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1 INTRODUCTION

The dewvelopment of the four alternatives being evaluated in the Draft Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) for the San Jose to Central Valley Wye Project
Extent of the San Jose to Merced Project Section has relied heavily on a wide range of public and
stakeholder input. In identifying the preferred alternative for the project section, the California
High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority) sought feedback on the staff recommendation to identify
Alternative 4 as the Preferred Alternative via in-meeting polls, online and paper feedback forms,
and comments at meetings, open houses, and outreach events. The feedback includes a mix of
enthusiastic support, geographic-specific concerns, and questions about various elements of the
alignment alternative.

The objective of this document is to summarize the feedback gathered from a diverse audience of
local elected officials, community leaders, business organizations, human senice providers,
advocacy groups, and members of the public residing in and around the cities adjacent to the
proposed high-speed rail alignment.

This document provides a thematic review of comments, questions, and suggestions received
following the public release of the Staff-Recommended Preferred Alternative in July 2019. While
the report’s focus is on the opinions about the differentiating elements among the four alternatives
in the San Jose to Merced Project Section, general highlights regarding support or concern about
the investment, design, or features of proposed high-speed rail alignments are also presented.

1.1 Context for Outreach Effort

The outreach effort was designed to be responsive to stakeholder needs and to allow for a two-
way information exchange.

Prior to 2018, Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 represented the set of options being considered in the San
Jose to Merced Project Section. With the 2018 Business Plan, the Authority introduced a new
alternative, Alternative 4. The new alternative was shared by the Authority project team through a
series of outreach activities beginning in 2018. This included substantial engagement with
communities with high percentages of environmental justice populations, including minority,
lower-income, and limited-English-proficiency (LEP) households.

These outreach activities included presentations at public and stakeholder group meetings,
neighborhood canvasses, briefings for community senice providers, inteniews with local
stakeholders, and informational tabling at various types of community events. Seweral meetings
included in-language material and interpretation senices at the request of community members
or service providers (e.g., healthcare providers, affordable housing dewelopers, and volunteer
organizations). The Authority conducted additional outreach in communities at the request of
elected officials, community members, or senice providers and enlisted the support of community
groups in outreach efforts geared toward low-income and minority populations.

Beginning in July 2019, the Authority initiated outreach for the Preferred Alternative. Staff
deweloped fact sheets and other informational materials to ensure stakeholders and members of
the public could gain a clear understanding of the following:

o History of the development of alignment alternatives in the project section
o Preferred Alternative evaluation methodology

e Tradeoffs of one alternative versus another based on consideration of (1) community
factors, (2) environmental factors, and (3) system performance, operations, and cost
factors

California High-Speed Rail Preferred Alternative Outreach SummaryReport
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o lllustrations of station area designs, engineering drawings, and tools to illustrate
temporary construction and permanent right-of-way impacts on specific properties

With this information, stakeholders, and other members of the public could gain a solid
understanding of the rationale for the staff recommendation for the Preferred Alternative. Well
informed stakeholders offered meaningful feedback that reflects an understanding of the impacts
of the alternatives. Their feedback was collected in facilitated discussions, via written feedback
tools, and in question-and-answer sessions about the information presented.

Ultimately, outcomes from public engagement on the staff-recommended Preferred Alternative
offer the Authority Board of Directors and the broader public an understanding of community
attitudes around issues related to high-speed rail senice, investment, and development.
Feedback reflects the pulse of the community but does not necessarily represent the full range of

questions, suggestions, and preferences of all residents along the corridor.

1.2 Report Contents and Structure

This chapter provides an introduction to the report. The remaining elements of this report are as
follows:

e Chapter 2 provides context regarding the engagement that was conducted to solicit input
on the staff recommendation, including the various avenues through which feedback was
gathered. This includes descriptions of working groups, agendas, materials shared, and
means of soliciting feedback.

e Chapter 3 summarizes the full range of feedback received, identifying areas of support
for the staff recommendation as well as questions and comments reflecting differing

opinions.
o Chapter 4 offers an owerall summary of the key issues that were identified in the outreach
process.

Meeting summaries from Community Working Groups are included in Appendix A. Appendix B
provides a summary of the open houses.

This report summarizes the feedback received through August 22, 2019. Correspondence
received from through August 30, 2019 is included in Appendix C. Any additional correspondence
directed to the Board of Directors received after August 30, 2019 will be part of the materials
distributed to the Board of Directors during the September 17, 2019 meeting.

California High-Speed Rail Preferred Alternative Outreach SummaryReport
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2 OUTREACH EVENTS

A series of outreach events provided opportunities to engage stakeholder groups and members
of the public to gather feedback on the staff recommendation.

21 Outreach Approach

In order to collect feedback on the staff-recommended Preferred Alternative, Authority staff held
open houses and Community Working Group (CWG) meetings. In addition, staff presented to a
technical working group (TWGs), the Local Policy Maker Group, and to various city and county
governments. Presentations to stakeholders were specifically focused on the differentiating
factors between alternatives, and the information was provided using simulations, aerial
oveniews, fact sheets, information tables, and PowerPoint presentations.

More than 250 community members, stakeholders, technical experts, elected representatives,
and agency officials attended briefings and meetings related to the staff-recommended Preferred
Alternative. Approximately 100 other individuals participated in educational outreach events in
July and August, where staff provided information about high-speed rail at tables and kiosks at
community markets, a music festival, and neighborhood fairs, but did not solicit input on the
Preferred Alternative.

211 Outreach Objectives

The outreach conducted in July and August had three primary objectives:
e To share the staff-recommended Preferred Alternative and its identification process.
e To provide an opportunity to discuss the staff recommended Preferred Alternative.
e To collect feedback on the staff-recommended Preferred Alternative.

These objectives were shared at all of the meetings led by Authority staff.

2.2 Outreach to Stakeholder and Policy Groups

Authority staff and partners scheduled and made presentations regarding the staff-recommended
Preferred Alternative at a variety of meetings and forums, including the following:

e City and County Governments and Other Policy Bodies

o Authority staff offered presentations to City Councils and Boards of Supeniisors,
and other policy boards during July and August to solicit feedback on the staff-
recommended Preferred Alternative.

e City/County Staff Coordinating Group (CSCG)

o The CSCG is a group created by and facilitated by Caltrain. It is comprised of
representatives from all cities and counties between San Francisco and Gilroy
along the Caltrain right-of-way. This group convenes every third Wednesday and
the Authority has a standing agenda item during these monthly meetings. The
July meeting of this group focused on the staff-recommended Preferred
Alternative for both Northern California project sections.

e Local Policy Makers Group (LPMG)

o The LPMG is a group created by and facilitated by Caltrain and is the elected
counterpart to the CSCG. The LPMG is comprised of one elected representative
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from most cities and counties between San Francisco and Gilroy along the
Caltrain right-of-way. This group is convened every forth Thursday and the
Authority has a standing agenda item during these monthly meetings. The July
meeting of this group focused on the staff-recommended Preferred Alternative for
both Northern California project sections.

e Community Working Groups (CWGs)

(0]

A CWG is a wluntary group of individuals tasked with sharing information and
opinions that reflect their community’s interests in planning for high-speed rail
senice. CWG members represent neighborhood and community organizations,
businesses, transit advocacy groups, environmental justice (EJ) populations, and
more. There are currently two CWGs in the San Jose to Merced Project Section
and both of these CWGs convened during the month of July. The purpose of the
July CWGs was to enable information exchange between community members,
Authority staff, and the engineering, environmental and planning team. CWG
meetings were conducted in a small-group meeting format (approximately 15-20
members) to enable members to discuss ideas and share opinions. These
meetings are open to the public. Members of the public are invited to observe
and given an opportunity for public comment.

e Environmental Stakeholders

(0]

The Authority has consulted and collaborated with the Coyote Valley and
Pacheco Pass conservation community, consisting of local and regional agencies
and non-governmental organizations. The conservation community has provided
extensive scientific data on wildlife and habitat, and perspectives on impact
analyses and preliminary design that are informed by decades of conservation
planning and actions.

Continuing the consultation that began with selection of the Pacheco Pass as the
network corridor connecting the Bay Area and Central Valley high-speed rail
lines, the Authority has consulted and collaborated with local, state, and federal
agencies and non-governmental stakeholders in the Grasslands Ecological Area.
The broad range of engagement has included data sharing, preliminary design
refinements, conservation lands suitability analysis, and analyses of potential
high-speed rail impacts upon irrigation and wastewater conweyance, waterfowl
and shorebirds, wetland and riparian habitat, private duck clubs, and state
hunting revenues.

e Technical Working Groups (TWGS)

(0]

2.21

The TWGs include staff from various jurisdictions, public agencies, and school
districts and provides technical direction to Authority staff that reflects the
priorities of the organizations they represent. There are currently two TWGs in
the San Jose to Merced project section and both of these groups met in July
2019. The purpose of the July TWGs was to provide feedback on the staff-
recommended Preferred Alternative. The TWG meetings were conducted in a
small-group format (approximately 10-20 members) with representatives both on
site and via webinar.

Format of Stakeholder and Policy Group Meetings

In sharing the staff recommendation for the Preferred Alternative with the stakeholder and policy
groups, staff presented a brief oveniew of how stakeholder engagement and feedback has
shaped the alternatives owver the last decade, local subsection features of interest (relative to the
specific audience), results of the technical evaluation and analysis, and the staff recommendation
for the Preferred Alternative.

California High-Speed Rail Preferred Alternative Outreach SummaryReport
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At all meetings, Authority staff considered questions from the members and invited comments on
the staff recommendations.

In some meetings, additional tools were used to gather feedback. For example, in the TWG
meetings, participants were asked to use an instant polling platform to provide an initial reaction
to the basis for the staffs recommendations and then take part in a moderated discussion to
share their responses. In the CWG meetings, once working group members had the opportunity
to ask clarifying questions, they were invited to provide a reaction by completing questions on a
worksheet and then take part in a moderated discussion to share their responses. This allowed
the facilitator to work with the group to review key feedback and gauge areas of agreement and
concern concerns in real time.

222 Meetings by Organization, Date, and Location

Table 2-1 provides a summary of the meetings conducted to gather feedback on the staff
recommendation. Many of these meetings also included a facilitated discussion regarding
individuals’ preferences among the alternatives and whether they concurred with the staff
recommendation that Alternative 4 should be identified as the Preferred Alternative.

Table 2-1 Scheduled Meetings and Presentations by Authority Staff with Stakeholder and
Policy Groups

““

July 8, 2019 San Jose — Morgan Hill TWG Alfred E. Alquist Building, San Jose

July 8, 2019 Gilroy - Los Banos TWG Chamber of Commerce, Gilroy

July 10, 2019 Morgan Hill - Gilroy CWG Community and Cultural Center,

Morgan Hill

July 10, 2019 Coyote Valley and Pacheco Pass WSP, San Francisco
stakeholders

July 15, 2019 Grasslands Ecological Area stakeholders Webinar

July 16, 2019 San Jose CWG Leininger Center, San Jose

July 17, 2019 Morgan Hill City Council City Hall, Morgan Hill

July 17, 2019 City/County Staff Coordinating Group Meeting Calfrain, San Carlos

July 25, 2019 Local Policy Maker Group Meeting Caltrain, San Carlos

August 19, 2019 Gilroy City Council City Hall, Gilroy

August 20, 2019 San Jose City Council City Hall, San Jose

August 22, 2019 Monterey Corridor Working Group The Plant, San Jose

September 4, 2019 Santa Clara City Council City Hall, Santa Clara

September 10, 2019 Santa Clara County Board of Supervisors Santa Clara County Building, San Jose

2.3 Broader Public Engagement

In addition to being invited to attend select stakeholder and policy group meetings listed in Table
2-1, members of the public were also invited to a series of open houses across the region.
Authority staff conducted three open houses in the San Jose to Merced Project Section in August
2019.

California High-Speed Rail Preferred Alternative Outreach SummaryReport
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2.31 Open House Notification

The Authority led a robust outreach effort to notify members of the public about the open houses.
The effort included open house flyers and posters listing all Northern California open houses
which were distributed by email to all individuals on the Authority’s Northern California mailing list
and translated into Spanish, Viethamese, Chinese, and Tagalog. Notices were also posted on the
Authority website and distributed to all TWG, CSCG, and CWG members by email, with staff
making follow-up phone calls to members to extend a personal invitation. Members were also
asked to share the flyer with their networks

Flyers were sent to community centers, neighborhood associations, and libraries along the
alignments for posting on community bulletin boards. Authority staff also coordinated with transit
agencies to notify their riders of the open houses. Flyers were also distributed to community
leaders who participated in environmental justice outreach events, with follow-up calls to
personally invite them to participate in the open houses and encourage them to advertise the
events to their community members.

Open houses were publicized via social media, digital paid ads, and print media. Authority staff
posted notifications via Facebook and Twitter, which featured video advertisements. In-language
ads were placed in the following print media outlets:

e EJ/ Observador (Spanish)
e Sing Tao Daily (Chinese)
o Vietnam Daily News (Vietnamese)

Newspaper ads were also placed in San Francisco Bay View, an English language newspaper
with a largely African American audience.

In addition, several newspaper articles and community message boards (e.g., Next Door)
featured postings about the open houses.
2.3.2 Format of the Open House Meetings

Open houses were designed to allow members of the public to get their questions answered, talk
directly with staff about their primary interests, and share their opinions about the high-speed rail
program and the staff recommendations for the Preferred Alternative. Open houses included a
number of information stations and a formal presentation.

The presentations included the following elements:
e An update on the statewide program and its status

e Anoweniew of collaboration with partner agencies, stakeholders, and the public,
including key issues identified during outreach

e The various steps in identifying the Preferred Alternative

e Anoweniew of the range of alternatives, including common and differentiating features
e The criteria used to evaluate the alternatives

e Results of the evaluation of the alternatives

e The rationale for the staff recommendation

At the open houses, members of the public were invited to circulate around the room to learn
more about their specific areas of interest by visiting each of the information stations. The largest
of the stations focused on providing information regarding the range of alternatives and the staff-
recommended Preferred Alternative. Information stations included the following:

e Station 1: Welcome and registration

California High-Speed Rail Preferred Alternative Outreach SummaryReport
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o Orientation, agenda, feedback form and answers to general questions
e Station 2: What is the status of High-Speed Rail in California?

o Statewide project oveniew and updates
e Station 3: What is the staff-recommended Preferred Alternative?

o Project section oveniew, range of alternatives, detailed engineering drawings
(i.e., roll plots) and staff recommendation

e Station 4: What are the benefits of High-Speed Rail?
o Discover how high-speed rail will transform mobility across California
e Station 5: What happens next?

o Learn about next steps after environmental review, including the right-of-way
process and construction impacts (with laptops available to search by address)

e Station 6: How can | get involved?

o Share feedback at this event and/or in upcoming meetings and reports, and
participate in interactive exercises

Open house visitors were encouraged to write their comments on feedback forms and were
informed that their written and oral comments would be summarized as part of this Outreach
Summary Report to the Authority Board of Directors. A summary of the feedback received at the
open houses is included in Appendix B.

233 Open House Meeting Dates and Locations

Table 2-2 provides a summary of the open house meeting dates and locations.

Table 2-2 Scheduled Community Open Houses

SAN JOSE - MERCED Location
Project Section OpenHouse ocatio

August 15, 2019 San Jose City Hall, San Jose
August 21, 2019 Los Banos Community Center, Los Banos
August 22, 2019 Gilroy IFDES Lodge Portuguese Hall, Gilroy

California High-Speed Rail Preferred Alternative Outreach SummaryReport
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3 KEYFEEDBACK

This chapter highlights comments received from the various audiences that participated in
outreach efforts, as well as information included on feedback forms, in phone messages, and via
other written correspondence (emails, letters, etc.). While outreach in July and August was
focused on the staff-recommended Preferred Alternative and the differentiating factors between
the alternatives along system performance, environmental, and community factors, the feedback
received was broad, addressing a wide array of interests, concerns, and topics. These
comments are organized below into four categories: System Design and Operations; Feedback
on the Preferred Alternative; Process; and Other Feedback Received.

3.1 System Design and Operations

3.11 Blended Service

While a blended system is viewed as being strategic and efficient, there are concerns about
coordinating operations when senice lewels increase in the future. Caltrain expressed support
and concurrence with Alternative 4 as the Preferred Alternative but noted that there are significant
and complicated agreements that need to be reached for moving forward with blended operations
from CP Coast in Santa Clara through Diridon Station and south to Gilroy. Some CWG members,
some Gilroy Open House participants, and various communities between San Jose and Gilroy
expressed support for Alternative 4 on the basis that it is the only alternative that helps expand
the electrified Caltrain senice south of Tamien Station to Gilroy.

At the same time, some stakeholders said they were more interested in alternatives that allowed
for a dedicated alignment for high-speed trains. These individuals emphasized that travel times

would be improved in a dedicated corridor.

3.1.2 Valley-to-Valley Service

At all of the open houses, a number of individuals shared their support for the link between Silicon
Valley and the Central Valley. They talked about opportunities to visit family members in the
Central Valley or on the Peninsula, to access jobs that would otherwise require long commutes by
car, and to find affordable housing options. One open house participant talked about a desire for
high-speed access to medical appointments.

