprehensive and continuous
system of travel routes linking residential neighborhoods to public
school sites in Palo Alto." The adoption of the School Commute
Corridors Network included a statement of policy by the City of Palo
Alto that "principal school commute routes be given priority for public
investment purposes and be accorded enhanced review as regards
proposals for new commercial driveways and other street changes."

PAUSD school sites are heavily used, not only for educational
purposes, but also as community and recreation centers during
afternoons, evenings and weekend hours.

This background is given to establish that by necessity a very high
policy priority is placed on providing safe school commute routes for
PAUSD students using alternative modes (especially bicycling and
walking). This priority is consistent with State and Federal Safe
Routes to School priorities.

Potential Impacts of HST on Palo Alto Safe Routes to School

The Palo Alto Council of PTAs Traffic Safety Committee respectfully
requests that the following issues and subjects be studied in the
project level EIR/EIS for the California High Speed Train Project from
San Francisco to San Jose.

We concur with City of Palo Alto's (CPA) requests that the EIR/EIS:

1).  Provide a complete analysis of all linear rail corridor elevation
options including at-grade, elevated, or depressed including open
trench and tunneling.  All options, particularly the tunneling option,
should be evaluated to the same level of detail as the elevated track
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proposal to provide adequate information to the public of the
environmental, economic, visual, and operational impacts or benefits
of each alternative."

2). Evaluate an alternative that would end HST at San Jose and rely
on upgraded electrified and grade-separated Caltrain connections
to/from San Francisco, including facilitating improved Caltrain access
and speeds and including possible reduction in the number of tracks
required in the Caltrain corridor.

3). Evaluate alternatives that would eliminate or substantially
minimize the need to acquire additional right-of-way. The railroad
right-of-way abuts single family residences, Palo Alto High School, a
shopping center, businesses and city parks, which form the fabric of
the community. Any and all alternatives that would not involve
acquisition of right-of-way should be fully evaluated in the EIR/EIS.

4). Evaluate alternatives that would reduce the number of required
tracks in the right-of-way to less than four tracks. The evaluation
should also include how many shoofly tracks would need to be built
during construction and their impacts on right-of-way requirements
for the project.

5). Include an alternative that does not retain freight service on the
Caltrain right-of-way between San Jose and San Francisco and the
requisite freight service design requirements to accommodate diesel-
powered freight trains that could preclude other HST alternatives that
would be most appropriate and environmentally sensitive for the
Peninsula.

The committee requests that the EIR/EIS study the potential effects
of various linear rail corridor elevation options on school routes and
PAUSD facilities, including possible displacement of the bike path
that runs through the Caltrain ROW on the east border of the Palo
Alto High School campus parallel to campus classroom buildings and
connects to the Town & Country ROW.

We also request that the study give special attention to provision of
safe, grade-separated pedestrian/bicycle crossings at all of the
intersections identified in the City of Palo Alto School Commute
Corridors Network, including:

*Homer
*Embarcadero
*Churchill
*California
*East Meadow
*Charleston

These crossings are designated school commute route intersections
with the proposed future HST tracks, providing east/west
bicycle/pedestrian access to PAUSD school sites and other
destinations throughout the day.

We expect that grade separated crossings will be provided at all of
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these intersections, that these intersections will accommodate
bicyclists and pedestrians according to the best practices and will
conform to all appropriate state and local guidelines. Any change to
these intersections should be carefully studied, giving particular
attention to the effects that such change or traffic diversion might
have on the safety, convenience, and comfort of designated school
commute routes for PAUSD students.

Long-term costs of transportation mode shift related to any changes
to the school commute corridors network should also be studied.

Construction Impacts

We request that the EIR/EIS study the impacts of any changes to
designated school commute routes that may occur during
construction.  Particularly, it is important to know what effect road
closures, planned detours or other diversion of pedestrian, bicycle
and auto traffic may have on school commute routes.  Transportation
mode shift caused by such changes during construction may need to
be mitigated to the extent that they may generate auto traffic in
excess of what PAUSD campus facilities (driveways and parking lots)
and surrounding public streets can accommodate.  Provision of
temporary school busing might be considered as a mitigation.

We thank you for giving our comments your thoughtful attention.

Sincerely,

Dan Dykwel, President, Palo Alto Council of PTAs Executive Board

Penny Ellson, Chair and Elementary Schools Representative

Lynn Drake, Middle Schools Representative

Richard Swent, High Schools Representative

Traffic Safety Committee, Palo Alto Council of PTAs
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Response Requested :
Affiliation Type : Businesses and Organizations
Interest As : Local Elected
Submission Method : Project Email
First Name : Cris
Last Name : Hart
Business/Organization : San Francisco Trains, Inc.
Email : cris.hart@comcast.net
Stakeholder
Comments/Issues :

June 10, 2016

To: California High-Speed Rail Authority, via email:

Northern CA Regional Office northern.california@hsr.ca.gov

100 Paseo de San Antonio, Suite 206
san.francisco_san.jose@hsr.ca.gov

San Jose , CA 95113

San Francisco San Jose project section; NOP Comments

To the Authority,

We are requesting your consideration to direct a portion of the
necessary mitigation related to the SF-SF project section toward the
historic Brisbane Bayshore Railroad Roundhouse Museum.

Construction of the CA HSR project is expected to create significant
negative impacts along the rail lines connecting San Francisco and
San Jose. If HSR were to direct funding in support for the proposed
Brisbane Bayshore Railroad Roundhouse Museum (see National
Register of Historic Places: Southern Pacific Railroad Bayshore
Roundhouse, March 26, 2010 #10000113) that could serve as a
mitigation point for those impacts.
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A related final EIR of the Brisbane Baylands Development is under
review by the Brisbane Planning Commission. One of the
commission's recommendations is to allow for “rail-related activities”
at the roundhouse. We are working to protect local railroad artifacts
and restoration of the Bayshore Roundhouse itself as a historical,
educational railroad museum. That is a goal we are pursuing with
both the property owner (Universal Paragon Corporation) and the
City of Brisbane.