While Gilroy, Morgan Hill and San Martin stakeholders gained a better understanding of their
future local high-speed rail station in Gilroy, several Los Banos open house participants lamented
the lack of a planned station in their city. According to members of the public and elected officials,
Los Banos would benefit from a high-speed rail station particularly because of the increasing
number of commuters who travel to and from Silicon Valley or elsewhere in the Bay Area on a
daily basis. One participant indicated that access to the planned Merced station would be very
difficult under the current bus and train schedules. Adding a station in Los Banos was one of the
most-discussed topics at that open house and participants were interested in the background of
why Proposition 1A prohibits the Authority from building a station between Gilroy and Merced.

313 Gilroy Station

A number of stakeholders said they would like to better understand how Gilroy station would be
dewveloped. CSCG members said they sought more information about potential changes to
Gilroy’s Caltrain Station under Alternative 4, but City of Gilroy Councilmembers and staff were
mostly satisfied with Alternative 4’s minimal design modifications to the existing Gilroy Caltrain
Station. They offered some suggestions about station maintenance (specifically, in regard to
cleanliness and graffiti) and asked who you be responsible for it. They expressed interest in
pursuing a station area planning grant to fund new station design efforts.

California High-Speed Rail Preferred Alternative Outreach SummaryReport
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Members of the Gilroy City Council and City staff also expressed concern regarding Alternative
4’s impacts on the parking supply in downtown Gilroy. They said State funding for additional
studies on potential impacts and mitigations would be appreciated.

The Transportation Agency for Monterey County (TAMC) expressed support for the Preferred
Alternative and specifically the station in downtown Gilroy, which would facilitate connections with

regional and local transit services going to coastal communities.

314 Travel Time

Participants at all of the open houses, as well as many CWG and TWG members, talked about
their preference for faster travel times. In interactive open house exercises where individuals
identified the characteristics of the Preferred Alternative evaluation that were most important to
them, travel time was consistently among the most highly ranked. Seweral train advocates
suggested that travel time should trump most other considerations and that the high-speed rail
system should be planned to allow for operations at the highest possible speeds.

In San Jose, some stakeholders proposed investing in a viaduct in the Monterey Corridor to allow
for potential dedicated operations in the future which would afford greater speeds for high-speed
rail trains and allow Caltrain to operate along the current alignment. Likewise, Los Banos open
house participants described a dedicated alignment as preferable because it would reduce travel
times from the Central Valley to the Bay Area.

3.2 Feedback on the Preferred Alternative

3.21 Grade Separations

One of the issues most often raised by stakeholders in response to Alternative 4 is that it does
not include grade separations between San Jose and Gilroy. Many of the stakeholders that
participated in the outreach effort said that grade separations are essential to address concerns
regarding pedestrian and vehicular traffic, to allow one to safely cross the tracks, and to ensure
community connectivity. For many people, grade separations represent the solution to their safety
and congestion concerns about the existing rail corridor and the addition of high-speed rail
senvice to it, and they were disappointed to see that the blended system design in Alternative 4
improves the grade crossings but does not separate them. The Morgan Hill City Council indicated
support for adding grade separations to Alternative 4, and the San Jose City Council noted that
their support for Alternative 4 is contingent, in part, on the Authority undertaking full grade
separations at key San Jose locations, including Auzerais Avenue, West Virginia Street, Branham
Lane, Skyway Drive, and Chynoweth Avenue.

In San Jose, some CWG members and members of the public indicated either strong support for
a tunnel option or a viaduct in place of the at-grade alignment through Gardner and Willow Glen
included in Alternative 4. Atthe CSCG meeting, participants suggested that some of the reaction
to Alternative 4 in San Jose might be addressed by adding grade separations, a sentiment
supported by several San Jose open house participants who indicated they would be more
inclined to support Alternative 4 ifit included grade separations, especially through the Monterey
Corridor, and even further south at Palm Avenue.

There were proposals at both CWG meetings to use the cost difference between Alternative 4
and other alternatives to pay for grade separations in San Jose, Morgan Hill and Gilroy.

At the same time, some Morgan Hill City Councilmembers and Gilroy open house participants
who were initially interested in grade separations became less enthusiastic about them once they
were shown the property impacts associated with a fully grade-separated alignment. The larger
footprint would result in greater residential and commercial displacement as demonstrated in
Alternative 2 (see Section 3.2.2, Displacement).

California High-Speed Rail Preferred Alternative Outreach SummaryReport
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3.2.2 Displacement

Across the corridor there was considerable interest in learning more about the exact locations of
proposed residential and commercial displacements, especially those displacements associated
with Alternative 4. There was strong interest in reducing the number of displacements and this
was commonly cited as one of the main advantages of Alternative 4 compared to the other
alternatives.

Some stakeholders in San Jose, including open house participants from Coyote Valley and
downtown businesses, preferred Alternative 4 because they believe it will have a more limited
impact on existing land uses and/or future development potential than the alternatives that feature
viaducts. At the same time, some San Jose CWG members and open house participants still
expressed concemns regarding potential displacement, even with Alternative 4, especially in the
Greater Gardner neighborhood.

The Morgan Hill City Council emphasized their appreciation that Alternative 4 would limit
commercial displacements in comparison with the other alternatives.

The City of Gilroy had previously expressed concern regarding impacts to the Gilroy Wastewater
Treatment Facility. While interest remains in exactly which properties will be impacted, Gilroy City
Council members and City staff have generally responded favorably to Alternative 4’s relatively
modest displacements, which awid impacts to the Gilroy Wastewater Treatment Facility and
wastewater disposal ponds. In fact, the Gilroy City Council Staff Report recommends Alternative
4 as the most viable alternative because of its lower impacts to property and businesses and
limited disruption during construction. At the same time, they are keen to know the timeline for
identifying impacted private properties and conducting outreach to affected property owners.

Gilroy Unified School District was also supportive of Alternative 4 because unlike some of the
other alignments it awids displacing school properties. This favorable response was echoed by
many Gilroy open house participants who wiced their support for Alternative 4 because they
were primarily concerned about displacements resulting from alignments that would not use the
existing rail corridor. However, some people raised concerns regarding impacts to tribal
resources, historic buildings and downtown businesses, and many people asked questions about
the anticipated timeline for property acquisitions.

San Martin residents discussed their concerns about both residential and commercial
displacements. Some Los Banos open house participants indicated that renters on their property
might be displaced and asked if the Authority would reimburse them for their projected income
loss.

3.23 Impacts to Development and Construction Disruptions

Downtown Gilroy residents and businesses shared their apprehensions about potential business
disruptions during construction. Representatives from the City of San Jose also described
potential effects of alternatives on future development around Diridon Station.

3.24 Noise

Questions and concerns regarding noise and vibration were wiced throughout the San Jose to
Merced Project Section from residents in the Greater Gardner neighborhood, along the Monterey
Corridor, residents and business owners in Morgan Hill, residents in San Martin, and business
owners and residents of downtown Gilroy and east Gilroy. Staff received several questions
regarding the options available for mitigating noise impacts and how they are integrated into the
alternatives assessment and upcoming Draft EIR/EIS. Implementing quiet zones as a potential
additional strategy to reduce horn noise was also a frequent topic of interest at each City Council

meeting, at CWG meetings, and at open houses.

The San Jose City Council and many San Jose open house participants shared their concerns
about noise and vibration impacts in general and related to specific geographies: along the
Monterey Corridor and in several neighborhoods including Gardner, Gregory Plaza, Hannah-
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Gregory, Palm Haven, and Willow Glen. Seweral individuals engaged the Authority’s engineers
and environmental specialists in discussions about different types of mitigation measures.
Residents from the Garden Alameda neighborhood expressed support for Alternative 4 because
it minimizes noise impacts to their community.

Morgan Hill City Councilmembers expressed concern about an increase in noise due to train
horns sounding at at-grade crossings through downtown under Alternative 4. While they noted
that this increase in noise from trains is a likely tradeoff for minimizing residential and commercial
displacements, some Councilmembers said they were interested in discussing potential mitigation
options such as sound walls.

Many Gilroy open house participants also discussed their apprehensions about noise impacts
and asked about what the potential mitigation measures might be. Gilroy City Council members
and City staff indicated they have an aversion to sound walls because they act as barriers that
physically divide the community and also become a potential target for graffiti. The Gilroy City
Council recognizes the need for trains to blow their horn at each at-grade crossing but hopes to
establish quiet zones.

3.25 Traffic

Many people shared their experience of sitting in traffic and waiting for a train to cross an at-
grade intersection. Concerns regarding an increase in traffic due to high-speed rail construction
and/or operations were heard all along the project section.

San Jose, Morgan Hill, and Gilroy CWG members and members of the public said they were
concerned about the impact of gate down times on east-west traffic and suggested that an at-
grade alignment might worsen existing traffic congestion. Santa Clara open house participants
and TWG members in San Jose also expressed concern about potential impacts to traffic
circulation traveling across the corridor.

Residents in North Willow Glen/Gardner said they prefer Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 because
Alternative 4 passes through the neighborhoods and may lead to more traffic at the at-grade
crossings. Similarly, some San Jose open house participants indicated a preference for a viaduct
along the Monterey Corridor to awoid increased traffic congestion from construction, lane

reductions, and at-grade crossing down times.

TWG members in southern Santa Clara County, while acknowledging their appreciation that high-
speed rail senice would increase connectivity in the region, shared their concerns about traffic
from construction impacts and both temporary and permanent road closures. Several of them
said they wanted to have a better understanding of the exact locations where road closures are
proposed. Gilroy City Council members and some City staff also weighed in with their concerns
about Alternative 4's proposed closure of 7t" Street and interest in a traffic analysis to evaluate
the impact. The Gilroy Council Staff Report recommended that the Authority conduct a
comprehensive traffic study to evaluate citywide traffic impacts.

3.2.6 Safety

Although Authority staff emphasized that all of the alternatives meet all applicable safety
regulations, community members throughout the San Jose to Merced Project Section said they
questioned the safety of at-grade crossings. Some San Jose open house participants cited
concerns about pedestrian crossings in the Monterey Corridor as their rationale for support of a
viaduct or other rail corridor design instead of Alternative 4.

The League of Women Voters of San Jose/Santa Clara noted that many vehicular, pedestrian,
and bike accidents occur where at-grade crossings currently exist in the Caltrain corridor. They
expressed particular concern regarding crossings in Gardner and advocated for an alignment with
no at-grade crossings in San Jose.

TWG members and an open house participant in Gilroy suggested that constructing a pedestrian
crossing at the IOOF Awenue intersection would improve safety for young people in their
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community because many children have to cross the tracks to access schools. Likewise, the
Gilroy Unified School District offered conditional support for the staff-recommended Preferred
Alternative, but shared concerns about safety, especially for students at the intersection of IOOF
Avenue and Monterey Road. They adwocated for a pedestrian bridge at this intersection and
requested that the Authority study other traffic mitigation measures. The Gilroy City Council
requested appropriate improvements for safe pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicle crossings.

Safety also figured into some concerns about homeless populations. Human senice providers in
San Jose and seweral open house participants in both San Jose and Gilroy expressed concern

about unsheltered individuals in proximity to the train corridor.

Concerns about safety related to health hazards were raised by participants at the San Jose open
house. Individuals discussed perceived impacts of noise and dust from construction on the health

and safety of residents in close proximity to the rail alignment.

A Los Banos open house participant expressed concern that piling dirt to support the rail line
would not be stable and recommended shifting the alignment west of Highway 33 and building a

viaduct.

3.2.7 Emergency Vehicle Response Times

Authority staff received numerous questions regarding the finding (and associated methodology)
that Alternative 4 will require more mitigation to address effects on emergency \ehicle response
times than the other alternatives. Questions and concerns regarding how an at-grade alignment
might impact emergency wehicle response times were raised at all of the CWG and TWG
meetings in the San Jose to Merced Project Section.

At the San Jose CWG meeting, there was concern regarding Gregory Plaza residents’ ability to
access emergency senvices, as well as suggestions that grade separations might improve
response times under Alternative 4. Similarly, some San Jose open house participants and other
stakeholders from Gardner, Hannah-Gregory, Palm Haven, and Willow Glen expressed concern
that Alternative 4 might delay the emergency senice response in these neighborhoods.

Several stakeholders sought more information about the potential impacts on emergency wehicle
response times. One CWG member from Morgan Hill wrote a letter to the Board estimating
cumulative gate down times associated with Alternative 4’s blended senvice operations and
advocating that further studies be conducted given the potential negative impacts on emergency
response times. Morgan Hill-Gilroy CWG members questioned whether there are sufficient
resources to expand emergency senices. They expressed an interest in learning more about how
emergency response times are calculated.

Some stakeholders were trying to find answers to how their communities could fund additional
emergency senices. Gilroy City Councilmembers identified Alternative 4’s potential degradation
of emergency vehicle response times as a concern because their fire station is located on the
east side of the rail corridor. They expressed an interest in State funding for additional studies on

potential impacts and mitigations.

CalFire said they were interested in seeing the analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS for their future
senice planning efforts in south Santa Clara County.

3.2.8 Community Cohesion

Many people indicated that their limited support for high-speed trains stems from concerns about
reduced connectivity and cohesion within their community or city.

At the northern end of the project section, residents of Newhall in Santa Clara said they were
interested in maintaining a cohesive community.

San Jose Councilmembers expressed concern about potential community cohesion effects in the
Gardner, Gregory Plaza and Willow Glen neighborhoods and an interest in exploring mitigation
measures. Community representatives from these neighborhoods requested a full analysis of the
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[-280/SR 87 viaduct alignment based on gate down time related impacts to key roadways, and
potential effect on Fuller Park. Representatives of Gardner and North Willow Glen were wary of
the wolume of rail traffic (high-speed rail, Caltrain, and others) that might in the future use an at-
grade alignment through and adjacent to their communities.

Further to the south, some San Martin residents said an alignment along or east of US 101 that
awids the center of San Martin would help to preserve the quality of life in the community. This
was also shared by some members of the Morgan Hill City Council. Likewise, some Gilroy open
house participants said that Alternative 4 will contribute to the isolation of east Gilroy from the rest
of Gilroy. However, most Gilroy participants said they did not object to the closure of 7th Street
and indicated that a pedestrian bridge would be a good mitigation measure there.

3.29 Aesthetics and Tunneling

Public comments related to visual impacts (or aesthetics) tended to be supportive of Alternative 4,
the staff recommendation, and less optimistic about the other alternatives, especially in San Jose.
The San Jose Downtown Association and some San Jose CWG members indicated a preference
for Alternative 4 instead of the other alternatives due largely to the at-grade design’s low profile.
Residents and other stakeholders in the Monterey Corridor shared apprehensions about visual
impacts of a viaduct, an element of Alternatives 1 and 3.

Similarly, in Morgan Hill, community members and City representatives said they preferred the
alignment through downtown Morgan Hill in Alternative 4 compared to the embankment in
Alternative 2 because of its better visual qualities.

San Martin residents, as well as downtown and east Gilroy residents, expressed concern about
visual impacts. Some individuals went to the Gilroy open house specifically to discuss potential
future mitigation measures to address visual impacts, and local Councilmembers added their
concerns about graffiti abatement.

Some Monterey Corridor residents said they prefer a trench option (not a current alternative) to
awid visual impacts. Sewveral downtown San Jose stakeholders advocated for a tunnel which
they argued would reduce business and residential displacements resulting from a viaduct. They
also said that tunneling has advantages with regard to noise, displacements, and other impacts of

an at-grade alignment.

3.210 Biological Resources

The Grassland Water District and Grassland Resource Conservation District shared concerns
that all alternatives follow the same route through the Grasslands Ecological Area (GEA). As part
of continuing Authority collaboration on impact analyses and approaches to awoid, minimize, or
mitigate for potential wildlife or habitat impacts, the GEA stakeholder group asked the Authority to
consider a tubular enclosure of the guideway and overhead contact system as a mitigation for
potential noise and visual impacts in the GEA. Similarly, the United States Fish and Wildlife
Senvice sent a letter emphasizing the importance of protected GEA wildlife and ecosystems and
asserting the high-speed rail project should follow a route that does not bisect the GEA. The
Grassland Water District sent a letter expressing concern that all of the alternatives follow the
same route through the GEA and called on the Authority to develop a feasible alternative (e.g., a
below-grade or above-grade enclosed shield design), or to include language stipulating that any
identified Preferred Alternative through this region should be subject to further refinement.

Potential impacts upon biological resources in the Morgan Hill and Gilroy subsection highlight the
different right-of-way and construction requirements of the four alternatives. The Coyote Valley
and Pacheco Pass wildlife stakeholder group was generally supportive of Alternative 4, because
of predominant reuse of the existing, narrow railroad right-of-way and minimal alignment outside
of the existing Monterey Road transportation corridor. Consistent with support for regional transit
improvements and ongoing collaboration with the Authority, this group asked for more information
about Caltrain’s plans for future senice in south Santa Clara Valley and high-speed rail technical
analyses on compensatory mitigation.
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The San Jose CWG acknowledged that biological resources are an important consideration and
should be appropriately addressed by the high-speed rail program.

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) identified concerns about impacts to
wildlife habitat linkages, lands owned and managed by CDFW, and hunting and public use. In
addition, CDFW highlighted impacts to special-status species and recommended that all rail
segments not using existing rail line be elevated to reduce impacts on animal movement.