It seems a fitting use, negating the impact of modernizing rail
transportation by providing for the preservation and interpretation of
its past. We hope that the Authority will consider this "community
positive" opportunity.

Related to final construction, w e view it as both essential to the
operation of a museum that connection to mixed use rail
(freight/passenger) is maintained on the west side of the rail corridor,
providing the means to move rail road equipment in and out. Lastly
we wish to call out that any construction causing excess vibration
near the currently unstable roundhouse could damage the building.

Thank you for your consideration, we look forward to your response.

Sincerely,

Cris Hart, President

San Francisco Trains, Inc.

200 Valley Dr . #20

Brisbane , CA 94005
415 254 7931
Federal Tax ID 20-5166823 non profit 501c3

re:
http://hsr.ca.gov/Programs/Statewide_Rail_Modernization/Project_Se
ctions/sanfran_sanjose.html
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Response Requested :
Affiliation Type : Businesses and Organizations
Interest As : Businesses And Organizations
Submission Method : Project Email
First Name : Bill
Last Name : Rankin
Business/Organization : Save Our Trails: Connecting Santa Clara County Communities
Email : bill@networds.com
Stakeholder
Comments/Issues : Mark A McLaughlin, Director of Environmental Services ATTN: San

Francisco to San José California High Speed Rail Authority 100
Paseo De San Antonio, Suite 206 San José CA 95113 via email,
sent June 9, 2016
RE: San Francisco - San José Project Section EIR Scoping
Questions
Dear Mr. McLaughlin,
Save Our Trails: Connecting Santa Clara County Communities is a
California Not-for-Profit Corporation whose mission is “To promote
trails in Santa Clara County for the benefit and enjoyment of all.”  On
behalf of Save Our Trails, I am writing to express my full support for
the flexible transportation options that high-speed rail (HSR) will be
offering in California and look forward to seeing it built. However, I do
have questions about the San Francisco to San José segment and
its impact on our community and trails in our area.
Several groups like Save Our Trails have been working consistently
on expanding trails not only for recreation but also for daily
commuting by local residents. Local trails naturally complement HSR
by enabling commuters to easily travel back and forth to train
stations.
QUESTION 1: The Highway 87 bike path enables direct access to
the Tamien Station in San José. Plans are underway for the City of
San José to acquire land to continue Three Creeks Trail from Hervey
Lane to the Highway 87 bike path. What are the possible solutions
for connecting Three Creeks Trail past the train tracks as that trail
continues eastward to Almaden Expressway? The area in question is
shown below:

QUESTION 2: CalTrain is planning on replacing the old (c. 1936)
bridge over Los Gatos Creek near San Carlos Street. HSR will utilize
this bridge along with CalTrain and freight trains. The current design
of the new railroad bridge and trail segment will likely cause flooding
of the trail during high-water events. This will cause mud and silt to
build up along the trail, ceasing use of the trail while it is cleaned up,
which could take months for each high-water event. Can the bridge
design accommodate and therefore greatly minimize the impact to
the trail during high-water events? Can the design of the bridge be
coordinated with rebuilding the San Carlos Street Bridge?
QUESTION 3: What are the impacts of any HSR- or CalTrain-related
construction to the riparian corridor along the Los Gatos Creek from
Diridon Station to Lincoln Avenue?
Sincerely,Bill RankinPresident, Save Our Trails; Web:
www.saveourtrails-scc.org
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·1· ·potential litigation measures that will all be analyzed

·2· ·as part of the -- of the environmental documents; so we

·3· ·very much are interested in your input here.

·4· · · · · · So with that in mind, we are going to get

·5· ·started.· I think we will do three, and then we will move

·6· ·into a broader -- if folks have questions based upon the

·7· ·presentations that we have made, we can address those

·8· ·next.

·9· · · · · · So we are going to start with Esther Stearns,

10· ·and then Roger (inaudible).· So if you could please come

11· ·up to the front, and (inaudible) share your name.

12· · · · · · AUDIENCE MEMBER:· Microphone is definitely

13· ·placed for someone taller than I am.· Thank you.

14· · · · · · I'm Esther Stearns from the San Francisco

15· ·transit riders, and we would like to specifically address

16· ·the downtown extension, which we think is essential to

17· ·the success of (inaudible) ridership.· We come

18· ·(inaudible) the EIR does not have that in scope that

19· ·that's going to be restated from the joint hours that are

20· ·work on the downtown extension, but we would urge you to

21· ·aggressively address the downtown extension in the EIR.

22· · · · · · We would like to see the ridership associated

23· ·with DTX in the EIR, and we would, particularly, like to

24· ·see its impact on access to the station -- obviously,

25· ·people are having much easier access to the downtown
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·1· ·station farther out -- and we would also like to see

·2· ·study of the grade separation at and we would like to see

·3· ·EIR address the alternative plans for the DTX -- the city

·4· ·impact, because we'd rather not see as much resource put

·5· ·into the short-term modifications to 4th and King as to

·6· ·all these agencies working together to get the DTX funded

·7· ·and get DTX built so that is as useful and as heavily

·8· ·used as possible.

·9· · · · · · Those are our comments.· Thank you.

10· · · · · · MR. PONCELET:· Okay.· Thank you very much,

11· ·Esther.· And it's possible to sort of loosen the

12· ·midsection.

13· · · · · · Okay.· Next up, Roger (inaudible).

14· · · · · · AUDIENCE MEMBER:· Good evening.· I've been a

15· ·long-time supporter and advocate for high-speed rail and

16· ·improved rail development.· I believe that it's very

17· ·important for the economic development down the sea,

18· ·throughout the whole state.· I believe there's regions of

19· ·economic development and regions where people can't

20· ·afford to live where other areas are more affordable; and

21· ·so it's a great way to bring areas of the state together.