3.2.11 Historic Resources

Participants at the Morgan Hill-Gilroy CWG meeting raised concerns about impacts to historic
resources and said they wanted to see detailed information about which resources would be
impacted because they said there are potential impacts in both Gilroy and Morgan Hill. For
example, representatives from the Morgan Hill Historical Society shared their concern (at the
Gilroy open house and by letter) that high-speed rail would operate in close proximity to historic
Villa Mira Monte. Likewise, members of the Gilroy City Council questioned Alternative 4’s impacts
to historical buildings, particularly those on the west side of the rail corridor.

3.212  Agricultural Land

At various open house meetings, members of the public shared questions about agricultural
lands. Individuals from throughout Santa Clara County, east Gilroy, and Los Banos wiced

concerns regarding impacts to agricultural lands and operations.

The Merced County Farm Bureau expressed concern for growers and landowners who are
unsure how to properly plan for the future while the project moves through the EIR process.

3.3 Process

3.3.1 Coordination with External Agencies

Questions about how the Authority will coordinate its plans with other external agencies and
planning efforts were heard across the corridor.

In San Jose, comments were focused on the interface with the Diridon Integrated Station Concept
(DISC) Plan and Caltrain’s future operations. For example, San Jose City Council members
indicated that their support for Alternative 4 is contingent, in part, on the Authority’s willingness to
integrate DISC planning into a supplemental EIR/EIS, and the Authority’s continued engagement
in the DISC process and subsequent Rail Corridor Plan work. They indicated that there is a need
for continued coordination with other agencies including VTA, Caltrain, the Monterey Corridor
Working Group, Diridon Station stakeholders, City and County Parks and Recreation, and Capitol
Corridor to provide high quality transit alternatives.

VTA indicated that they look forward to continued collaboration and coordination.

Caltrain expressed support for Alternative 4 but noted the need to expand the collaborative
framework and set of agreements between the agencies to cover more of the rail corridor and to
address ongoing negotiations and coordination with Union Pacific.

The Gilroy City Council indicated that they hope their staff will continue to be engaged in the
process.

3.3.2 Preferred Alternative Identification Process

At meetings along the project section, a number of people asked whether elements of the
different alternatives could be reorganized to create a single new alignment option from different
pieces of each alternative. Although grade separations were a key consideration in this request,
they were not the only feature people sought to modify. For example, one member of the public
adwocated for the adoption of the staff-recommended Preferred Alternative for the project
subsections south and east of Bernal Way, but preferred Alternative 1 north and west of Bernal
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Way in order to reduce traffic and noise impacts to the Gardner and North Willow Glen
neighborhoods.

Questions and concerns were raised regarding various evaluation and public outreach
methodologies. For example, some San Jose CWG members expressed frustration that
community-generated options (e.g., the “Monterey Corridor Trench”) were not being considered in
the range of alternatives. They suggested that the identification of a Preferred Alternative should
be a more localized decision: a decision made within a project subsection or neighborhood.

Members of the Morgan Hill-Gilroy CWG also questioned the methodology for estimating impacts
on residential units and how multifamily and single-family residential properties were counted in
the number of displacements under each alternative. Some members wanted to see the Draft
EIR/EIS before weighing in on a Preferred Alternative.

Some residents in Los Banos said they believed turnout at the open house was lower than it
should have been because notifications had not been sent to residents via US Mail. There was
also some criticism about the lack of a public comment period at the open houses. For example,
the Merced County Farm Bureau suggested that providing an opportunity for public comment is a
critical way for participants to learn from their peers. Atthe same time, many participants said
they appreciated the one-on-one format of the open houses to increase interaction with Authority
staff.

34 Other Feedback Received

3.4.1 Workforce Development

Some Los Banos open house participants, including City staff, expressed interest in the
workforce opportunities provided during construction and operation of the high-speed rail system.
Similarly, some Gilroy open house participants sought more information on job opportunities
afforded by the South and East Gilroy Maintenance-of-Way Facilities.
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4 CONCLUSION

A diversity of engagement tools—feedback forms; facilitated working group discussions; public
comment; phone messages; letters and emails; interactive displays; and informal discussion with
engineers, environmental specialists, and planners—allowed Authority staff to gather and
respond to opinions and questions about the high-speed rail program, and to collect feedback
specific to the staff-recommended Preferred Alternatives and the differentiators among the four
alternatives evaluated in the San Jose to Merced Project Section.

Feedback for the Authority included a mix of support for high-speed senice, many community-
specific concerns, and interest in maximizing the value of the investment. Few individuals in the
San Jose to Merced Project Section wiced strong opposition to the development of high-speed
rail senice altogether. However sewveral stakeholder groups, policy bodies, local representatives,
and members of the general public disagreed with various elements of the plan and provided
feedback in support of changes to the staff-recommended Preferred Alternative.

41  Support for Alternative 4 and the Project Overall

Comments and feedback forms generally pointed to support for the staff-recommendation, but
with numerous cawveats:

e Outreach participants generally said they support a blended system as the
Preferred Alternative but some opposition exists. The blended at-grade system
proposed under Alternative 4 is viewed as being strategic and efficient, results in fewer
displacements, has generally better aesthetic qualities, and is the only alternative that
would allow for expended Caltrain senice south of Tamien to Gilroy. The Morgan Hill City
Council noted that Alternative 4 reduces commercial displacements compared to the
other alternatives, and the Gilroy City Council expressed appreciation that it lessens
impacts to utility infrastructure and schools and requires only minimal design
modifications to the existing Gilroy Caltrain Station. Various San Jose stakeholders
indicated a preference for Alternative 4 due to the better aesthetic impacts of an at-grade
design relative to a viaduct. Some support for Alternative 4 was contingent on continued
work toward grade separations at key intersections and the Authority laying out proposed
mitigations for impacts in the Draft EIR/EIS.

There were some participants who either opposed the high-speed rail program
altogether, preferred one of the other alternatives, or preferred alternatives that are not
under consideration in the Draft EIR/EIS.

e Many stakeholders in the project section would like to see high-speed train service
implemented. At all of the CWG and TWG meetings, members indicated support for the
project as long as impacts are mitigated. Participants at the open houses in San Jose,
Gilroy, and Los Banos shared enthusiasm about the improved mobility that will be offered
by high-speed rail, as well as associated economic and sustainability benefits.

o Valley-to-valley service is deemed an essential connection. Stakeholders and
members of the public questioned the value of senice operating in only select project
sections. They emphasized the importance of connectivity across the state. Outreach
participants emphasized that being able to travel between the Bay Area and the Central
Valley (and beyond) is the primary reason they support high-speed rail.

4.2 Areas of Concern

Support for the Preferred Alternative is tempered by sewveral areas of concern including the
following:
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Train operations in a blended, at-grade alignment may impact adjacent
communities. Residents living in communities abutting the proposed high-speed rail
alignment identified train noise as a serious concern, inclusive of train operations, horns,
and crossing signals. There was interest across the project section in potential
mitigations, questions about quiet zones, and some aversion to sound walls.

Safety was also an important topic in many forums, with a general perception that an at-
grade alignment with at-grade crossings is not as safe as an alignment with grade
separations. Some of the most wilnerable populations for which safety is a concemn are
youth, homeless individuals, people with disabilities, and older adults. Individuals
indicated at-grade crossings may increase delay when an emergency wehicle is required.

Longer gate-down times also raised concerns regarding increased traffic congestion and
impacts on community cohesion.

Questions exist about impacts to biological resources. While the Santa Clara Valley
and Pacheco Pass Wildlife Stakeholders working group was generally supportive of
Alternative 4 due to its compactness and minimization of environmental impacts outside
of the existing rail corridor, other agencies and working groups noted concerns that were
not unique to any specific alternative. For example, the Grassland Water District,
Grassland Resource Conservation District and United States Fish and Wildlife Senice all
called on the Authority to develop a feasible alternative that does not bisect the
Grasslands Ecological Area or to find ways to mitigate impacts. Similarly, the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife expressed concern about impacts to special-status
species and recommended that all rail segments not using existing rails line be elevated
to reduce impacts on animal movement.

Opportunities

Opportunities exist for the Authority to further engage the public, to facilitate consensus around
investments and garner support:

Grade separations are viewed as a desirable project element. Authority staff received
feedback from San Jose to Gilroy that grade separations are desired to mitigate the
perceived potential negative impacts—increased traffic congestion, impacts to community
cohesion, potentially slower emergency vehicle response times, and safety at grade
crossings—of a blended, at-grade system. For some residents, stakeholders, and
government officials, Alternative 4 is viewed as not being viable without grade
separations. The Morgan Hill City Council indicated an interest in further study of grade
separations on the Alternative 4 alignment and the San Jose City Council noted that their
support for Alternative 4 is contingent, in part, on the Authority undertaking full grade
separations at key San Jose locations. Community leaders and neighborhood
representatives suggested grade separations might be the remedy for any discontent
with Alternative 4 in San Jose.

Ongoing collaboration between the Authority, local jurisdictions, and public
agencies will result in a better set of solutions. Many stakeholders were pleased by
the Authority staffs efforts to coordinate the environmental review and planning effort
with other agencies. A collaborative approach is valuable for the ongoing development of
high-speed train senvice with regard to transit system connectivity, funding, local
mitigations, construction phasing, etc. Concerns about how the Authority will coordinate
and collaborate with various jurisdictions and external agencies and planning efforts were
heard across the corridor.

Specific opportunities for collaboration were noted by stakeholder groups and policy
board members and their staff:
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o The San Jose City Council indicated interest in ongoing collaboration with the
Authority through the DISC process, by deweloping a San Jose Rail Corridor
plan, and to address concerns about grade crossings throughout the City.

o Caltrain noted the need to build on the collaborative relationship between the two
agencies to continue to dewelop the blended system and look to expand that
concept to Gilroy.

o The GEA Working Group expressed interest in further collaboration to develop
strategies that would help protect wildlife habitats.

o The Morgan Hill and Gilroy City Councils, and Gilroy Unified School District
expressed interest in working with the Authority to implement mitigation
strategies.

Authority staff will continue to collaborate with stakeholders and local jurisdictions, as well as with
community organizations and neighborhood representatives along the alignment. Staff will seek
additional opportunities to present information and gather feedback in presentations, events, and
via written comment. Furthermore, the release of the Draft EIR/EIS will provide an opportunity to
share the details of the environmental analysis and initiate discussions with the public and
Authority partners about possible refinements as well as mitigation tools and opportunities for
improvements to the project in the San Jose to Merced Project Section.
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MORGAN HILL — GILROY COMMUNITY WORKING GROUP
MEETING SUMMARY
JULY 10, 2019

SUMMARY

Introductions, Agenda Review, and Prior Meeting Summary Review

Joey Goldman, facilitator, welcomed the Community Working Group (CWG) members, presented the meeting
objectives, and reviewed the agenda. He asked members whether they had comments on the April 22, 2019
Morgan Hill-Gilroy CWG Meeting Summary.

The following comments and responses were recorded following the introduction and agenda review:

e A member commented that members had discussed an alternate method of conveying comments to
the California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority) Board of Directors at the April 22 CWG meeting. The
member expressed concerns over staff summarizing and amalgamating comments and requested that
the group have time during the meeting to discuss exact text to be conveyed to the Authority Board.

* Authority staff replied that the meeting summary will be distributed to members for their
review prior to submission to the Authority Board in September.

e A member asked staff to change summary procedures so that members can convey the view of the
group directly to the Board.

*= Authority staff replied that the meeting summaries are intended to capture different viewpoints
accurately and reminded members that the purpose of the CWG is not to come to consensus.

e A member asked how much time members will have to review and coordinate responses in advance of
the September Board meeting. Another member asked if notes could be returned to the members
within the next week.

» Authority staff replied that they will examine the timeline and notify the working group about
the schedule for feedback.

e A member commented that it is not clear when Caltrain service will take place. At the April 22 CWG
meeting, a Caltrain representative had indicated that it could take up to 20 years for Caltrain to occupy
the tracks. Another member asked for clarity on whether Caltrain would be committed to run if the
tracks are built.

o Authority staff replied that Caltrain staff were likely referring to the Caltrain Business Plan,
which uses a 20-year time horizon. Caltrain is planning out to 2040, but that does not
necessarily mean that service will not start until 2040.
e A member asked about a previous request for more accurate drawings or diagrams of the rail corridor.
o Authority staff replied that no new visualizations were ready for the group yet, but additional
visuals will be available when the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact
Statement (EIR/EIS) is released at the end of 2019.



Boris Lipkin, Northern California Regional Director, provided opening remarks and outlined the process and
timeline for including community feedback in the staff presentation to the Authority Board in September.

The following questions, comments, and responses were recorded following Lipkin’s remarks:
e A member asked for clarification on when the State’s Preferred Alternative will be approved or adopted.
» Authority staff replied that the State’s Preferred Alternative identifies where the State is inclined
to proceed in heading into the Draft EIR/EIS. All alternatives will then be studied equally in the
Draft EIR/EIS and the final decision on adopting the project comes when the Final EIR/EIS is
published and presented to the Board.
e A member asked if the environmental document will be one combined NEPA and CEQA document, or if
there will be two different documents.
= Authority staff replied that the EIR/EIS will be a joint document and they plan to fulfill state and
federal requirements in one round.
e A member asked about the intent behind combining NEPA and CEQA documents.
= Authority staff replied that the EIR/EIS is a joint document because there are two lead agencies
—the Authority and the Federal Railroad Administration.
e A member asked if other project sections also have a combined NEPA/CEQA document.
= Authority staff replied yes, this is the State’s approach across the entire system.

Refining the Alternatives: Collaboration with Partner Agencies, Stakeholders, and Members of the Public
Dave Shpak, Acting Project Manager, presented a summary of collaboration with partner agencies, stakeholders,
and members of the public that helped shape the range of alternatives.

The following comment was recorded following the presentation:

e A member commented that community members have not all been in support of the project. They
expressed concern that the number of meetings with the community may be misinterpreted as
community approval of the outcomes.

» Authority staff replied that the purpose of the presentation was to show the amount of time
that the community has worked with the State to develop the four best alternatives possible.
There may not be uniform agreement about the outcomes, but the number of meetings is
intended to demonstrate that the Authority is the beneficiary of the community’s time.

Characteristics of Alternatives
Shpak presented a summary of the characteristics of the four alternatives in the project extent.

The following questions, comments, and responses were recorded following the presentation:
e A memberindicated that he would like to have a better idea of how the embankments will look. They
asked when design-level detail of the embankments will be available.
= Authority staff replied that details will be published with the Draft EIR/EIS but indicated that
CWG members are welcome to schedule an appointment with staff to review the detailed plan
drawings now. Public Open Houses will also have stations with large-scale printouts and GIS
tools for community members to identify their properties and view detailed design drawings.
e A member asked which alternative contained at-grade crossings.
* Authority staff replied Alternative 4.
e A member asked for clarification on the difference between Alternative 2 and Alternative 4.



= Authority staff replied Alternative 2 would be a dedicated, fully grade separated infrastructure
and that Alternative 4 would be a blended system with at-grade crossings. Having both
alternatives helps show the tradeoffs associated with these different project features.

A member asked if Alternative 4 could be modified to allow for grade separations.

= Authority staff replied it is not possible at this point. The approach for the Draft EIR/EIS is to
evaluate four distinct alternatives. Authority staff added that the Authority is required to grade
separate based on operating speed. Adding grade separations to the corridor with Alternative 4
can be done in partnerships with local communities when communities seek to develop grade
separations, but Alternative 4 does not require grade separations to run high-speed trains at
speeds up to 110 mph.

A member asked if there is an estimated number of trains that would use the tracks, including high-
speed rail, Amtrak, UPRR, and Caltrain.

»= Authority staff replied that they would follow-up with members to share that information.

A member asked to clarify the meaning of “right-of-way”.

» Authority staff replied that the typical 60-foot right-of-way is able to accommodate a tight
layout for two electrified passenger trains and one freight track. In some cases, additional right-
of-way needs to be purchased to accommodate broad high-speed rail curves. Where the 60-foot
right-of-way does contain all HSR features, the extent of additional right-of-way will be
identified and displacements will be analyzed.

A member asked if Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) trains run in the middle of the existing right-of-way or
if they run along the edges.

» Authority staff replied that the location of UPRR rails within the existing right-of-way varies
based on location. In Alternative 4 UPRR will run generally on the east side of the corridor
except where they may cross over to customers on the west side of the corridor.

A member asked if the Gilroy Caltrain station will be retained.
» Authority staff replied yes. The platforms will be moved, but the station will be kept whole.

Identifying a State’s Preferred Alternative

Shpak presented the conclusions of this technical analysis that led staff to recommend Alternative 4 as the
State’s Preferred Alternative.

The following questions, comments, and responses were recorded following the presentation:
UPRR Negotiations

A member asked to clarify if the cost of the lease agreement with UPRR is included in the cost
comparison and asked if these results assume that UPRR will agree to a lease. They also indicated that
the community will likely oppose a plan that does not include grade separations.
= Authority staff replied that the results include the cost of getting access to the UPRR right-of-
way and noted that negotiations with UPRR are ongoing.
A member asked if negotiations with UPRR will be completed before the alternatives are evaluated.
They expressed concern that the negotiations will not be complete before the Draft EIR/S is published.
» Authority staff replied the California State Transportation Agency (CalSTA), the Authority, and
Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) have been in productive negotiations since 2017 for a shared rail
corridor between San Jose and Gilroy. The design under study through the Authority’s
environmental process as Alternative 4 (that includes a shared rail corridor largely within the



UPRR ROW between San Jose and Gilroy) is consistent with those negotiations. The design
meets all passenger and freight rail requirements for both systems to operate efficiently. As
such, the Authority staff has enough confidence in the successful completion of those
negotiations to recommend Alternative 4 as the State’s Preferred Alternative for the San Jose to
Merced Project Section of the California High-Speed Rail program.
e A member commented that the CWG members were told UPRR negotiations would be finished by
August and asked if this was no longer the case.
= Authority staff replied that they there is not a firm date for when negotiations will be
completed, but the goal is still to finish by August or as soon as possible.
Methodology
e A member commented on displacement impacts of the different alternatives and asked for clarification
on how raising the rail has such a large footprint when they are not impacting the streets.

» Authority staff replied that embankments for the dedicated guideway take up space for the
raised tracks and for roadway grade separations. The blended at-grade is compact. Locating
viaducts along the center of a street, such as Monterey Road, could displace the center median
of a street or use existing lanes where there is not median. In order to maintain current
capacity, lanes would need to be pushed out. This is how displacement numbers are calculated.
Lowered roads disrupt driveways, so grade separations also impact communities. The
displacement impact number is much higher for Alternative 2 because it takes up a lot of space
from properties that front the roads on approaches to rail line undercrossings.

e A member asked what assumptions are made to calculate displacement impacts for condos versus single
family homes. They expressed concern that this method of calculation may underestimate the impacts.

= Authority staff replied that displacement is calculated per housing unit. If a condo has twenty
units, then twenty units are displaced. If it is a single-family home, it is considered one unit.

o The member followed up and asked if this same method is used for businesses.

* Authority staff replied that displacement for businesses is calculated by square footage and by
business unit.

e A member expressed concern that the noise, safety, and accessibility impacts of trains passing at-grade
in Alternative 4 have not been accurately captured in the analysis.

» Authority staff replied that the technical analysis uses the same estimated number of trains
using the corridor as a baseline for all four alternatives. These numbers will be included in the
Draft EIR/EIS but are not included in today’s discussion because they are not differentiating
factors between the four alternatives. Noise is a differentiator between the alternatives and is a
result of the system design, operating speed, train horn and other audible warnings for at-grade
road crossings and Caltrain station platforms. Staff noted that all alternatives are designed to
comply with all applicable safety requirements.

e A member asked if this means that the noise impact scores would be zero across the board without any
high-speed trains present.

= Authority staff replied yes, this is correct. Noise modeling is based upon ambient sound levels
and considers the impact of new high-speed rail noise introduced to the sound environment.

e A member asked for clarification on the term “vehicle detection equipment” with regard to emergency
vehicle access and response time.

= Authority staff replied that vehicle detection equipment can be to traffic controls, which would
give signal priority to allow emergency vehicles to move through intersections.



e A member asked how many trains would cross per hour and expressed her concern that Gilroy would
not be able to provide emergency fire services.

* Authority staff replied that all analysis is conducted as a “worst case,” which incorporates
estimates for the maximum train capacity in 2040. For purposes of analyzing the emergency
response times and needed mitigations, the worst case that’s assumed is that cars cannot get
across the rail corridor without using one of the existing over/underpasses. From that analysis,
various mitigations are proposed to ensure that response times are maintained.

Other
e A member commented that having multiple modes of transportation sharing a space increases risk and
that Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 have been in discussion for years. They indicated that they do not support
the State’s Preferred Alternative because it is inconvenient and risky.
e A member asked about the cost of the tunnel.

* Authority staff responded that the estimated cost of the Gilroy to Carlucci Road section that
includes the tunnels is approximately $10 billion, which is included in the estimated capital costs
of each alternative. The specific details will be in the Draft EIR/EIS, but right now all of the costs
shown are in aggregate for the entire project section for purposes of analysis.

e A member asked if safety and noise impacts can be improved with modernized crossings.

» Authority staff replied yes, local governments can petition to have horns ceased (i.e. quiet
zones) if they meet certain federal regulatory requirements to modernize signals, gates, and
hazard mitigation. The modernized crossings would improve safety compared to what’s out
there today and would meet most, if not all, crossing requirements for quiet zone applications.

e A member asked how safe crossings and quiet zones are funded.

» Authority staff replied that elements of the project that are needed for high-speed rail
operations are costs being carried by the Authority. This would also allow cities to apply for
quiet zones but that’s a decision the local jurisdiction has to make and not one that a railroad
(like the Authority) can either apply for or oppose.

Outreach Updates

Morgan Galli, Northern California Regional Stakeholder Manager, presented a timeline and next steps for
collecting community feedback on the staff-recommended State’s Preferred Alternative and sharing feedback
with the Authority Board.

Discussion of the Staff-Recommended State’s Preferred Alternative

Goldman asked the CWG members to complete a worksheet with a series of questions about the staff-
recommended State’s Preferred Alternative. A summary of CWG member feedback collected in the worksheets
is presented in Appendix A.

The following questions, comments, and responses were recorded following the worksheet exercise:

e A member stated that he does not feel prepared to evaluate the alternatives or the impact of train
activity on emergency vehicle access and response time. They expressed concern over not having
enough background information on the assumptions included in the technical analysis.

= Authority staff replied that for emergency vehicle response times each alternative was assessed
based on the level of mitigation required to maintain response times. The volume of trains does
not impact this “worst case scenario” analysis, wherein emergency responders are assumed to



not be able to cross the tracks. This set of criteria compares the time it takes for a first
responder to find another path around the tracks and the mitigation measures necessary to
facilitate that or provide emergency response from the other side of the tracks.
A member expressed concern over making a choice between the alternatives without having enough
information about the assumptions made for the technical analysis. They also expressed concern that
the question asks members to support one of the presented alternatives, without an option to select
“none of the above”.
A member asked why the community factor regarding land use and development only evaluates
consistency with the Gilroy General Plan, but not the general plans of Morgan Hill or San Martin. They
also commented that there is no option to not have a high-speed rail system.

»= Authority staff replied that the Gilroy General Plan is the only one that is a differentiator for the
analysis because there are two high-speed rail station options in Gilroy that would interact
differently with surrounding land uses. Land use impacts to other neighboring locales are
incorporated into other factors such as displacement. The purpose of the preferred alternative
evaluation is not to determine whether there should be a high-speed rail system, but to solicit
feedback on the alternatives under study and how well they balance tradeoffs between
different factors.

A member asked who would be responsible for funding for capital costs and operations and
maintenance of safety mitigations, such as a new fire station.

= Authority staff replied that the Draft EIR/EIS would describe high-speed rail capital and
operations costs, which would the responsibility of the Authority. Maintenance of safety
mitigations that are owned by someone other than the Authority, such as a new fire station,
would be the responsibility of the owner. Funding for maintenance of safety improvements
owned by another entity than the Authority would be subject to agreement between the
Authority and the other owner.

A member asked for clarification on the term “State’s Preferred Alternative” because the four
alternatives are based on the staff’s approach [not CWG member suggestions]. The member was also
concerned that the analysis that led to recommending Alternative 4 was not objective due to staff
weighing criteria differently than members would have.

= Authority staff replied that all four alternatives will be presented in the Draft EIR/EIS. The “Least
Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative” (LEDPA) of the four alternatives will also be
identified in the Draft EIR/EIS. The preferred alternative for construction will be approved at the
end of the environmental process.

A member read a letter from an absent member (see Appendix B) that expressed concern over the
impact of the volume of trains on east-west traffic and safety. They commented that it is important to
know all of the impacts on safety prior to providing a recommendation.

A member expressed concern over the at-grade crossings and the potential impact on historic
structures. Their organization supports the State’s Preferred Alternative with reservations because they
would like to see grade separations incorporated.

A member expressed support for Alternative 4 with reservations. They indicated that they were also
concerned that the alternatives were developed by staff and not with the members. They also asked for
displacement impact numbers specific to the area relevant to their organization. A member asked staff
to respond to CWG member comments and questions in the report to the Board Authority. They asked
why the Board could not select different options for different sections of the project.



» Authority staff replied that they understand the feedback about grade separations and the
desire to combine features between the different alternatives. Staff clarified that there are four
end-to-end alternatives under study for the Draft EIR/EIS and that if there is some form of
hybridization that would happen it would likely come between the draft and final EIR/EIS.

A member expressed qualified support for the State’s Preferred Alternative. They also expressed
concern that the community has not been adequately consulted to develop the alternatives that have
been presented. They would like more information on the number of trains that would be passing
through the city, and how many minutes a crossing would be closed for each train.

A member asked if a new EIR process would be required for the Board to decide on changes to
Alternative 4.

» Authority staff replied that the same level of design detail would be required for any changes to
Alternative 4. With each alternative, there is a different approach to evaluating effects. A new
environmental review process would be required if the State decides to change features in such
a way that it changes the project footprint or generates new, significant impacts.

A member expressed concern over not having data on the number of trains that would be passing
through per hour because of the potential impacts on noise, traffic, and safety.

A member commented that while the State’s Preferred Alternative minimizes cost, it maximizes costs to
the community and does not sufficiently incorporate CWG suggestions.

A member commented that more data is needed on the number of trains passing per hour and the total
time the crossing gates would be down.

* Authority staff replied that baseline assumptions for maximum level of service, which have not
changed for the last one and a half years, can be shared with the group. More detail about
specific impacts and mitigations will be included in the draft environmental document. The
focus of the next three months is to evaluate the differences between the alternatives but that
the volume of trains is the same between all alternatives.

A member commented that the High-Speed Rail Project seems to be focused on mitigating adverse
impacts, rather than benefitting local communities and helping them solve existing problems.
A member thanked the staff for taking the time to review the alternatives.

PUBLIC COMMENT

A member of the public asked if the displacement numbers are for the entire route or just the segment
from San Joaquin to San Jose. They asked if the streets where displacements and road closures would
occur could be shared with the public. They do not support the High-Speed Rail Project.

A member of the public asked to clarify if the Gilroy viaduct was still a possibility if it is not part of the
State’s Preferred Alternative. They support the viaduct and grade separation because his family
frequently walks and bikes across the tracks. They also asked how the analysis includes trains from other
rail agencies such as Caltrain.

A member of the public commented that they had heard seven trains would be running in each direction
per hour at full build out. They asked for clarification and expressed concern over traffic that could build
up with trains crossing at-grade.

A member of the public commented that if high-speed rail would not operate at speeds over 125 mph,
then another agency could take the lead on the project and build high-speed rail infrastructure and
negotiate with UPRR instead of the Authority.



e A member of the public expressed concern over traffic, safety, and the current level of noise from trains.
They support grade separation for Morgan Hill and asked how much grade separation would cost.

ATTENDANCE
Working Group Members
Affiliation ‘ Name ‘ Present ‘
Bicycle and Pedestrian Commission Eldon Chappell No
Casa de Fruta Gene Zanger No
Committee for Green Foothills Julie Hutcheson Yes
Economic Blueprint Thought Leader Ed Tewes Yes
Economic Development Corporation Greg Sellers No
General Plan Advisory Committee Dick Oliver No
Gilroy Chamber of Commerce Mark Turner No
Gilroy Downtown Business Association Steve Ashford No
Gilroy Downtown Business Association Nancy Maciel No
Gilroy Historic Heritage Committee Steve Seebart Yes
Gilroy Historical Society, Gilroy Growing Smarter Connie Rogers No
Gilroy Planning Commission Amanda Rudeen Yes
Greenbelt Alliance Kiyomi Yamamoto No
Morgan Hill Chamber of Commerce John Horner Yes
Morgan Hill Downtown Association Rosy Bergin No
?)A\/?/:lgear;DHt;\ljell):F\:;T(\)/:/Ner;:orr? Flijlrlz; Architects Lesley Miles Yes
Morgan Hill Economic Blueprint Thought Leader Karl Bjarke Yes
Morgan Hill Planning Commission Wayne Tanda No
Morgan Hill Property Owner John Kent No
Morgan Hill Rotary Club Randy Toch No
o a1 AT | iy e
San Benito County Farm Bureau Richard Bianchi No
San Martin Neighborhood Alliance Stephen McHenry Yes
San Martin Neighborhood Alliance John Sanders Yes
Santa Clara County Farm Bureau Jess Brown No
Santa Clara Valley Water District John Varela No
Visit Gilroy Jane Howard Yes

Authority staff: Boris Lipkin, Dave Shpak, Morgan Galli, Joey Goldman, Mary Beth Day, Sharon Hu



City staff: Stan Ketchum (City of Gilroy)

Elected Officials: Yvonne Martinez Beltran (Councilwoman, City of Morgan Hill), Office of Assemblymember
Robert Rivas, Office of Congresswoman Zoe Lofgren

ACTION ITEMS AND NEXT STEPS

e A meeting summary will be developed and distributed to CWG members for their review by August 9.
=  CWG members should send comments on the July Meeting Summary to staff by August 16 for
inclusion in the version that will be appended to the Board Memo.
e CWG members who did not already fill out a Discussion Worksheet can share a completed worksheet
with Authority staff by August 22.
e CWG members interested in scheduling time for staff to review detailed maps with them should reach
out to Authority staff.
e Authority staff will distribute an updated April 2019 CWG Meeting Summary that includes a clarification
on one member’s question to Caltrain staff.
e Authority staff will share assumptions of train service used for the Monterey Road travel time analysis
for Alternative 4.
= Response: Staff assumed a maximum of 12 total passenger trains per peak hour per direction,
consisting of eight high-speed rail and four Caltrain trains. This assumption supports analysis of a
worst-case scenario of roadway traffic consequences, yet does not imply any proposal by the
Authority to increase Caltrain service. The high-speed rail proposal would maintain current
Caltrain level of service, which will require six daily trains northbound and southbound.



APPENDIX A

CWG members were asked how they felt about Alternative 4, the staff-recommended State’s Preferred

Alternative.
Response pber o embe
Support Alternative 4 but have some concerns 3
Prefer a different alternative 2
e CWG members supported either Alternative 1 or 2
e No CWG members supported Alternative 3
Write-in responses 4

e Felt they did not have enough information to form an opinion
e Did not support any of the alternatives

CWG members were asked how well they thought the staff-recommended State’s Preferred Alternative

balances tradeoffs between (1) system performance, operations, and costs, (2) community, and (3)

environmental factors.
Responses Number of CWG Members ‘
Very poorly 2
Somewhat poorly 1
Moderately/no opinion 4
Somewhat well 2

CWG members were asked to identify the five differentiating factors that are most important to their community.

Residential displacements

Noise impacts

Commercial displacements

Emergency vehicle delays

Consistency with the Gilroy General Plan

Capital costs

Agricultural displacements/farmland conversion

Visual quality effects

Community/public facility displacements

Proximity to existing transit corridors

Travel time

Increase in 2040 peak travel time in the Monterey Corridor (San Jose)

Permanent road closures

Wildlife corridors

Conservation areas

Historic places/resources

Alignment length

Operational speed

Impacts to environmental justice communities

Waters and wetlands

Habitat for listed plant and wildlife species

Parks and recreation areas

OO0 |R|IRPRIRPRIRPIRPIRPIRLRINWWW|APUVIVNY
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The following key themes were captured in the members’ worksheets:

e Strong interest in Alternative 4 with the addition of grade separations at major intersections

e Interest in investing the cost difference between Alternative 4 and the other alternatives in community
needs or wants, such as grade separations

e Concerns about noise impacts

e Concerns about emergency vehicle access and response time

e Concern for impacts to downtown businesses

e Concern about bisecting downtown Morgan Hill

e Interestin quiet zones

e Desire for mitigations to solve community problems, not just reduce adverse impacts from the project

e Concern that costs outweigh benefits and that cost was the primary factor in the staff recommendation
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APPENDIX B

DIVIDEND HOMES, INC
385 WOODVIEW AVE., SUITE 100
MORGAN HILL, CA 95037
408-779-5900
roliver@dividendhomes.com

July 3, 2019

California High-Speed Rail Authority
Gilroy-San Jose Segment

100 Paseo de San Antonio, Suite 300
San Jose, CA95113

Re: Public Meeting on July 10, 2019 in the City of Morgan Hill
Director:

I am a member of the High-Speed Rail Public Advisory Committee, being one of the several
representatives for the City of Morgan Hill. | am unable to attend the meeting on this coming
Wednesday, and | would appreciate my comments being put into the record.

| have studied the several pages of the public report and especially the "Summary of Alternatives

Evaluation" which you emailed to me. It appears that, based upon what is presented in the report, that the
"Agency" has selected Alternative #4 as the preferred alternative route through the City of Morgan Hill. This
alternative is for an "At-Grade" route along the existing railroad tracks, much of which is along the Monterey
Road Corridor. As such, this Alternative #4 will essentially bifurcate the downtown of Morgan Hill, requiring
additional up-grades to the three existing railroad crossings (at Tennant, East Dunne and East Main). Based upon
the number of trains per hour, speed and hours (as presented to us on the Advisory Committee over the past
two years), the mechanically activated crossing barricades (at the three major east-west thoroughfares for the
City) operating for each train, would significant impact the east west traffic and have other impacts on the City
which | cannot see how could mitigated. Safety issues could be monumental, especially in emergency situations.