22· · · · · · Now, as far as the Peninsula section, I do

23· ·believe that edification will be much quieter, much

24· ·safer, much smoother system and be less vibration than

25· ·from diesel engines now in use there.
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June 19, 2016 

Mark A. McLoughlin 
Attn: San Francisco to San Jose Project Section 
California High Speed Rail Authority 
100 Paseo de San Antonio, Suite 206 
San Jose, CA 95113 
san.francisco_san.jose@hsr.ca.gov 
[sent via email] 

RE: California High-Speed Rail Authority – San Francisco to San Jose Scoping 

Dear Mark, 

This letter is written on behalf of the Shasta / Hanchett Park Neighborhood Association (S/HPNA). 
The group was founded in 1984 to protect the interests of our historic and beloved community. Over 
the years, we have worked with the City of San Jose, developers, builders, and our neighbors to 
create a balanced neighborhood. Because of our involvement, we boast one of the most successful 
communities in the city of San Jose. The Shasta / Hanchett Park Neighborhood Association 
represents 1,400 households in neighborhoods immediately West of San Jose Diridon Station, and 
along the West side of the current Caltrain corridor from Park Avenue in the South, to West Taylor 
Street in the North. 

Since the first iteration of the San Jose Visual Design Guidelines for High Speed Rail, S/HPNA Board 
members and residents have been intimately involved in the planning stages of High Speed Rail’s 
infrastructure, operational parameters, and project mitigations. Therefore, it is with not insubstantial 
concern that we are writing to you regarding the scoping of the environmental document for the San 
Francisco to San Jose Project Section. 

Our concerns include the following: 

 Lack of Proper Community Outreach – Nearly every Authority document has sought to
emphasize the perceived importance of mutual collaboration and substantial community
outreach that must be integral parts of the process. San Jose Diridon station is one of only
three planned Bay Area stations for the San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, and is the
only one that straddles (2) distinct – and potentially contradictory – EIR documents. However,
the Authority’s public input and public scoping process for the Project Section made no
attempt to include a public meeting in San Jose. This Project Section, especially the approach
to and departure from Diridon Station, will have a disproportionate impact upon the
surrounding neighborhoods, regardless of whether an aerial or at-grade alignment is
selected. The closest meeting was in Mountain View at 6:00 pm on a Wednesday, more than
twelve-and-a-half miles and three municipalities away. This shows little, if any, interest in
mutual collaboration and community outreach within San Jose. The City of San Jose will be
home to no less than twenty-two miles of High-Speed Rail’s route between San Francisco
and Merced; no municipality within the entire length of the Northern California segment will be
more substantially impacted than San Jose. Yet the Authority did not see fit to set a scoping
meeting within the City limits, not to mention one within a reasonable distance of San Jose
Diridon station itself.
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 Holistic Review of Diridon Station – Previously, the San Jose to Merced EIR documents
made clear that the dividing line between EIR’s was to be the end of the platform at Diridon
station. Until recently, this was reiterated by Authority staff, including Ben Tripousis, the
Authority’s Northern California Regional Director. The nature of high speed rail, and the
approach and departure angle limitations that come with it, made separate review of the two
alignments arbitrary and physically impossible. An aerial alignment North of Diridon would
preclude an at-grade station, and, in all likelihood, any form of at-grade approach South of
Diridon. Yet the divided EIRs would allow each segment to be analyzed independent of the
ramifications for the other, and neither would be required to take into consideration the
findings of the other. This created the very real possibility that the two EIRs would reach
distinctly different, and mutually exclusive, recommendations. In recent days, Authority staff
have emphasized that the current EIR will instead include the alignment South of Diridon
station as well, in an attempt to address the contradictions inherent within the previous EIR
process. While everyone involved should be happy that the Authority has taken a more
logical, practical, and feasible approach to studying the alignments around Diridon station, it
does not speak well of the Authority’s foresight when it comes to creating a cohesive system
from the individual EIR documents. Therefore, we believe that the approach to Diridon must
be fully incorporated into the current EIR, with required disclosure and mitigation.

 Diridon Station Improvements – As early as the Draft Cooperative Agreement between the
City of San Jose and the California High-Speed Rail Authority, specific emphasis has been
placed upon the need for the HSR facilities in and around San Jose Diridon Station to be of
the highest quality, and consistent with the Visual Design Guidelines as set forth in the
Agreement. The scoping process needs to take into careful consideration the impact of the
Draft Business Plan’s substantially reduced funding for visual and functional improvements at
Diridon Station. Parking, pedestrian and bicycle access, first and last mile transportation
solutions, enhanced public facilities, and their respective impacts upon the neighborhood
around Diridon station need to be addressed in specific, detailed terms.

 Noise Mitigation – As one of the largest cities in California, the City of San Jose is still unique
in its ability to support a number of wonderfully ‘livable’ neighborhoods. We ask that the EIR
address the noise mitigation measures that will be required for any and all alignment
configurations, as well as the proposed station and ancillary facility locations.

 Caltrain Service Impacts – One of the Authority’s selling points regarding the blended
system is the modernization and electrification of the Caltrain corridor. In order for the current
two-track corridor to accommodate Caltrain’s continuously-climbing ridership numbers, in
addition to (4) or more HSR trains per hour at peak travel times, multiple improvements will be
required along the Caltrain corridor. These include, but are not limited to, the following:

o Additional passing tracks 
o Storage yards for Caltrain and HSR train sets during non-peak hours. The Authority

has mentioned previously storing trainsets south of Alma during these periods. Doing
so South of Diridon station, or, for that matter, anywhere within the City of San Jose,
should be included in the scope of the Project Section EIR.

o Grade separations
o At-grade crossing enhancements 
o Level boarding
o Extended platforms.