The "Community Factors" impacting the City of Morgan Hill were not fully listed, analyzed or even

presented in the information provided. None were indicated on the Criteria check lists. | question how an
alternative can be recommended without analyzing the full traffic impacts on the City of Morgan Hill by these
crossings. The subtle but very real impacts on the heart of the community of Morgan Hill have not been
evaluated or considered. The environmental documents should be available, reviewed and considered prior to
arriving at a recommended alternative. The Community needs to know all the

impacts and mitigations measures prior to the Agency making a recommendation on the alternatives.

Respectfully,

%W/ng//é 24 L over

Richard B. Oliver
Cc: Leslie Miles
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@) CALFORNIA High-Speed Rail Authority

SAN JOSE COMMUNITY WORKING GROUP
MEETING SUMMARY
JULY 16, 2019

SUMMARY

Introductions and Agenda Review

Joan Isaacson, facilitator, welcomed the Community Working Group (CWG) members, presented the meeting
objectives, and reviewed the agenda.

Refining the Alternatives: Collaboration with Partner Agencies, Stakeholders, and Members of the Public
Dave Shpak, Acting Project Manager, presented a summary of collaboration with partner agencies, stakeholders,
and members of the public that helped shape the range of alternatives.

Characteristics of Alternatives
Shpak presented a summary of the characteristics of the four alternatives in the project extent.

The following questions, comments, and responses were recorded following the presentation:
o A member asked if the alternatives could be blended across subsections.
= Authority staff replied that the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact
Statement (EIR/EIS) is required to identify a preferred alternative amongst the four defined
alternatives. Blending design elements of alternatives, or the development of hybrid alternatives
at this time would change the range of alternatives in the Draft EIR/EIS. The Authority may
reconsider the alternatives after receiving public and agency comments on the Draft EIR/EIS.
e A member commented that their neighborhood cannot be seen on the section map.
= Authority staff acknowledged that the large scale of the presentation maps did not provide
location-specific details. Staff offered to discuss more detailed maps of engineering designs with
the neighborhood association.

Identifying a Preferred Alternative
Shpak presented the conclusions of the technical analysis that led staff to recommend Alternative 4 as the
State’s Preferred Alternative.

The following questions, comments and responses were recorded following the presentation:

Traffic
e A member asked how Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 increase traffic on Monterey Road.
* Authority staff responded that Alternatives 1-3 require narrowing of the 6-lane portion of
Monterey Road. Alternatives 1 and 3 include a viaduct in the median of Monterey Road and



Alternative 2 would require up to two lanes for constructing an embankment and grade
separations.

e A member asked if the California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority) would consider grade
separations as a traffic or safety mitigation.

= Authority staff replied that the Authority is not considering grade separations as part of the
project in blended corridors where operating speeds to do not require them (such as between
San Jose and Gilroy in Alternative 4) and recommended the member comment on the Draft
EIR/EIS.

e A member commented that they were concerned that the City of San Jose “road diet” would increase
traffic on Monterey Road would occur regardless of high-speed rail.

Emergency Vehicle Response Time and Access

e A member asked if the impact to emergency vehicle response times would drop to zero for Alternative 4
if grade separations were added.

» Authority staff responded that it would not because grade separations would require
reconfiguration of the roadway network, likely including constraints upon intersection turning
movements.

e A member commented that impacts to the Gregory Plaza Neighborhood did not seem to be considered
in the staff recommendation. They expressed concern that emergency vehicle access would be limited
by gate down times blocking one of two ways to access the neighborhood being affected.

Noise

o A member asked for clarification on quiet zones and how they affect noise impacts.

»= Authority staff responded that the implementation of quiet zones would reduce severe noise
impacts of Alternative 4 by eliminating train horns at roadway crossings. Staff further clarified
that quiet zones require an agreement between the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) and a
local jurisdiction and are not going to be proposed as mitigation because the Authority cannot
apply for one itself.

e A member asked if high-speed rail trains will sound their horn going through each station along the
peninsula.

= Authority staff responded that the Authority will follow Caltrain operating rules which require
sounding horns at each station as the train passes through. If a local jurisdiction implements a
quiet zone, horns will not be used when a train passes through a grade crossing but may still
sound horns when going through a station if Caltrain rules don’t change

Coordination with Partner Agencies

e A member commented that the Authority should coordinate with the Diridon Integrated Station
Concept (DISC) process in selecting a preferred alternative.

= Authority staff clarified that the DISC process is a separate, but related, process that is still in the
conceptual phase. The high-speed rail project is examining the required infrastructure for high-
speed rail the entire state and is currently in the environmental review process in Northern
California. The Authority is actively engaged with the DISC process, but the Authority’s
environmental clearance of the needed infrastructure for high-speed rail is at a more advanced
stage than the DISC, which is currently in the planning phase.

e A member asked if the DISC process identified a vision that was inconsistent with the Authority’s Record
of Decision (ROD), would the Authority prepare a Supplemental EIR/EIS.

* Authority staff replied that the environmental strategy for DISC would be determined once
there was more work done to define the project and that the right approach would be
determined together by the DISC partners.



e A member asked how changes in Caltrain’s future service levels would affect the Authority’s final
decision on a preferred alternative.

» Authority staff responded that Caltrain’s long-term plans currently accommodate high-speed rail
trains and that the staff-recommended State’s Preferred Alternative would accommodate
blended operations. However, the Authority is not assuming changes in Caltrain service from
approved levels. If infrastructure is needed for any future changes then there would need to be
additional environmental clearance.

e A member asked if additional analysis would be required for high-speed rail if the DISC process selected
a low (25-foot) aerial option for Diridon Station.

» Authority staff reiterated that the two processes are separate, and the DISC process has not
achieved sufficient planning or design definition to evaluate potential project impacts. The
Authority’s analysis of the high aerial alternatives (1-3) may provide useful information for the
DISC process as it evolves from vision to enough specificity to start environmental clearance.

Other
e A member asked if the four alternatives could be combined.

» Authority staff replied that there are four end-to-end alternatives under study for the Draft
EIR/EIS. If some form of hybridization was to occur, it could happen between the Draft and Final
EIR/EIS.

e A member asked if the identification of a preferred alternative is a federal requirement.

» Authority staff replied that the identification of a proposed project is a requirement under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and is federal policy for implementing the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) on projects funded under the last two federal transportation
funding acts.

Outreach Update

Morgan Galli, Northern California Regional Stakeholder Manager, presented a timeline and next steps for
collecting community feedback on the staff-recommended State’s Preferred Alternative and sharing feedback
with the Authority Board.

The following questions, comments and responses were recorded following the presentation:
e A member commented that comments on the staff recommendation are due only one day after the Los
Banos Open House.
*= Authority staff responded that there would be feedback forms collected at the open house and
that members of the public may also provide comment at the September 17th Board meeting.
e A member asked what the Authority is planning between publication of the Draft and Final EIR/EIS.
= Authority staff replied that after the Draft EIR/EIS is published there is a 45-day comment period
during which the Authority will be hosting open houses and public hearings along the corridor.
e A member asked if there is an opportunity for members of the public submitting a comment on the
Draft EIR/EIS to follow up with the Authority after they provide a response.
= Authority staff clarified that the Final EIR/EIS will include responses to all comments received on
the Draft EIR/EIS. Members of the public may follow up during a public hearing.

Discussion of the Staff-Recommended State’s Preferred Alternative

Isaacson asked the CWG members to complete a worksheet with a series of questions about the staff-
recommended State’s Preferred Alternative. A summary of CWG member feedback collected in the worksheets
is presented in Appendix A.




The following questions, comments and responses were recorded following the worksheet exercise:

A member commented that staff seemed to use relatively small differences to justify which alternative
performed the best.

A member commented that they felt a lot of the Authority’s work has been done in a vacuum and the
community-supported partial trench from Capitol Expressway to Chynoweth Avenue was not
considered.

»= Authority staff responded that the range of alternatives had been developed over a long period
of time with heavy community involvement but that the fundamental design question was what
infrastructure was needed to operate high-speed rail. The Authority is also working with the City
of San Jose, VTA, and Caltrain to develop a Rail Corridor Plan that will look at options for grade
separation in Monterey Corridor.

A member requested additional time to complete the worksheet.

» Authority staff responded that CWG members may email completed worksheets to Morgan Galli
by August 22.

A member commented that cost seemed to be a driving factor in the staff recommendation and
suggested that cost savings from the other alternatives should be invested in tunnels or other
infrastructure in San Jose.

A member requested additional detailed documentation of the rationale behind the selection of the
staff recommendation.

= Authority staff replied that the detailed rationale provided to the Board on September 17th will
be available publicly and the full environmental analysis will be available when the Draft EIR/EIS
is released at the end of 2019.

A member commented that community factors listed on the worksheet did not reflect topics such as
safety concerns that have been discussed frequently by CWG members.

» Authority staff requested that CWG members include that feedback on the worksheet. Staff also
clarified that the worksheet is focused on differentiating factors, and all the alternatives must
meet the same state and federal safety requirements, which is why safety is not a differentiating
factor.

A member commented that the alternatives analysis presented today does not provide information on
local impacts. They felt the State’s Preferred Alternative should take neighborhood and CWG concerns
into account, rather than be based on the end-to-end alternatives.

= Authority staff clarified that the information presented during the meeting is only a summary of
the analysis of the differentiators at the project section level because that was the basis upon
which the Board was being asked to act. The full environmental analysis with local information
will be included in the Draft EIR/EIS.

A member requested to view the engineering blueprints.

* Authority staff invited any members wishing to discuss detailed engineering drawings to follow-
up with Authority staff to arrange a meeting.

A member commented that the Authority should consider segmenting the project section to analyze
and consider localized impacts as part of the staff recommendation.

A member expressed frustration that the community-supported partial trench option for the Monterey
Corridor had not been considered or included in the staff recommendation.

A member commented that grade crossings were a significant concern.

A member commented that different geographies preferred different alternatives.

A member commented that a blended system with Caltrain and high-speed rail is a smart investment.
A member asked if Alternative 4 meets the 2 hours and 40 minutes travel time requirement from San
Francisco to Los Angeles.



= Authority staff responded that all alternatives, including Alternative 4, meet the Proposition 1A
travel time requirement.

A member commented that they are happy to not have a viaduct in the Monterey Corridor.
A member commented that they were frustrated with the project and the impact on development in
their neighborhood and suggested that Californians should be given another opportunity to vote on the
project.
A member commented that they would prefer the no project alternative because of the impacts to the
existing neighborhood and other ongoing transportation planning processes such as DISC and Caltrain.
A member commented that communities were previously told that they would not be impacted by high-
speed rail and now they will be impacted.
A member expressed concern that Alternative 4 will not be able to accommodate future service levels.
A member commented that high-speed rail should go around the North Willow Glen neighborhood on a
viaduct. They also expressed interest in hybrid alternatives and felt the existing alternatives do not work
for San Jose.
A member expressed concern that the current alternatives do not consider needs for the area for the
next 100 years and would perpetuate existing problems in environmental justice communities.
A member commented that the criteria examined for the staff recommendation do not reflect
community feedback.
A member commented that the Authority should not choose an alternative that will make existing
problems worse and that it would be better to take more properties now in order to reach a better long-
term solution.

PUBLIC COMMENT

A member of the public commented that the Authority announced they were going to reexamine the
approach to Diridon Station. The Authority says they want to design the best system possible, but the
best high-speed rail system does not destroy neighborhoods that have been historically impacted by
environmental injustice. A DISC member mentioned at a recent meeting that high-speed rail would need
to build a tunnel. The decision shouldn’t be just a high-speed rail decision, it needs to be a San Jose
decision. A third track added will add numerous trains. It’s not just about losing houses in Willow Glen, it
will also increase noise on Jerome Street and in the Gardner neighborhood. It would not just cut off
emergency access, Delmas Park would be cut off substantially. San Jose Mayor Liccardo,
Councilmembers Davis, Esparza, and Jimenez, have all signed a letter supporting the viaduct option. |
will not support any candidate who does not make this a priority on their campaign.

A member of the public commented that they attended a Caltrain electrification meeting last night and
Caltrain shared that electric trains would be restricted to 35 mph in neighborhoods around San Jose.
Caltrain also shared an anticipated increase in ACE trains, which run at-grade along the corridor causing
significant cumulative impacts in the area. It feels as though the Authority does not listen and provide
information, such as noise data that the public requests. The comments and questions CWG members
and members of the public shared during the meeting have been the same since the beginning of the
process and it seems as though progress has not been made.

A member of the public commented that San Jose community members are frustrated because the
alternative that everyone wants is not being studied. High-speed rail staff are doing their job and they
have to meet their deadlines, so modifications are not on the table. For comments to have the greatest
impact, they must be made directly to the decision makers and not the staff conducting the analysis.
The community needs to participate in the public process and keep the pressure on decision makers to
make a hybrid alternative happen.



e A member of the public commented that the Authority has exclusive rights to design and build rail
infrastructure for trains traveling above 125 mph. Other entities, such as Caltrain, could be a lead agency
in design and building of the rail infrastructure along this corridor if trains will only travel at 110 mph.
Caltrain is developing its business plan that includes scenarios above the six Caltrain and four high-speed
rail trains an hour that the Authority used for their analysis. There are also plans for a Mega-measure
that would generate $100 billion in funding for projects some of which could be in San Jose.
Additionally, the Palo Alto Citizens Advisory Panel is confronting grade separation issues which may
provide unique solutions.

e A member of the public commented that they are very disappointed in the responsiveness of the
Authority towards their comments over the last decade, specifically regarding impacts to San Jose

neighborhoods.

ATTENDANCE

Working Group Members

A atlo

Cyndy Broyles

Alma Neighborhood Association No
Bellarmine College Preparatory Brian Adams Yes
California Maison Homeowners Association/Metcalf | Jahanzeb Bagai No
Neighborhood
California Maison Homeowners Association/Metcalf | Karen Lattin (alternate) Yes
Neighborhood
Committee for Green Foothills Alice Kaufman No
D10 Leadership Coalition Steve Levin Yes
Delmas Park Neighborhood Association Bert Weaver Yes
District 10 Leadership Coalition/VEP Community Marilyn Rodgers No
Association
EGOPIC Neighborhood Association Yazmin Rios No
Flowers Neighborhood Association Matthew Young Yes
Friends of Caltrain Adina Levin Yes
Gardner Neighborhood Kevin L. Christman, Yes
Greenbelt Alliance Matthew Vander Sluis, Kiyomi No
Yamamoto
Guadalupe Washington Neighborhood Association Ray Moreno Yes
Hayes Neighborhood Association Brendan McCarthy No
Hayes Neighborhood Association Manny Souza No
Hellyer-Christopher Riverview Skyway Stephani Rideau No
Neighborhood Association
Hispanic Chamber of Commerce Silicon Valley Dennis King, Ron Gonzales No
League of Women Voters in San Jose and Santa Clara | Bob Ruff Yes
Los Paseos Neighborhood Association Amy Georgiades Yes
Mexican-American Political Association (M.A.P.A.) Danny Garza No
Newhall Neighborhood Association John Urban Yes
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North Willow Glen Neighborhood Association Harvey Darnell Yes
Oak Grove Neighborhood Association James Patterson Yes
San Jose Downtown Association Marie Millares (alternate) Yes
San Jose State University Monica Mallon Yes
Santa Clara & San Benito Counties Building & David Bini, Jean Cohen Yes
Construction Trades Council

SAP Center Jim Goddard Yes
Senter Monterey Neighborhood Association Jonathan Fleming Yes
Silicon Valley Leadership Group Jason Baker No
Silver Leaf Neighborhood Association Nuria Root No
SPUR San Jose Teresa Alvarado Yes
The Silicon Valley Organization Matthew Mahood, Eddie Truong No
Tulare Hill Homeowners Association Brian Gurney Yes
United Neighborhoods of Santa Clara County Ed Rast Yes
Working Partnerships USA Jeffrey Buchanan, Asn Ndaiye No

Authority Staff: Boris Lipkin, Dave Shpak, Morgan Galli, Yvonne Chan, Joan Isaacson, Mary Beth Day, Zach Barr
Elected Officials: Office of San Jose City Councilmember Dev Davis (District 6), Office of San Jose City
Councilmember Sergio Jimenez (District 2), Office of Congresswoman Zoe Lofgren

ACTION ITEMS AND NEXT STEPS

o A meeting summary will be developed and distributed to CWG members for their review by August 9.
=  CWG members should send comments on the July Meeting Summary to staff by August 16 for
inclusion in the version that will be appended to the Board Memo.
e CWG members who did not already fill out a Discussion Worksheet can share a completed worksheet
with Authority staff by August 22.
e CWG members interested in scheduling time for staff to review detailed maps with them should reach
out to Authority staff.
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CWG members were asked how they felt about Alternative 4, the staff-recommended State’s Preferred
Alternative.

Responses ‘ Number of CWG Members
Support Alternative 4 but have some concerns 4
Prefer a different alternative 3

e CWG members supported either Alternative 1 or 2
e No CWG members supported Alternative 3

Write-in responses 5

e Felt they did not have enough information to form an opinion.

e Did not support any of the alternatives.

e Prefer an alternative with a viaduct at Diridon, viaduct over |-
280/Route 87 to Tamien Station, and no at-grade crossings
south of Tamien Station.

e Prefer an alternative with an elevated Diridon Station, a viaduct
around Gardner and over I-208/Route 87, at-grade through the
Monterey Corridor with grade separations at Chynoweth,
Branham, and Skyway, or a trench through the Monterey
Corridor.

e Cannot support Alternative 4 due to need for grade separations
at Chynoweth, Skyway, and Branham. Trench or partial trench
(UPRR not in trench, high-speed rail in trench) are the two best
options for providing grade separations at Chynoweth, Skyway,
and Branham. Need to start any Coyote Valley viaduct as far
past Bernal as possible to avoid as much of Los Paseos as
possible. Also need to include I-280 viaduct around the Gardner
neighborhood.

CWG members were asked how well they thought the staff-recommended State’s Preferred Alternative
balances tradeoffs between (1) system performance, operations, and costs, (2) community, and (3)
environmental factors.

Responses Number of CWG Members ‘
Very poorly 4
Somewhat poorly 2

Moderately/no opinion 2

Somewhat well 1

Very well 1




CWG members were asked to choose the five differentiating factors that are most important to their
community.

Differentiating Factor ‘ Number of CWG Members
Visual quality effects 9
Residential displacements 9
Noise impacts 9
Community/public facility displacements 4
Increase in 2040 peak travel time in the Monterey Corridor (San Jose) 4
Emergency vehicle delays 4
Permanent road closures 3
Operational speed 2
Proximity to existing transit corridors 2
Commercial displacements 2
Impacts to environmental justice communities 2
Alignment length 1
Capital costs 1
Agricultural displacements/farmland conversion 1
Wildlife corridors 1
Parks and recreation areas 1
Travel time 0
Consistency with the Gilroy General Plan 0
Waters and wetlands 0
Habitat for listed plant and wildlife species 0
Conservation areas 0
Historic places/resources 0

The following key themes were captured in the members’ worksheets:

e Strong interest in grade separations and/or a tunnel/trench at key intersections (Skyway, Branham,
Chynoweth)



Concern that staff has not listened to feedback from CWG members and other stakeholders

Concern that staff recommended Alternative 4 based solely on cost

Concern that staff weighed system performance, operations, and cost factors too heavily, particularly
over operational speed, travel time, noise, and impacts to Greater Gardner

Emphasis on importance of pedestrian access across the corridor

The State’s Preferred Alternative should be selected on a subsection or neighborhood basis
Preference for bypassing North Willow Glen, Gregory Plaza, and Gardner neighborhoods to avoid
impacts to those communities

Interest in removing at-grade crossings at Virginia Street and Auzerais Avenue

Interest in reducing traffic through the Gardner neighborhood

Request for high-speed rail environmental document to include city- and community-generated options
Make sure high-speed rail does not preclude Caltrain electrification to Gilroy

Concern that the State’s Preferred Alternative ignores the DISC process

Interest in an elevated Diridon Station

Preference for a 25-foot elevated approach to Diridon Station to improve east-west connectivity and
fully use the area around the station

Appreciation that Alternative 4 preserves views and privacy for those living in the Monterey Corridor
and will not affect the width of Monterey Road

Concern that at-grade crossings are not safe

Concern that faster trains will create more noise impacts

Interest in high-speed rail solving problems for communities not making existing problems worse
Concern about impacts on home values

Support for high-speed rail and Caltrain sharing electrified tracks, with the caveat that Monterey
Corridor needs grade separations

Concern about impact of construction on quality of life

Appreciation that Monterey Corridor will not have a viaduct, as a viaduct would have a significant visual
impact

Acknowledgement that environmental factors (such as waters and wetlands, habitat for listed species,
wildlife corridors, and conservation areas) are also important

10
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SAN JOSE TO MERCED PROJECT SECTION
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE OPEN HOUSES
AUGUST 2019

SUMMARY

Introduction

This document summarizes key feedback collected during the August 2019 round of open houses on the
staff-recommended Preferred Alternative (PA). This includes informal discussions staff had with meeting
attendees as well as an interactive exercise and feedback forms.

Informal Discussions

At each open house, participants and staff mingled at displays around the room. While many of the
participants came with specific questions about the proposed alignment, others attended to learn more
about the project and understand the current status of the effort. Key ideas expressed to staff members
at the open house are as follows:

Interest in:
e Coordination with the Diridon Integrated Station Concept (DISC) Plan
e Travel time and train frequency
e Construction-related traffic impacts
e Grade separations and viaduct options
e Workforce opportunities

Support for PA relating to:
e Fewer financial, environmental, and property impacts
e Commuter benefits

Concerns about:
e Residential and historic property impacts
e Neighborhood disruption, especially in Gilroy and the Gardner neighborhood
e Traffic congestion and emergency services response, especially along the Monterey corridor
e Safety at at-grade crossings
e Noise

Overall, staff reported that participants generally expressed strong support for high-speed rail service,
and the majority of open house participants were supportive of the staff recommendation for
Alternative 4 as the Preferred Alternative.

Station 6 Interactive Activity
Station 6 provided an opportunity for open house attendees to engage with outreach staff about the
high-speed rail evaluation criteria and vote on what that they considered most important to their
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community. Across the three meetings, the following were indicated to be the most important to
participants in the exercise:

e QOperational speed

e HSR travel time

e Residential displacements

o Noise impacts

e Allowing for electrified Caltrain service to Gilroy

Feedback Form Results

Participants were encouraged to complete a feedback form that solicited their opinions on the staff-
recommendation for the Preferred Alternative. Of the 48 forms submitted across the three meetings,
69% expressed support for Alternative 4 fully or with some concerns. Full results and key themes related
to the support of the PA are provided below.

Opinions Number of Responses Key Themes

(Percentage of Total)

| fully support Alternative 4 18 (38%) e Fewer neighborhood impacts
e Connections to existing
transit
e Beneficial to businesses in
downtown Gilroy
e Housing and commuter

benefits
| support Alternative 4, but have 15 (31%) e Noise and safety concerns
some concerns e Elevated or trench options

e Traffic and emergency vehicle
response impacts

| support Alternative 1 3 (6%) e Grade separation
e Flow of traffic
| support Alternative 2 3 (6%) e Concern for Gardner
neighborhood

e Elevated options

| support Alternative 3 3 (6%) e Traffic impacts
e Safety concerns
e Visual impacts

None of the Above 6 (13%) e Grade separations

e Concern for Gardner
neighborhood

e Impact on tribal land

e Not enough information

Additional details captured by the feedback forms included questions on how well the PA balances
tradeoffs between (1) community factors, (2) environmental factors, and (3) system performance,
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operations, and cost; how attendees found out about the Open Houses; and the community they live in.
Responses to these questions are provided below.

How well do you think the staff-recommended State's Preferred Alternative balances tradeoffs between
community factors, environmental factors, and system performance, operations, and cost?

Opinions Number of Responses (Percentage of
Total)

Very Poorly 6 (13%)

Somewhat Poorly 4 (8%)

Moderately/No Opinion 10 (21%)

Somewhat well 15 (31%)

Very Well 11 (23%)

How did you learn about this Open House?

Sources Number of Responses Comment or Source
Facebook 5
Twitter 1
Nextdoor.com 2

High-Speed Rail Authority Mail/Email | 18

Radio Announcement 0

Community/neighborhood/ 8
school/newsletter

Newspaper (which?) 7 e Benito Link (2)

e Dispatch (1)

e East Bay Times (1)
e Mercury News (4)

Flyer or poster (where?) 1 e Gardner Center
Family friends or neighbors 10
Other (indicate...) 10 e City of Gilroy (1)

e Community Working Group (1)

e Community Working Group
Email (2)

e DISC (1)

e Email (1)

e Gilroy Car Show (2)
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Sources Number of Responses Comment or Source

e Internet (1)
e Work in the building (1)

In which community do you live?

Communities Number of Responses

Gilroy 11
Downtown Gilroy 2
Unspecified Neighborhood 9

Hollister (Frazier Lake) 1

Los Banos 4

Monterey 1

Morgan Hill 2

Pleasanton/Tri Valley 1

San Jose 19
Branham & Monterey Highway 1
Downtown San Jose 2
Gardner 1
Goodyear-Mastic 1
Gregory Plaza 1
Metcalf 1
North Willow Glen 2
Rose Garden, Alameda 1
Willow Glen 2
Unspecified Neighborhood 7

San Juan Bautista 2

Santa Clara 2
Old Quad 1
Unspecified Neighborhood 1
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August 22, 2019 B

High-Speed Rail Board Members
California High-Speed Rail Authority
100 Paseo De San Antonio, Suite 300
San Jose, California 95113

Subject: California High-Speed Rail Project, Staff-Recommended State’s
Preferred Alternative (Alternative 4): San Jose to Merced Section

Dear Authority Board Members:

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) received a presentation from
the California High Speed Rail Authority (Authority) at the Grasslands Ecological Area
Stakeholders Group meeting on July 15, 2019, and the Authority/Federal Railroad
Administration (FRA)/Northern California Regional Agencies Monthly Coordination
Meeting on July 24, 2019, for the San Jose to Merced Section Preferred Alternative
(Alternative 4) as early consultation (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14 § 15083. Early Public
Consultation) pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and CEQA
Guidelines.! CDFW has been providing comments regarding this section of rail
alignment since 2004 and has been a participant in the ongoing Grassland Ecological
Area (GEA) stakeholders meetings. CDFW previously commented on the following
environmental documents for the San Jose to Merced Section pertaining to alignment
options and alternatives:

Proposed California High-Speed Train System EIR/EIS on August 31, 2004.

Bay Area to Central Valley Program Draft EIR/EIS on September 25, 2007.

Bay Area to Central Valley Program Final EIR/EIS on July 7, 2008.

CDFW Response to the NOP of a Project EIR/EIS for San Jose to Merced

High-Speed Train System through Pacheco Pass on April 8, 2009.

e Draft Project EIR/EIS for the Merced to Fresno and Section 4(f) Statement on
October 13, 2011.

e Draft Supplemental EIR/EIS for the Merced to Fresno on June 19, 2019.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and recommendations prior to
identifying the Preferred Alternative that will be in the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS)/Environmental Impact Report (EIR) scheduled to be released in
December 2019 and those activities involved in the Preferred Alternative that may affect

T CEQA is codified in the California Public Resources Code in section 21000 et seq. The “CEQA
Guidelines” are found in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, commencing with section 15000.

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870
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California fish and wildlife and CDFW owned and managed lands. Likewise, CDFW
appreciates the opportunity to provide comments regarding those aspects of the
High-Speed Rail project that CDFW, by law, may be required to carry out or approve
through the exercise of its own regulatory authority under Fish and Game Code.

CDFW ROLE

CDFW is California’s Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources and holds those
resources in trust by statute for all the people of the State (Fish & Game Code,

§§ 711.7, subd. (a) & 1802; Pub. Resources Code, § 21070; CEQA Guidelines § 15386,
subd. (a)). CDFW, in its trustee capacity, has jurisdiction over the conservation,
protection, and management of fish, wildlife, native plants, and habitat necessary for
biologically sustainable populations of those species (/d., § 1802). Similarly, for
purposes of CEQA, CDFW is charged by law to provide, as available, biological
expertise during public agency environmental review efforts, focusing specifically on
projects and related activities that have the potential to adversely affect fish and wildlife
resources.

CDFW is also submitting comments as a Responsible Agency under CEQA (Pub.
Resources Code, § 21069; CEQA Guidelines, § 15381). CDFW expects that it may
need to exercise regulatory authority as provided by the Fish and Game Code. As
proposed, for example, the Project may be subject to CDFW's lake and streambed
alteration regulatory authority (Fish & Game Code, § 1600 et seq.). Likewise, to the
extent implementation of the Project as proposed may result in “take” as defined by
State law of any species protected under the California Endangered Species Act

(CESA) (Fish & Game Code, § 2050 et seq.), related authorization as provided by the
Fish and Game Code will be required.

Nesting Birds: CDFW has jurisdiction over actions with potential to result in the
disturbance or destruction of active nest sites or the unauthorized take of birds. Fish
“and Game Code sections that protect birds, their eggs and nests include, sections 3503
(regarding unlawful take, possession or needless destruction of the nest or eggs of any
bird), 3503.5 (regarding the take, possession or destruction of any birds-of-prey or their
nests or eggs), and 3513 (regarding unlawful take of any migratory nongame bird).

Water Pollution: Pursuant to Fish and Game Code section 5650, it is unlawful to -
deposit in, permit to pass into, or place where it can pass into “Waters of the State”

any substance or material deleterious to fish, plant life, or bird life, including

non-native species. It is possible that without mitigation measures implementation of
the Project could result in pollution of Waters of the State from storm water runoff or
construction-related erosion. Potential impacts to the wildlife resources that utilize
these watercourses include the following: increased sediment input from road or
structure runoff; toxic runoff associated with development activities and implementation;
and/or impairment of wildlife movement along riparian corridors. The Regional Water
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Quality Control Board and United States Army Corps of Engineers also have jurisdiction
regarding discharge and pollution to Waters of the State.

In this role, CDFW is responsible for providing, as available, biological expertise during
public agency environmental review efforts (e.g., CEQA) and in providing early
consultation during the preparation of the EIR, focusing specifically on project activities
that have the potential to adversely affect fish and wildlife resources.

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 4 PROJECT DESCRIPTION SUMMARY

Proponent: The Authority

Objective: The staff-recommended State's Preferred Alternative was based on the
stakeholder input and analyses completed to date. The fewest impacts to
environmental and community factors, systems performance, operations and costs were
criteria used for choosing the Preferred Alternative.

Location: The San Jose to Merced Range of Alternatives is located from San Jose to
the Central Valley Wye Project extent. There are four end-to-end alternatives. The
alignment for the Preferred Alternative is on the same alignment as the other three
alternatives from San Felipe Road in the City of Gilroy, through the Pacheco Pass
tunnel portion for 13.5-miles with portions of embankment and viaduct into the San
Joaquin Valley with embankment and viaduct terminating at Carlucci Road. The
Preferred Alternative is in Santa Clara, San Benito, and Merced Counties.

Potential Impacts and Department Recommendations

CDFW is concerned that the proposed recommended Preferred Alternative 4 may result
in several impacts to fish and wildlife of the State of California. CDFW is also
concerned that the Preferred Alternative is on the same alignment as the other three
proposed alternatives and does not offer a true alternative. Construction and operation
of the High-Speed Rail (HSR) on the Preferred Alternative will create barriers to wildlife
movement, which may result in potentially significant impacts to San Joaquin kit fox
(Vulpes macrotis mutica), hunting and public use, CDFW-owned and -managed lands,
and wildlife habitat linkages. Additionally, the proposed project may significantly impact
special-status species including, but not limited to, the State Threatened Swainson’s
hawk (Buteo swainsoni), tricolored blackbird (Agelaius fricolor), State Endangered and
fully protected bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), State Threatened and Federal
Endangered San Joaquin kit fox, State and Federal Threatened California tiger
salamander (Ambystoma californiense) and giant garter snake (Thamnophis gigas),
State fully protected white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus) and golden eagle (Aquila
chrysaetos), State fully protected and Federal Endangered blunt-nosed leopard lizard
(Gambelia sila), State and Federal Endangered Fresno kangaroo rat (Dipodomys
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nitratoides exilis), State Candidate for listing as Endangered Crotch bumble bee
(Bumbus crotchii), State Candidate for listing as Threatened foothill yellow-legged frog
(Rana boylii), State Species of Special Concern and Federal Threatened California red-
legged frog (Rana draytonii), and sensitive habitats for which these species depend.
These concerns are discussed in more detail below.

Potential Impacts to Wildlife Movement
CDFW has provided comments to the Authority in previous correspondence regarding

wildlife corridor movement; specifically, in correspondence dated June 19, 2019, for the
Merced to Fresno Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS.

As CDFW has discussed in the previous correspondence to the Authority, the single
biggest potential biological impact arising from construction of the HSR Project is the
impact on regional movements of wildlife and connections between habitat. The HSR
has the potential to disrupt wildlife movement corridors that are already hindered with
existing obstacles, create long stretches of impediments, and further narrow areas of
low or compromised permeability, many of which are already threatening the continued
viability of several species. Construction of access-controlled rail lines may create
barriers to the movement of wildlife, thereby cutting them off from important food,
shelter, and breeding areas. As CDFW has stated in its previous correspondence, the
isolation of subpopulations limits the exchange of genetic material and puts populations
at risk of local extirpation through genetic and environmental factors. Barriers can
prevent the re-colonization of suitable habitat following natural population expansions,
ultimately putting the species at risk of extinction.