Each of these line items requires careful, deliberate consideration, and should be considered 
separately and completely within the scope of the EIR. Without a carefully-considered 
analysis of these items, Caltrain will be unable to take full advantage of the increases in 
speed, efficiency, and capacity that are at the heart of Caltrain’s electrification and the use of
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EMUs. Therefore, the very aspect of the blended system that is being sold as its biggest 
advantage would, at the same time, hamstring the ability of the blended system to address 
Caltrain’s ridership needs.

 Impacts of At-Grade Alignment South of Diridon Station – The proposed at-grade
alternative through Downtown and Willow Glen will have significant impacts upon the
neighborhoods, traffic arteries, and community facilities adjacent to the proposed alignment.
The taking of some or all of Fuller Park, in a City where many neighborhoods already suffer
from a deficiency of park lands, is directly at-odds with the stated desire to have High-Speed 
Rail be an asset to the cities that it serves, rather than as a physical and economic barrier.
The area immediately adjacent to Auzerais Avenue, just north of I-280, is experiencing a
massive expansion in the number of housing units under construction. The traffic congestion
already caused by the current at-grade crossing will increase by an order of magnitude if
High-Speed Rail comes through there as part of the at-grade alignment. The physical,
economic, traffic, and social impacts of the at-grade alignment must be carefully analyzed.
Perhaps most importantly, however, there must be an understanding that certain potential
impacts are so substantial that they cannot be mitigated, and should therefore be removed
from consideration entirely. Removing the one and only park in an isolated community such
as the Gardner Neighborhood, which is woefully underserved already, cannot be considered
a mitigatable offense.

 Los Gatos Creek Bridge Replacement – The Authority touts its partnership with Caltrain, as
part of the blended system, as one of the strengths of the Project Section. One aspect in
need of substantial environmental review and consideration is Caltrain’s proposed
replacement of the Los Gatos Creek Bridge. Referred to by Caltrain as the South Terminal
Phase III Project, the existing bridge is in need of repair. Caltrain cites the need for a tail track
as justification for widening the Bridge from two tracks to three; we, along with other
interested parties, believe that this is only part of the story. One track of the two that cross the
current Bridge is owned by UPRR; Ben Tripousis has stated repeatedly in multiple public
forums that Union Pacific is averse to letting any other operators make modifications to, or
even substantial use of, their tracks. This led previously to the San Jose to Merced Project
Section discussion regarding an elevated viaduct along Monterey Highway, due to the
inability of the Authority and UPRR to come to an agreement regarding a shared system. 

In reality, the widening of the Los Gatos Creek Bridge will be required to accommodate the at-
grade alignment; without the widened Bridge, the alignment becomes increasingly
problematic. While nobody can deny that the existing bridge is in need of repair, and that it
should be brought up to existing State and Federal safety and seismic standards, the
proposed Bridge brings with it substantial environmental impacts. The proposed Bridge will
include an additional ‘tail track’ west of the main line. Since the at-grade alignment would use
the widened Bridge, the expanded scope of the current Project Section EIR must take into
consideration the impacts of this finding. In a February 7, 2014, Powerpoint presentation to
the Joint Powers Board of Directors, Caltrain staff presented the pros and cons of an eastern
and western alignment for the new ‘tail track’ / HSR track.
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o ”East side alignment would have fewer impacts to the creek and riparian habitat” -
The Los Gatos Creek itself will be substantially impacted by the current west side
alignment. The proposed extension of the Los Gatos Creek Trail, an integral part of
the growing series of trails in and around San Jose that have become a cornerstone 
of the City Council’s plans for a greener, healthier City, will be physically impassible
certain times of the year after the new Bridge is constructed.

o “East side alignment would have other substantial impacts, which would increase
project cost, and significantly extend schedule” – Mitigating impacts is at the very
heart of the EIR process. Therefore, increased project cost and / or schedule changes
cannot be used as justification for unmitigated environmental damage to a treasured
San Jose creek.

As part of the EIR scoping, the Authority should therefore work with Caltrain to provide further 
analysis of all of the following impacts of the Bridge, and, by extension, of the Project Section: 

o Loss of riparian habitat 
o Damage to / loss of creek species
o Impacts to other biological and water resources 
o Construction noise and vibration damage to the existing portions of the riparian

corridor and trail
o Best Management Practices for erosion control, dust control, stormwater runoff, and

handling of hazardous materials
o Inability of Los Gatos Creek Trail to be extended / completed, per previously-

approved City of San Jose intent. The proposed Bridge has been designed in such a
way that the trail will be under high water for at least (3) months each year, and
covered in sand and mud during the non-high-water portions of that time.

We intend to continue working closely with Caltrain regarding the minimization of the potential 
impacts of the Bridge replacement; however, since HSR will be utilizing the Bridge, and, in all 
honesty, the Bridge is in no small part being built specifically *for* High Speed Rail, we feel 
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that the impacts of the Bridge and related construction need to be wholly disclosed and 
mitigated by the Authority as well. 

Bringing a transportation service like High-Speed Rail to San Jose is something that can be of great 
benefit to us all. However, citing that benefit as a reason to approve unassailed a Project Section that 
might run roughshod over established neighborhoods, exclude the input of those most directly and 
substantially impacted by the arrival of High Speed Rail, and compromise the functionality of an 
already-at-capacity rail corridor is, by definition, unacceptable. We respectfully submit, that only by 
addressing all of the impacts and concerns enumerated herein, can the proposed Project Section 
hope to live up to the Authority’s initial scope and vision for High-Speed Rail  

Respectfully submitted, 

Edward Saum 
President, Shasta/Hanchett Park Neighborhood Association 

cc: HSR: Ben Tripousis 
Caltrain: Jill Gibson, Brent Tietjen, Casey Fromson 
City of San Jose: Mayor and Council 
Friends of Caltrain: Adina Levin 
Community: D6NLG 
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Mr. Mark McLouglin 
Director of Environmental Services 
California High-Speed Rail Authority 
100 Paseo de San Antonio  
San Jose, CA 95113 

Ms. Stephanie Perez 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
Office of Program Delivery 
Federal Railroad Administration 
1200 New Jersey Avenue SE (Mail Stop 20) 
Washington, DC 20590 

Submitted electronically 

June 8, 2016   

Re: San Francisco to San Jose Section EIR/EIS-Notice of Preparation 

Dear California High-Speed Rail Authority and Federal Railroad Administration, 

This letter is in response to the Notice of Preparation for the EIR/ EIS for the San Francisco-San 
Jose segment of California High-Speed Rail. 

SPUR is a non-profit urban policy think tank with offices in San Francisco, San Jose and 
Oakland with thousands of individual and business members in the Bay Area. SPUR is an early 
supporter of High-Speed Rail and is supportive of the Authority’s decision to bring the initial 
operating segment to San Jose with service continuing on to San Francisco. We have authored 
numerous reports on how the Bay Area can make the most of high-speed rail in Bay Area, and 
are deeply engaged in efforts to support transportation integration and placemaking at Diridon 
Station and the Transbay Transit Center.  

Below, we suggest some considerations that we think should be addressed in the EIR/ EIS. We 
are emphasizing Diridon Station, the Diridon Station Area and Central San Jose given that San 
Jose is High-Speed Rail’s gateway to the Bay Area.  

We are excited that the operators in San Jose are working together with a shared goal of 
growing the usefulness and relevance of public transportation to an increasing number of people, 
with strong attention to placemaking. To that end, the EIR/ EIS is an opportunity for the Authority 
to: 
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• Coordinate ridership projections with other transit operators at Diridon Station in
order to evaluate the space requirements for platforms, tracks, right of way,
ticketing facilities, station access and other transit and passenger facilities. We
are glad that the Diridon Intermodal Conceptual Study will identify the envelope and
requirements of each operator based on ridership projections and travel patterns and
hope that ridership projections for all operators will be included in the EIR/ EIS for high-
speed rail. While different operators may serve different transportation markets, it is
important to share facilities wherever possible rather than building separate
infrastructure. Coordinating ridership projections is a good way to ensure that the
passenger facilities are adequately sized to the volume of people and trains coming
through Diridon Station and makes efficient use of limited space.

• Coordinate ridership projections with the San Jose Mineta International Airport,
which is currently updating their 10-year demand forecast. High-speed rail can
replace some air travel, which can reduce greenhouse gas emissions and free up
capacity at congested airports. Previous San Jose Airport capital improvement and
master plans have not fully accounted for the impact of high-speed rail on demand for air
travel to and from San Jose. The EIR/EIS is the right time to disclose information about
demand projections for both air and high-speed rail travel and indicate how these relate
to each other.

• Update and make clear how ridership projections and air travel trip diversions
may change with the addition of new stations statewide. In order for high-speed rail
to be competitive with air travel, it will need to be more convenient than flying and offer
door-to-door travel times that are competitive with air. The addition of high-speed rail
stations south of San Jose, specifically Madera and Kings/Tulare, will lengthen trip times
for the vast majority of HSR riders who will come from the state’s major urban centers. It
is important to consider how sensitive air travel diversion estimates are to the addition of
high-speed rail stations, particularly in the context of greenhouse gas emissions,
ridership and financial impacts.

• Consider service scenarios and ridership projections beyond 2029. A blended
system between commuter rail (Caltrain) and high-speed rail can create challenges for
integration, such as a need for greater safety distances and scheduling and coordination
challenges. Overtake tracks can help overcome some of these challenges and should be
considered carefully, particularly because Caltrain could run more frequent service post-
electrification. It is important that the alternatives consider future service scenarios and
growth plans for each operator so that facilities and infrastructure are sized appropriately.
While the Authority has moved away from a four-track system, we encourage the
Authority to analyze the potential of overtake tracks along the corridor.

• Identify parking needs for all transportation operators at Diridon Station and the
Mineta San Jose Airport and work to minimize the parking supply in this area. It is
not appropriate for each transportation operator to construct separate parking facilities.
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The commitment to high-speed rail is a commitment to changing how people travel within 
cities, regions and the state and to organize California’s growth in a more compact and 
less auto-oriented manner. Providing too much parking undercuts this commitment. 
Additionally, it replicates today’s challenges and travel patterns at a time when we know 
that mobility options and preferences are rapidly changing. Parking is an inefficient use of 
scarce station area land and public dollars.  

In some ways, airports are similar to high-speed rail stations but in other ways they are 
different. The most successful high-speed rail stations are located in urban areas and 
provide intercity connections. If high-speed rail stations are planned like mini-airports, 
surrounded by parking and access roads, they become areas that repel good 
development in their vicinity because of wide streets and parking lots. If not properly 
managed, the provision of parking could overwhelm the station area, destroy the 
pedestrian environment around the station and reduce opportunities for joint development 
around the station. It is important that the station access plans focus on walking, biking, 
transit and drop-off services, which will also have mutual benefits for building densely.   

• Identify opportunities for shared train storage and maintenance facilities as part of
the project alternatives. We think that there is some efficiency that can be gained with
a clear understanding of the market that each operator serves and its future service
plans. In order to provide expanded and reliable services, many operators anticipate
needing additional space to store, maintain and repair train cars. This is particularly true
for ACE, which stores layover trains at Diridon, in addition to VTA and BART, which have
indicated a desire to store 240 train cars near the Santa Clara station. We encourage the
California High-Speed Rail Authority to work with other transit operators to identify train
storage and maintenance solutions that would make the best use of limited track space,
use land around stations efficiently and minimize impacts to communities and public
funds.