The construction and operation of the HSR will severely inhibit north-south as well as
east-west wildlife movement along the San Jose to Merced segment. While the
Authority suggests it will examine the feasibility of implementing a variety of wildlife
passages to aid animal movement along both sides of the rail alignment, it is unclear
where and at what intervals these will be placed. Absent clear disclosure of proposed
wildlife crossings; including location, size, intervals between crossings, and target focal
species for use of the crossings, CDFW is unable to provide substantive guidance on
whether the crossings will be viable to ensure unfettered permeability. In addition,
CDFW is concerned that any changes in crossing design or location due to significant
build changes with the alignment during the interim between environmental review and
80 to 90 percent (%) engineering, creates delays and impediments to ensuring
functional permeability for all focal species. This could limit the ability of species such
as San Joaquin kit fox, Tule elk (Cervus canadensis nannodes), and mountain lion
(Puma concolor) to move unhindered throughout this range. Work by James Thorne
and others from the University of California, Davis, in 2002 and 2006, tracking data from
mountain lion and Tule elk research and work associated with the Santa Clara Habitat
Conservation Plan (HCP)/Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP) has
specifically identified 17 corridors in Santa Clara County of significant importance and
crossing locations and design are advised to be provided and fully disclosed in the
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CEQA document so that CDFW can analyze the potential effectiveness of maintaining
the wildlife corridors.

An elevated or below ground rail design could reduce the impacts that the HSR system
would have on animal movement and migration by allowing wildlife to pass unimpeded
underneath or over the top of the entire length of the railway while providing the HSR
system with access-controlled tracks. Elevated or below ground railways would be
more effective in facilitating animal movement than the proposed wildlife underpasses
and overpasses, which are not always effective. Because animals would be more likely
to move underneath an elevated rail or over a below ground rail than to use a tunnel or
vegetated overpass where the landscape view of the opposite side would be visually
obstructed, CDFW is concerned that a design of the HSR system with an at-grade
embankment would result in a significant impact to wildlife movement. Therefore,
CDFW is advising that this impact be thoroughly analyzed as a barrier to movement,
gene flow, reproductive success, loss of colonization opportunities, and to discuss this
in the context of planned and fully disclosed designed and location specific wildlife
crossings.

CDFW recommends that all segments of the rail alignment that are not using existing
rail line be elevated. Elevation of the rail could reduce the impacts the High-Speed
Train (HST) system would have on animal movement and migration by allowing wildlife
to pass freely underneath the entire length of the railway while providing the access
controlled tracks that are required for the HST. Elevated railways are critical in areas
“where the movement of wildlife is already reduced due to existing and/or proposed

geographic transportation infrastructure and structural barriers exist such as in western
Merced County near the intersections of State Route (SR) 152, SR 33 and Interstate 5.

CDFW is concerned that impacts of design elements, such as Intrusion Protection
Barriers (IPBs) and Access Restriction (AR) fencing, will further compound impacts to
wildlife corridor movements and/or the reduction of effectiveness of dedicated wildlife
crossings from the additional infrastructure fencing and could result in wildlife
entrapment.

If wildlife passage structures will be used instead of elevated rail, CDFW continues to
recommend that an extensive evaluation be conducted before final wildlife passage
locations are selected, to determine the appropriate and most effective locations, and
number and types of such wildlife passage structures. As was recommended in
previous correspondence, methods to determine best locations of wildlife passage
structures or avoidance should include elements such as: 1) track station surveys,

2) ditch crossing surveys, 3) monitoring trails with infrared or Trailmaster cameras, and
4) Geographic information system (GIS) habitat modeling to identify likely wildlife travel
corridors and anthropogenic barriers (such as highways, canals, reservoirs) at the
landscape level. In addition, wildlife habitat passage structures, such as underpasses,
overpasses, elevating or placing below grade the alignment and tunnels, may not be
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suitable for all species and locations and would need to be evaluated carefully.
Dedicated wildlife crossing structures should ensure permeability and be required to
meet specific minimum dimensions for increased probability of wildlife utilizing these
structures for crossing opportunities. CDFW recommends considering the following for
design features for dedicated wildlife crossings: minimize lengths (entry to exit) of
dedicated wildlife crossings for certain species guilds and/or incorporate designs
(grates, etc.) that still allow light penetration, maximize heights of crossings or add
bridges for larger species guilds, provide natural cover types to encourage use,
incorporate bench designs to allow use of the crossings during flooding, and provide
smaller animal escape within or adjacent to the dedicated wildlife crossings.

Potential Impacts to San Joaquin Kit Fox Movement

All four alternatives would result in significant and irreversible impacts to San Joaquin kit
fox by impacting the entire northern range of the species. The Preferred Alternative
would create a significant movement barrier between the southern and northern range
of San Joaquin kit fox populations. The Santa Nella area has been identified by CDFW
and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) as a narrow band in the
connectivity between the northern and southern populations of San Joaquin kit fox
(USFWS 2010). There is a very narrow area remaining in the Santa Nella vicinity that is
usable for San Joaquin kit fox north-south movement, and the Preferred Alternative
would sever this remaining movement area. The HSR Project also has the potential to
isolate the Los Banos Valley core San Joaquin kit fox population from the northern
population of San Joaquin kit fox. The ability of individuals from the Los Banos Valley to
breed with members of more northern San Joaquin kit fox populations is thought to be
critical to the continued existence and genetic diversity of the northern San Joaquin kit
fox population. Maintaining San Joaquin kit fox movement corridors will be essential to
permit the proposed project pursuant to CESA.

In addition, there are several movement corridors and habitat lands protected in
perpetuity as mitigation for impacts to San Joaquin kit fox movement and habitat
resultant of other projects in the Santa Nella area. The HSR alignment would sever one
or more of these San Joaquin kit fox mitigation areas and render them ineffective in
serving their mitigation purpose.

Potential Impacts to Wildlife Habitat Linkages

The cross-valley corridor, from the Diablo Range to the Santa Cruz Mountains in Coyote
Valley, has been identified as one of only two remaining areas where linkage occurs
between the San Francisco peninsula and the rest of the State. This corridor is under
significant threat from existing and planned development, including heavily used
transportation infrastructure, and would be further degraded by building the HSR
alignment across it. The Preferred Alternative has the potential to impact the three most
important wildlife habitat linkages in the area as recognized in the Santa Clara
HCP/NCCP. The first habitat linkage occurs in the area of Metcalf Road south of San
Jose to just north of Morgan Hill. It is the northernmost habitat linkage area south of
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San Francisco Bay and is one of a very limited number of areas currently providing
connectivity between Santa Clara and points west and the San Francisco Peninsula.

Additionally, it is the only connection between the southern end of the San Francisco
Bay and the Pajaro River. There is ample evidence that this area remains a viable but
highly impacted connection area. It is critical that connectivity through this area not be
further reduced. The second habitat linkage occurs from Gilroy to Pacheco Pass and is
essentially unblocked with the exception of SR 152. In general, significantly sized
crossing opportunities should exist at least every half mile, allowing connectivity for
large mammals, smaller animals, plants, and habitats. The third habitat linkage occurs
in the area from the Diablo foothills to Gilroy which traverses the valley floor north of the
Pajaro River. The area is crucial for steelhead passage and connectivity between
watersheds in the Diablo Range, the Gabilan Range, and the Santa Cruz Mountains.
These important connectivity areas identified in the Santa Clara HCP/NCCP are
planned for study, enhancement and possible protection over the next 44 years. CDFW
is concerned about impacts to upland and aquatic habitat near the Santa Clara Valley
HCP/NCCP, as well as potential conflicts between the impacts of the HST and the goals
of the Santa Clara HCP/NCCP. CDFW recommends amphibian habitat
creation/enhancement/preservation opportunities on the valley floor for mitigation to
enable usable habitat that will facilitate effective gene flow between populations in the
Santa Cruz Mountains and Diablo Range.

Potential Impacts to Department Owned and Managed Lands

CDFW Wildlife Areas are acquired for the protection and enhancement of habitat for a
wide variety of species and are open to the public for wildlife viewing, hiking, hunting,
fishing, and nature tours. The construction and operation of HSR within or near CDFW
lands could severely limit the wildlife and public use values of these lands as well as
alter the way these lands are managed by CDFW. Most Wildlife Areas depend on
visitor fees for operation, maintenance and management. The HSR may negatively
impact the number of visitors to Wildlife Areas resulting in reduced revenues; thereby

reducing or eliminating the future enhancement of public recreational opportunities and
wildlife habitat provided by these areas.

Specific CDFW-owned lands that are adjacent to, bisected by, or occur within 1 mile of
the San Jose to Merced alignment include Cottonwood Creek Wildlife Area (Upper and
Lower), San Luis Reservoir Wildlife Area, O’'Neill Forebay Wildlife Area, Volta Wildlife
Area, Los Banos Wildlife Area, Grasslands Wildlife Area and Cafiada de los Osos
Ecological Reserve.

Los Banos Wildlife Area (LBWA)- The Los Banos Wildlife Area is adjacent to the north
side of Henry Miller Road. The Preferred Alternative would have both direct and indirect
impacts to the Wildlife Area and its wildlife use. In addition, the route could also impact
public hunting and fishing opportunities in the area by affecting wildlife distribution and
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public access. Similar impacts to public use of wildlife resources could also occur on
private lands near the proposed route. The proximity of the HSR to areas used by the
public for waterfowl, upland, and big game hunting should also be addressed.

CDFW advises the Board to consider the total number of visitors and their use of LBWA
in assessing the Preferred Alternative. Visitors participate in various activities (dog
training, dog trials, fishing, interpretive walks (hiking/walking), nature study, hunting,
sightseeing, etc.), at LBWA. The number of overall visitors to LBWA ranges from
16,000 to 20,000 visitors per year which generates significant revenue for CDOFW. The
average number of junior hunters that visited LBWA was 4,278 in the last two years.
Junior hunt experience at LBWA could be affected by the audio/visual disturbances
during the construction and ongoing operation of the HSR. The consequence of this
may prevent youth from future hunt participation on these CDFW owned lands and
impact recruitment of youth into the sport of hunting. The above referenced usage on
CDFW-owned and -managed lands will be substantially impacted due to noise, changes
in wildlife behavior, and the loss of an undisturbed wildland experience. CDFW is
concerned that revenue generated during the years of construction of the HSR Project
and during the long-term operation and maintenance of the rail would likely be less.
There would be diminished funding to CDFW’s Wildlife Program and the operating
budget for CDFW during construction (up to a 5-year period) of the HSR Project and
on-going fiscal impacts once the HSR Project is complete.

The Grassland Environmental Educational Center (GEEC)- Visitors to the GEEC come
from local areas such as San Joaquin County/Lodi, Stockton, Manteca- Stanislaus
County/Turlock, Ceres, Modesto, Knight's Ferry- Merced County/Los Banos, Dos Palos,
Merced, Gustine, Atwater, Ballico-Cressey, El Nido- Fresno County/Clovis. The annual
average number of visitors for the last two years was 6,317. The GEEC is visited by
local area school children for educational outreach and enrichment and in some cases
is the only outdoors educational experience in their area. The Preferred Alternative is
within 1,000 feet of the GEEC, thus the value and experience to its visitors will be
impacted during construction and long-term operation and maintenance of the HSR. All
four alternatives will have the same impact to the GEEC; CDFW advises consideration
of another alignment or alternative.

Cottonwood Creek Wildlife Area (CCWA)- The Preferred Alternative bisects the

western half of the Upper Cottonwood Creek Wildlife Area (UCCWA) north of SR 152.
While the use of anticipated subterranean tunnels for the HSR to cross the UCCWA
may reduce surface biological impacts, there is infrastructure required for the tunnel and
it is unclear if supporting infrastructure would occur above or below ground. CDFW is
concerned over the access and maintenance required for the construction of the tunnel
and long-term maintenance of the tunnel and the above or below ground access to the
infrastructure (Automatic Train Control (ATC) and Traction Power Facilities (TPF)) will
be an impact to elk and deer that use this wildlife area and other areas adjacent to the
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HSR. Any impacts to deer herd movement and behavior could reduce public hunting
opportunities and hunt experience throughout CDFW-owned or -managed lands and
reduce the public-use values of these public lands. SR 152 already poses a significant
movement barrier impact to the elk herd in the area and limits the movement of elk into
and out of lands on the north side of the highway. The Preferred Alternative would add
an additional movement barrier and further restrict the movement of elk in the region.
Naturally occurring springs are located on UCCWA that are adjacent to (within 200 feet)
and in the vicinity of the Preferred Alternative. The construction of the tunnels has the
potential to impact hydrology of these springs and potentially impact wildlife which rely
on these springs for watering and forage of the vegetation supported by year-round
surface waters.

The Secretary of Transportation may approve a project requiring the use of publicly
owned land of a wildlife and waterfowl refuge only if there is no prudent and feasible
alternative to using that land; and the project includes all possible planning to minimize
harm to the wildlife and waterfowl refuges from the use. “Use” includes substantial
impacts to wildlife resources due to close proximity of a transportation project
(Department of Transportation Act 49 U.S.C. Section 303, formerly Section 4[f]). All
four alternatives considered and the Preferred Alternative alignment will have significant
impacts to State owned wildlife areas. To date, CDFW has not been provided a
comprehensive analysis of impacts to CDFW-owned land and therefore cannot agree
with the Authority’s assumption that a Section 4(f) is warranted. CDFW is advising the
Authority formulate other feasible alternatives that avoid these lands because CDFW
cannot agree that a Section 4(f) is a reasonable supposition in planning the HSR
alignment.

Potential Impacts to Mud Slough Conservation Easement

The Preferred Alternative and the other three alternatives will go through Mud Slough, a
Unit managed by CDFW’s LBWA. Construction of the alternatives would result in
construction and placement of an elevated structure over the property, requiring that
multiple piles be built on the property and relocation of two irrigation ditches that serve
the property. The property is protected by a conservation easement for which CDFW is
grantee. CDFW is concerned that the potential impacts of the HSR Project will impact
the biological values, the continued management, and violate the conditions of the
conservation easement. The easement has terms of conditions that preserve the
natural character and maintain in perpetuity the habitat values set forth in the required
site-specific management plan for waterfow!l habitat value and/or waterfowl use.
Activities such as the placement of any new structures on the conservation easement
land other than hunt blinds and water control structures would be a diminution of the
value of the property and would violate the terms of the conservation easement. The
conservation easement value of the property and the land management obligations
would not be met with the Preferred Alternative being constructed through this property.
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Potential Impacts to the Grasslands Ecological Area (GEA)

The GEA is a 230,000-acre complex of State and Federal refuges and privately owned
wetlands. The GEA boundary is a non-jurisdictional boundary which has been
designated by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) as a priority area
for protection and enhancement. The GEA is comprised of wetlands, riparian
woodlands, native grasslands, vernal pools, and other habitats which support abundant
and diverse wildlife, including numerous threatened and endangered plants and
animals. The area also provides critically important wintering and breeding habitat for
migratory water birds utilizing the Pacific flyway. Joseph P. Fleskes’ 1992 study of
female northern pintails (Anas acuta) north-south flight path in the Grassland ecological
area identified an important flight path for daytime roost sites in the north to nocturnal
feeding sites in the south part of the GEA. This flight pattern is representative of other
waterfowl species movement patterns. All four alternatives will bisect this important
flight path. CDFW recommends that The Authority analyze the impacts of eliminating
connectivity between the wetland areas of the north and south GEA. CDFW
recommends the Board consider another alternative/alignment that would avoid
eliminating this important wetland and waterbird connectivity corridor.

In choosing a preferred alternative there should be analysis of the direct and indirect
impacts to the Pacific flyway. CDFW recommends considering and addressing the
project impacts (e.g., noise, vibration, bisection of habitats, fragmentation, bird strikes,
lighting, etc.) to the Pacific flyway and incorporating necessary avoidance, minimization
and mitigation measures. The Authority has presented to the GEA stakeholders the
option of a tubular enclosure for the elevated structure of rail segment through the GEA.
However, CDFW is concerned that the proposed length of rail that would be enclosed is
inadequate. CDFW also advises including bird strike frequency monitoring as well as
monitoring the effectiveness of the deterrent used in the mitigation measure.

Potential Impacts to Species and Habitat

Swainson’s Hawk (SWHA) are known to nest within and in the vicinity of the Preferred
Alternative. In addition, foraging habitat for SWHA exists within and in the vicinity of the
Preferred Alternative. The area is surrounded by annual grasslands and croplands that
may be used for foraging. The California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) shows
SWHA occurrences throughout Merced, Santa Clara and San Benito counties

(CDFW 2019). SWHA, potential significant impacts that may result from Project
activities include nest abandonment, loss of nest trees, loss of foraging habitat that
would reduce nesting success (loss or reduced health or vigor of eggs or young), and
direct mortality. SWHA exhibit high nest-site fidelity year after year and lack of suitable
nesting habitat in the San Joaquin Valley limits their local distribution and abundance
(CDFW 2016). Noise, earthwork, use of heavy machinery, and high levels of human
activity from construction workers that could affect nests and has the potential to result
in nest abandonment, significantly impacting nesting SWHA in the vicinity of the
Preferred Alternative. The mature trees and agricultural fields in the vicinity provide
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suitable nesting and foraging habitat. CDFW considers removal of known bird-of-prey
nest trees, even outside of the nesting season, a potentially significant impact under
CEQA, and in the case of SWHA, it could also result in take under CESA.