• Identify the impacts of project alternatives on pedestrian street life and other
transit services, particularly around Diridon and Central San Jose. The
neighborhoods surrounding Diridon Station are some of the most unique and walkable
neighborhoods in San Jose. The success of downtown San Jose and the Diridon Station
area will depend, in part, on growing the pedestrian, bike and transit connections
between these neighborhoods. We encourage the Authority to identify the impacts of
high-speed rail alternatives on the street life and the impacts of new infrastructure on the
potential for new development to reinforce or create new urban fabric. In addition, we
encourage the Authority to proactively create a station access policy that prioritizes
space-efficient and sustainable modes of travel to and from Diridon Station.

• Use criteria for evaluating alternatives based on long-term impacts and policy
goals rather than constructability and cost. We are sensitive to the need to manage
project costs. However, constructability and cost should not be the driving factors in
evaluating project alternatives. Evaluation criteria should prioritize maximizing the full
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range of mobility options, connectivity and ease of transfers, economic development, 
non-auto access and greenhouse gas impacts. Of particular concern is whether and how 
costs may be deferred to other operators and stakeholders. If high-speed rail stations are 
not easily accessible by foot and by bike other costs are incurred to bring people to and 
from stations.     

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input on the environmental analysis. Please feel free to 
contact us with any questions you may have at 408-638-0167.  

Sincerely, 

Laura Tolkoff 
San Jose Policy Director 

cc: 

Melissa Dumond 
Leyla Hedayat 
Nanci Klein 
Jim Ortbal 
John Ristow 
Ben Tripousis 
Kim Walesh 
Ru Weerakoon 
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UNIVERSAL PARAGON CORPORATION 
150 Executive Park Blvd., Suite 4000    Tel:   (415) 468-6676     

San Francisco, CA 94134 Fax:  (415) 468-6678 

June 9, 2016 

TRANSMITTED VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL: 

 sanfrancisco_sanjose@hsr.ca.gov

 comments@hsr.ca.gov

Mr. Mark McLoughlin 
Director of Environmental Services 
Attention: San Francisco to San Jose Section EIR/EIS 
CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED RAIL AUTHORITY 

100 Paseo de San Antonio 
San Jose, CA 95113 

770 L Street, Suite 1160 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Re: Joint Comments on: 

 Notice of Preparation of a Project Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement for the

California High-Speed Rail System, San Francisco to San Jose Project Section, Blended System Project (May 9, 

2016) (NOP), and 

 Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for the California High Speed Rail System
San Francisco to San Jose Section, CA (May 9, 2016; 81 F.R. 28154) (NOI) 

Dear Mr. McLoughlin: 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the referenced NOP and NOI for the San Francisco to San Jose 
Project Section, Blended System Project, for the High-Speed Rail (HSR or HSR Project), promulgated by the High Speed 
Rail Authority (Authority) as lead agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the Federal Railroad 
Administration (FRA) as lead agency under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  Universal Paragon is the 
landowner and project applicant for the Brisbane Baylands project in the City of Brisbane, California (Baylands Site or 
Baylands Project), currently in the final stages of environmental review at the City of Brisbane, across which the existing 
Caltrain rail line, proposed for blended use with HSR, runs. 

The Brisbane Baylands Project is a Designated “Priority Development Area” in Recognition of its Unique and 
Comprehensiveness with State Sustainability Policy and Has Been a Decade in the Making 

The Baylands Site is recognized by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) as a “priority development 
area” or “PDA.”  PDA’s are areas of scale with a unique potential to reduce California’s greenhouse gas emissions related 
to land use by providing housing and integrated community amenities that concentrate populations along existing 
transit corridors and are grounded on a design focused on sustainable living and development for the entirety and 
lifecycle of the community.  (See http://www.abag.ca.gov/priority/ .)  Nowhere is this designation more appropriate 
than at the Baylands Site. 

We invite you to visit our website, http://brisbanebaylands.com , for a comprehensive overview of the Baylands 
Project.  Capitalizing its close proximity to the urban core of San Francisco and surrounding communities, and located on 
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an existing rail line, the core vision for the Baylands Project derives its vision and values from these anchoring attributes 
which cannot be relocated or established anew at other sites.  The Brisbane Baylands project, with all of its accolades, is 
possible only at this site.  As poignantly noted by leading Bay Area urban planning expert, Gabriel Metcalf, Executive 
Director of SPUR, “While many cities struggle to bring transit to former brownfield sites, the Baylands project will bring 
brownfield remediation to a transit-rich site.” 

The Brisbane Project proposes 4,400 residential units, a significant though only incremental contribution to the 
unprecedented and daunting housing shortage in San Francisco and the Bay region at large.  Given the existing location 
of the Bayshore Caltrain station on the Baylands Project site, these units and their residents will have immediate, not 
“proposed” or “future,” access to transit to all regional employment centers.  The development at the Baylands Site will 
be relatively high density, bringing all recognize sustainability attributes inherent in concentrated and integrated 
communities. 

Within the community itself, the design will facility multiple mobility modes even beyond the existing transit 
lines.  The walkable and bike-friendly community will afford residents multiple options for their discretionary trips other 
than conventional automobile trips.  The Baylands Project will utilize and itself generate renewable energy sources and 
promises all building to meet or exceed LEED certification requirements. 

With the economic engine of the Baylands Project, the existing residents and community of Brisbane will reap 
many significant community benefits addressing existing needs.  These include regional scale wetlands and habitat 
restoration, expansion, and enhancement; transit and mobility infrastructure improvements; extensive project-wide 
parks and open space improvements; the long prioritized extension of Geneva Avenue; and Candlestick interchange 
improvements.  Again, these community improvements address existing needs, but there are no resources to see them 
realized.  Development of the Baylands Project is the only source of making these needed improvements a reality. 

Additionally, the Baylands Project will be an economic boon to the City and entire region.  The Baylands Project 
draft EIR estimates that over 20,000 new jobs will be created by the Baylands Project- 5,000 or more in long-term 
construction and 17,500 permanent jobs. 

The Baylands Project’s unique design and extraordinary stakeholder recognition are the result of over a decade 
of effort and innumerable man-hours devoted by the project team, the City of Brisbane staff and its elected officials, and 
the public at large.  Since 2004, tens of millions of dollars have been spent defining, refining, and evolving the Baylands 
Project proposal to directly address and reflect the community, region, and state’s priorities for concentrating 
development along existing transit  corridors and incorporating and advancing sustainable design principles in all aspects 
of the project. 

And these efforts have not been for naught.  In fact, after this decade of both process and evolving substance 
and an NOP originally issued in 2006, a draft environmental impact report (EIR) for the Baylands Project was completed, 
circulated in June 2013, and commented upon by the public and stakeholders.  Those comments were evaluated and 
responded to by the City of Brisbane as lead agency under CEQA, and a final EIR, published June 2015, stands ready for 
certification by the City of Brisbane.  A decade’s worth of toil, labor, and dedicated advancement of a collective vision, 
truly an unprecedented planning effort, are finally coming to fruition for the Baylands Project. 
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Siting of the HSR Maintenance Facility on the Baylands Site Would Thwart Realization of the Baylands Project with Its 
Recognized Community Benefits and Is Inconsistent with State Policy Seeking to Foster Transit-Anchored and 
Sustainable Community Development 

In considering the HSR EIR and companion environmental impact statement (EIS) under NEPA, the Authority and 
FRA must evaluate not simply the potential for siting the maintenance facility on the Baylands Site, but rather must 
thoroughly and comprehensively consider the inconsistency of such siting with State and regional policy mandates 
related to greenhouse gas reduction. 

In response to the severe threats posed by climate change, the State of California has been a leader and 
innovator in greenhouse gas emission reduction strategies and mandates.  Recognizing that regulation of stationary 
sources alone will not meet the State’s emission-reduction objectives, the State includes land use policy as an essential 
component of the climate change equation. 

Specifically, SB 375, adopted in 2008, established a new mandate for inclusion of a “sustainable communities 
strategy” (SCS) in all Regional Transportation Plans throughout the State.  The SCS was a type of regional growth plan 
that would analyzed related to the potential for greenhouse gas emission generation in the region and ensure that 
projected growth patterns would satisfy regional emission reduction targets adopted for each region in the State by the 
California Air Resources Board.  SB 375 is a critical component of the State’s overall efforts to meet its greenhouse gas 
reduction requirements in AB 32.  Passed in 2006, AB 32 committed the State to returning to 1990 levels of emissions by 
the year 2020.  Further, an Executive Order by then Governor Schwarzenegger further established a goal for the State of 
accomplishing reductions to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050.  

Plan Bay Area is the effort whereby ABAG and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) collective 
comply with SB 375 mandates for the Bay Area region.  Core to the Plan Bay Area planning efforts and visions or the 
designated PDAs, of which the Baylands Site is a significant one. 

Siting of the HSR maintenance facility on the Baylands Site would thwart establishment of the integrated, 
sustainable community – just the type envisioned and incented by the State in SB 375 and the region in Plan Bay Area – 
explained above.  Though the Baylands Site was once, long ago, an industrial facility, the vision today is one of solutions 
and progressive advancement into a new area, exemplary of California’s innovation culture and climate change 
priorities. 

In considering the HSR EIR/EIS, the Authority and FRA must evaluate not simply the potential for siting the 
maintenance facility on the Baylands Site, but rather they must thoroughly and comprehensively consider the 
inconsistency of such siting with State and Regional policy under AB 32, SB 375, Plan Bay Area, and others, given the 
recognized status of the Baylands Project as a critical component of the region meeting the State’s mandates regarding 
climate change.  Preempting the region and state’s ability to realize its greenhouse gas reduction strategies in the land 
use area have significant potential consequence.  The analysis will have to similarly consider all feasible alternative 
locations for the facility that would not implicate fatal threats to core components of this State and regional regulatory 
regime. 

Siting of the Maintenance Facility on the Baylands Site Would be Inconsistent with the City of Brisbane’s Sustainability 
Framework for the Baylands Site 

The EIR/EIS must evaluate the inconsistency of the siting the maintenance facility on the Baylands Site with the 
City of Brisbane’s “Sustainability Framework for the Baylands” (Framework). 
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Adopted by the City on November 5, 2015, the Framework articulates guidance from the City’s perspective to 
inform the vision for future uses on the Baylands.  Areas of focus include: 

 Zero Carbon Buildings 

 Zero waste 

 Sustainable Transportation 

 Local and Sustainable Materials

 Local and Sustainable Food 

 Sustainable Water 

 Open Space and Habitat 

 Culture and Heritage 

 Economic Vitality with Equity & Ecology

 Recreation, Health, Safety & Happiness 

As explained above, the design parameters and community benefits – attributes called for and highlighted in the 
Framework – from this exemplary and unique community can only be realized due to the existing attributes of the 
Baylands Site today combined with the economic engine and resource generation of the Baylands Project in its entirety.  
As a significantly exemplary attribute, the Framework highlights the existing Bayshore Caltrain station and its future 
potential for the new community: “The multi-modal station is the heart of the development. To fully utilize the potential 
of the multi-modal station, a minimum of a ¼ mile radius of combined uses must surround the station.” (Framework, p. 
29.)  As noted, SB 375 and Plan Bay Area, among others, are fundamentally grounded on this notion of establishing 
housing and mixed-use community cores in close proximity to transit hubs, as is the case with the Baylands Project. 

Nothing in the Framework weighs in favor of the maintenance facility being sited on the Baylands Site.  The 
EIR/EIS must evaluate this notable inconsistency and consider all feasible alternatives to avoid the conflict. 

Siting of the HSR Maintenance Facility on the Baylands Site would be Inconsistent with HSR’s Own Intentions and 
Priorities 

The EIR/EIS must consider the consistency with any potential siting of the maintenance facility on the Baylands 
Site with the core purpose and intent of HSR itself. 

In addition to the inconsistency of siting the maintenance facility on the Baylands Site with the noted laws and 
regulations including AB 32, SB 375, and Plan Bay Area, such a determination would similarly be counter to HSR and the 
Authority’s core mission and priorities.  From HSR’s own website: “California high-speed rail will connect the mega-
regions of the state, contribute to economic development and a cleaner environment, create jobs and preserve 
agricultural and protected lands.”  (www.hsr.ca.gov/About/index.html .)  Indeed, HSR is one of the most notable 
examples and tangible commitments by the State of California in furtherance of commitment to lead the world on 
battling climate change. 

Would it not be the most misguided and misplaced of ironies if the planning and establishment of HSR 
effectively killed a similarly grounded and purposed project, the Brisbane Baylands?  So long as the Baylands Site 
remains even a potential location for the maintenance facility, the EIR/EIS must consider this unintended consequence 
of such a determination.  And alternative sites certainly exist. 
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Alternative Sites for the Proposed Maintenance Facility Exist and Must Be Studied 

Indeed, numerous potential alternative sites for the maintenance facility exist and must be studied in the 
EIR/EIS.  These include, but are not limited to: 

 The existing industrial zone in San Francisco at the Port of San Francisco properties surrounding Piers 80 through 
96 on the Port’s southern waterfront area.  This area has multiple existing industrial uses and is already 
equipped with multiple functioning rail spurs off of the Caltrain main line; 

 The existing Caltrain terminus and railyard area at 4th and King in San Francisco; 

 The existing Caltrain’s Central Equipment and Maintenance Facility in San Jose; and

 Given the new “blended use” focus of the HSR Project being evaluated in the EIR/EIS, any feasible co-location 
options along the existing Caltrain rail and right-of-way must be analyzed as potential alternatives. 

As noted, these are just a few of the most obvious alternative locations of which we are aware.  Consistent with 
CEQA and NEPA, the Authority and FRA must identify and consider feasible alternatives that would avoid the 
preemptively fatal consequence to a recognized, exemplary project consistent with State priorities of locating the 
maintenance facility on the Baylands Site. 

Express Reference to the Baylands Site in the HSR Project Public Scoping Meetings Was Misleading and Inappropriate 

We were gravely concerned that, without notice to us or anyone related to the Brisbane Baylands project, an 
aerial of our property was included in a PowerPoint overview summary of the HSR Project as the only identified 
“potential” site for the “Light Maintenance Facility.”  And it is our understanding that this presentation, identifying our 
site exclusively, was used in each of the three public scoping meetings on May 23, 24, and 25. 

To begin with, no documentation to date related to the HSR Project has identified the Baylands Site as a 
potential location for the maintenance facility.  Neither the current NOP or NOI references the Baylands Site, nor did the 
HSR EIRs from 2008, 2010, or 2012.  However, in the three public scoping meetings supporting the subject NOP and NOI, 
there is now a full slide dedicated depicting the Baylands Site, and only the Baylands Site, as the potential location for 
the maintenance facility. 

Further, the presentation and labeling of the slide dedicated to the Baylands Site is highly misleading.  It is our 
understanding that, although the sole site specifically identified, the actual appropriate location for the maintenance 
facility remains undetermined and subject to study.  The presentation of the site in the scoping meetings, however 
suggested that any uncertainty and variable yet to be decided related to where on the Baylands Site the maintenance 
facility would be located, not if it would be located there at all.  Specifically, the exhibit states that the “potential facility 
placement would be either East or West of Caltrain tracks.”  (Emphasis added.)  For members of the public unfamiliar 
with the status and trajectory for the HSR project, we suggest that the “would be” language suggests more definite 
determinations have already been made regarding locating the maintenance facility.  Also, referring solely to the 
Baylands Site in the scoping meetings only further solidifies that mis-impression. 

Going forward, the Authority and FRA should make unmistakably clear that no determination on siting of the 
maintenance facility has been  made and that all feasible alternative sites that would, among other things, avoid the 
fatal consequences to the Baylands Project addressed herein, will be evaluated. 
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The Authority Should Prepare an Initial Study this HSR Project to Help Guide and Inform the Scoping Process 

While the Authority and FRA have reached out broadly to stakeholders, responsible and trustee agencies, and 
others, they have provided very little detail on the known, foreseeable, and potential impacts of the HSR Project to be 
studied in the EIR/EIS.  As is common practice in California, the provision of an Initial Study for the HSR Project would be 
most enlightening and assist in making the comments during this scoping/NOP/NOI period as comprehensive and useful 
as possible.  (See 14 Ca. Code Regs. §§ 15006(d), 15063.) 

Conclusion 

We commend the Authority, FRA, and the indefatigable leadership of the Brown Administration in bringing 
forward the HSR Project.  As noted, it exemplifies the progressive vision and ethic of the State to challenge ourselves, 
the Nation, and the world in taking bold actions to address climate change by all means possible.  As explained herein, 
this is the same ethic and determination which has driven the vision and planning for the Baylands Project. 

With a legacy of industrial use and environmental degradation, the Baylands Site is now moving forward as a 
catalyst for innovation, environmental progress, affirmative climate action, environmental justice, and sustainable (or at 
least a substantial step towards) alleviation of the crippling housing crisis in and around San Francisco.  To site the 
maintenance facility for this admittedly important HSR Project would mean the unnecessary consequential demise of 
another important project for the state and region, and would drag the Baylands Site back into outdated 19th Century 
industrial uses instead of allowing it to be a major innovation hub and sustainable development model for the 21st 
Century. 

We very much appreciate your consideration of our comments.  Should you have any questions with regard to 
this matter, please feel free to contact the undersigned.   

Sincerely, 

Jonathan Scharfman 
General Manager 
UNIVERSAL PARAGON CORPORATION 

cc: Clay Holstine, City of Brisbane City Manager 
John Swiecki, City of Brisbane Planning Director 
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