Tricolored Blackbird (TRBL) are known to occur within the vicinity of the Preferred
Alternative and the other alternatives (CDFW 2019). The Preferred Alternatives is
surrounded and contains annual grasslands, dairies, pastures, wetlands, and field
crops. TRBL, potential significant impacts include nest and/or colony abandonment,
reduced reproductive success, and reduced health and vigor of eggs and/or young.
TRBL aggregate and nest colonially, forming colonies of up to 100,000 nests (Meese et
al. 2014). Approximately 86% of the global population is found in the San Joaquin
Valley (Kelsey 2008, Weintraub et al. 2016). Increasingly, TRBL are forming larger
colonies that contain progressively larger proportions of the species’ total population
(Kelsey 2008). In 2008, for example, 55% of the species’ global population nested in
only two colonies, which were located in silage fields (Kelsey 2008). In 2017,
approximately 30,000 TRBL were distributed among only sixteen colonies in Merced
County (Meese 2017). Nesting can occur synchronously, with all eggs laid within one
week (Orians 1961). For these reasons, depending on timing, disturbance to nesting
colonies can cause abandonment, significantly impacting TRBL populations (Meese et
al. 2014). One of the largest colony populations (30,000 birds) to date was observed in
the vicinity of the Preferred Alternative along Henry Miller Road. Many known colonies
are in the vicinity of the Preferred Alternative. The alignment for all four alternatives
bisects habitat for TRBL and is adjacent to known TRBL colony locations in IVIerced
Santa Clara and San Benito counties.

California Tiger Salamander (CTS) are known to occur in the vicinity of the Project
(CDFW 2019). The proposed Alternative is within the vicinity of both upland and
breeding habitat. Due to the potential ground-disturbing activities, potential
Project-related impacts include but are not limited to the following: collapse of small
mammal burrows, inadvertent entrapment, loss of upland refugia, water quality impacts
to breeding sites, reduced reproductive success, reduction in health, and direct mortality
of individuals. Up to 75% of historic CTS habitat has been lost to development (Searcy
et al. 2013). Loss, degradation, and fragmentation of habitat are the primary threats to
CTS. Contaminants and vehicle strikes are also sources of mortality for the species
(CDFW 2015a, USFWS 2017a). The Preferred Alternative is within the range of CTS
are within and surrounded by suitable habitat (i.e., aquatic breeding habitat, grasslands
interspersed with burrows). CTS have been determined to be physiologically capable of
dispersing up to approximately 1.5 miles from seasonally flooded wetlands (Searcy and
Shaffer 2011) and have been documented to occur near the Project (CDFW 2019).
Given the presence of suitable habitat surrounding the Preferred Alternative, Project
activities have the potential to significantly impact local populations of CTS.

Giant Garter Snake (GGS) As documented in the California Natural Diversity Database
(CNDDB), GGS are known to occur in the San Joaquin River and tributaries that feed
into the San Joaquin River in Merced County (CDFW 2019). Potentially significant
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impacts associated with bridge or culvert construction/replacement include burrow
excavation and collapse, inadvertent entrapment, and direct mortality of individuals.
Currently, GGS are isolated to only nine disjunct populations. At the time of the species
listing under the Federal Endangered Species Act in 1993, the USFWS recognized

13 populations. Since then, two of these populations have been determined to be
extirpated (USFWS 2017b). Habitat loss and fragmentation are the primary threats to
GGS. Only 5% of the species’ historic wetland habitat acreage remains. In addition,
Central Valley populations of GGS are also susceptible to roads, vehicular traffic, and
non-native species impacts (USFWS 2017b). The species has specific seasonal habitat
requirements. During the summer months, GGS require aquatic habitat for foraging and
adjacent upland areas with emergent vegetation for basking sites (USFWS 2017b).
During periods of inactivity, GGS require burrows in upland habitat as refugia for
summer shelter and burrows in higher elevation uplands for winter hibernation (Hansen
et al. 2015). Construction of HSR consists of ground-disturbing activities. These
activities have the potential to result in excavation and collapse of GGS refugia and may
result in a violation of CESA if GGS is are present.

Fully Protected Raptors such as the State fully protected white-tailed kite, the State fully
protected golden eagle, and State Endangered and fully protected bald eagle are known
to occur within the vicinity of the Preferred Alternative (CDFW 2019). Potentially
significant impacts that may result from new ground disturbing activities include nest
abandonment, loss of nest trees, and/or loss of foraging habitat that would reduce
nesting success (loss or reduced health or vigor of eggs or young), and direct mortality.
The Preferred Alternative will involve noise, groundwork, and use of heavy machinery
that may occur directly adjacent to large trees with potential to serve as nest trees for
fully protected raptors.

Blunt-nosed Leopard Lizard (BNLL) have been documented to occur within the vicinity
of the Preferred Alternative (CDFW 2019). Suitable blunt-nosed leopard lizard (BNLL)
habitat includes areas of grassland and upland scrub that contain requisite habitat
elements, such as small mammal burrows. BNLL also use open space patches
between suitable habitats, including disturbed sites and unpaved access roadways. The
Preferred Alternative is bordered by and contains annual grassland making it potentially
suitable for BNLL. Potentially significant impacts associated with ground-disturbing
activities include burrow collapse, reduced egg clutch success, reduced health and
vigor of young, and direct mortality. Habitat loss resulting from agricultural, urban, and
industrial development is the primary threat to BNLL (ESRP 2018). Because this
species is State fully protected, CDFW cannot authorize its take for any reason.
Therefore; CDFW advises all impacts to BNLL be full analyzed and the CEQA
document include measurable, enforceable, and feasible avoidance measures for this
species.

Fresno Kangaroo Rat (FKR) While there has not been a confirmed Fresno kangaroo rat
observation since 1992, when a single male was captured at CDFW's Alkali Sink
Ecological Reserve (USFWS 1998c), CDFW does not consider this species to be
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extirpated from its historic range. Specifically, there are large acreages of functionally
suitable habitat for the species which have never been surveyed for the species. The
Preferred Alternative is within not only what is considered historical habitat for this
species, but much of the remaining grassland, alkali sink and chenopod sink scrub
habitat remaining in western Madera County is also thought to have the highest
potential for containing an extant population of FKR (USFWS 1998c). If this species is
detected during surveys, consultation with CDFW is warranted. Any occupied habitat
should be completely avoided to preclude the potential for a jeopardy analysis, and the
occupied habitat should be permanently protected with conservation easements. This
would be consistent with FKR Recovery Action 6 of the Recovery Plan for Upland
Species of the San Joaquin Valley (USFWS 1998a) and should be fully discussed in the
in the CEQA document.

Crotch Bumble Bee (CBB) On July 12, 2019 the Fish and Game Commission published
its acceptance of a petition for consideration and designation of the CBB as a candidate
species. Pursuant to Fish and Game Code Section 2074.6, CDFW has initiated a
status review report to inform the Commission’s decision on whether listing of CBB,
pursuant CESA, is warranted. During the candidacy period, consistent with CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15380, the status of the CBB as an endangered candidate species
under CESA (Fish and Game Code, § 2050 et seq.) qualifies it as an endangered, rare,
or threatened species under CEQA. Consequently, take of CBB during the status
review period is prohibited unless take authorization pursuant to Fish and Game Code
Section 2081(b) is obtained. The Preferred Alternative falls within the northern range
of the CBB, and there are also historic observations of CBB in both Santa Clara and
Merced Counties. Habitat is present for overwintering, nesting and foraging and
impacts to this species and its habitat is recommended to be analyzed. Potentially
significant impacts associated with HSR activities include removal nest sites, floral
resources for foraging and removal of overwintering sites.

Foothill Yellow-legged Frog (FYLF) On July 7, 2017, the Fish and Game Commission
published its acceptance of a petition for consideration and designation of the FYLF as
a candidate species. Pursuant to Fish and Game Code Section 2074.6, CDFW has
initiated a status review report to inform the Commission’s decision on whether listing of
FYLF, pursuant CESA, is warranted. During the candidacy period, consistent with
CEQA Guidelines, Section 15380, the status of the FYLF as a threatened candidate
species under CESA (Fish and Game Code, § 2050 et seq.) qualifies it as an
endangered, rare, or threatened species under CEQA. Consequently, take of FYLF
during the status review period is prohibited unless take authorization pursuant to Fish
and Game Code Section 2081(b) is obtained. FYLF are found in the vicinity of streams
in a variety of habitats (valley-foothill hardwood, valley-foothill hardwood-conifer, valley
foothill riparian, coastal scrub, mixed chaparral, and wet meadow types). Potentially
significant impacts associated with Project activities include inadvertent entrapment,
destruction of eggs and oviposition (i.e., egg-laying) sites, degradation of water quality,
reduced reproductive success, reduction in health and vigor of eggs and/or young, and
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direct mortality of individuals. Land use changes that result in degradation or
destruction of riparian habitat, road development and use, urbanization, and water
diversion are among proximate factors contributing to local declines of FYLF (Thomson
et al. 2016, USDA 2016). FYLF have been estimated to be extirpated from 45% of
historically occupied locations in California in general (Jennings and Hayes 1994 in
Thomson et al. 2016). A 2010 study of Upper Coyote Creek in Santa Clara County

identified FYLF using Coyote Creek and its tributary for breeding and residency
(Gonsolin 2010).

California Red-legged Frog (CRLF) are known to occur within the vicinity of the
Preferred Alternative (Cottonwood Creek Wildlife Area) and the other three alternatives
area (CDFW 2019). CRLF require a variety of habitats including aquatic breeding
habitats and upland dispersal habitats. Breeding sites of the CRLF are in aquatic
habitats including pools and backwaters within streams and creeks, ponds, marshes,
springs, sag ponds, dune ponds and lagoons. Additionally, CRLF frequently breed in
artificial impoundments such as stock ponds (USFWS 2002). Breeding sites are
generally found in deep, still or slow-moving water (greater than 2.5 feet) and can have
a wide range of edge and emergent cover amounts. CRLF can breed at sites with
dense shrubby riparian or emergent vegetation, such as cattails or overhanging willows,
or can proliferate in ponds devoid of emergent vegetation and any apparent vegetative
cover (i.e., stock ponds). CRLF habitat includes nearly any area within 1 to 2 miles of a
breeding site that stays moist and cool through the summer; this includes non-breeding
aquatic habitat in pools of slow-moving streams, perennial or ephemeral ponds, and
upland sheltering habitat such as rocks, small mammal burrows, logs, densely
vegetated areas, and even man-made structures (i.e., culverts, livestock troughs,
spring-boxes, and abandoned sheds) (USFWS 2017c). Potentially significant impacts
include alteration to the natural flow regime of the adjacent streams, direct mortality
effects, and indirect negative effects by altering habitat availability and quality. CRLF
populations throughout the state have experienced ongoing and drastic declines and
many have been extirpated (Thomson et al. 2016). Habitat loss from growth of cities
and suburbs, mining, overgrazing by cattle, invasion of nonnative plants,
impoundments, water diversions, stream maintenance for flood control, degraded water
quality, and introduced predators, such as bullfrogs are the primary threats to CRLF
(Thomson et al. 2016, USFWS 2017c).

Sycamore Alluvial Woodland-The Preferred Alternative crosses over and runs parallel to
Pacheco Creek. The creek supports one of the few extant populations of sycamore
alluvial woodland, a very rare habitat type designated as G1 and S1.1 (Critically
Imperiled) under the Natureserve ranking system used in the California Natural Diversity
Data Base (CNDDB). This natural community is currently experiencing a die back as a

result of unknown factors; highlighting the need to avoid additional stressors from new
impacts.
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In addition, during normal and wet years, Pacheco Creek can support a run of
South-Central California Coast (S-CCC) Evolutionarily Significant Unit (ESU) steelhead
(Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus), currently a State Species of Special Concern (SSC)
and listed as ‘Threatened’ under the Federal Endangered Species Act. This ESU
extends from the Pajaro River south to (but not including) the Santa Maria River.

In the S-CCC ESU, steelhead inhabit the largest river basins such as the Pajaro and
Salinas Rivers and very small coastal tributaries such as those on the Big Sur Coast
(Monterey County). Both the inland and coastal runs as units are necessary for
sustaining the ESU and of the inland runs, only Uvas and Pacheco Creeks support fish
in the Pajaro drainage. The last formal estimate of inland S-CCC ESU steelhead was in
1991 and at that time there were thought to be only 200 spawners in the entire system.
The Independent Science Advisor's Report for the Santa Clara HCP/NCCP (available at
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentlD=10955&inline) recognized the
need to establish redundancy for the ESU and the importance of Pacheco Creek in
doing so.

The Pacheco run is very tenuous due to historic conditions (the run was likely episodic
rather than yearly) and current water operations from Pacheco Reservoir. Due to the
current condition of the run and its significance it is critical that care be taken to avoid
impacts entirely to Pacheco Creek, either from construction or continuing operations.

Potential Impacts to Biological Resources and Wetlands

Alkaline wetlands support varied plant communities, sometimes including rare plants
such as saline clover ( Trifolium depauperatum var. hydrophilum) which was thought to
be extinct until it was recently rediscovered. Alkaline wetlands are known to occur in

Santa Clara and Merced Counties and might be present in Alameda and San Joaquin
Counties as well.

Potential Impacts Resulting from Noise and Vibration

The potential for significant noise and vibration impacts to wildlife include but are not
limited to nest abandonment by birds nesting near train tracks, flushing of waterfowl,
disturbance that induces activity outside of normal behavioral patterns leaving species
vulnerable to predation or reducing health and vigor, and abandonment of habitat in a
species historical range. In the case of the State threatened Swainson’s hawk, which is
known to nest in trees along Henry Miller Road, nest abandonment caused by HST
travel could be a significant impact. Noise and vibration will likely have impacts to
“sensitive land uses” including CDFW’s Wildlife Areas, and other conservation lands.
These areas should be considered “sensitive land uses” to be evaluated within a
minimum 1,000-foot study area. CDFW recommends that a noise and vibration impact
study be developed that includes noise and vibration ranges expected to impact wildlife.
A noise and vibration impact study is necessary to provide sufficient information for a
robust and meaningful analysis of the proposed project by CDFW. The study should
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examine noise, below surface vibration, and surface vibration impacts on wildlife. The
study design should be approved by the CDFW and USFWS. Vibration (frequency
levels) impacts to fish migration needs to be evaluated as well.

Conclusion

In summary, the State-recommended Preferred Alternative (Alternative 4), San Jose to
Merced Section, of the HSR system has the potential to result in significant impacts to
fish and wildlife resources and the habitats on which they depend. Construction and
operation of the HSR will create barriers to wildlife movement, which may result in
potentially significant impacts to San Joaquin kit fox, hunting and public use, and wildlife
habitat linkages, and a multitude of waterfowl that travel through the Pacific Flyway.
Additionally, the proposed project may significantly impact CDFW owned and managed
lands, sensitive and listed species, and rare habitats. The construction and operation of
the HSR through the GEA and CDFW-owned lands is incompatible with the public trust
uses for which these lands were acquired by both the State of California and through its
Federal partnership .

CDFW appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Preferred Alternative to assist the
Authority Boards' decision of the Preferred Alternative based on the impacts on
biological resources.

If you have any questions regarding these comments, or would like CDFW to assist

in identification of sensitive habitat areas within the Project area, please contact
Primavera Parker, Environmental Scientist, at (559) 243-8139 for input pertaining to
Merced and Madera County portions of the Project, Brenda Blinn, Senior Environmental
Scientist Supervisor, at (707) 944-5541 for input pertaining to the Alameda, San
Francisco, San Mateo, and Santa Clara County portions of the Project.

Sincerely, ™
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Julie A. Vance
Regional Manager

s See Page Seventeen
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United States Fish and Wildlife
San Luis National Wildlife Refuge Complex
Post Office Box 1276
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Los Banos, California 93635

Nina Bicknese

United States Fish and Wildlife Service
2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, California 95825

Jessica Nadolski

State Water Resources Control Board
Division of Water Quality

1001 | Street, 15th Floor
Sacramento, California 95814

Zachary Fancher, Zachary Simmons
United States Army Corps of Engineers
Regulatory Division, Sacramento District
1325 J Street, Suite 1350

Sacramento, California 95814-2922

Matt Scroggins, Debra Mahnke

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board
Fresno Office

1685 E Street

Fresno, California 93706

Ric Ortega, Ellen Wehr
Grasslands Water District
200 West Willmott Avenue
Los Banos, California 93635
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Brian Kelly, Chief Executive Officer
California High Speed Rail Authority
770 L Street, Suite 620

Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: High-Speed Rail Preferred Alternatives in Northern California
Dear Mr. Kelly,

The Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board (JPB) appreciates the ongoing, collaborative
effort our agencies are engaged in to plan for the successful development and
operation of a Blended System in the San Francisco Bay Area. The Authority’s
completion of project-level environmental clearance describing the infrastructure
needed to introduce High Speed Rail operations into the Bay Area is an important step
in this ongoing process and we congratulate the Authority on reaching the important
milestone of identifying Preferred Alternatives for high-speed rail in the areas it has
defined as the “San Francisco to San Jose” and “San Jose to Merced” project sections.

This letter serves both to indicate Calirain’s concurrence with the staff recommendation
at this stage in the Authority's environmental process as well as to affirm our perspective
that significant further planning and agreement between our agencies will be required
to successfully advance the implementation of the Blended System in the Bay Area. This
letter briefly describes Caltrain’s rationale for our concurrence with the staff selection of
a Preferred Alternative in each project section and highlights areas where we
anficipate that additional coordination and discussions will be required. Please note
that this letter is narrowly focused on the Authority’s selection of Preferred Alternatives
from among the options studied in each project segment and is not intended to
provide a detailed assessment or comment on the Authority’s overall plans. We
anticipate writing a more comprehensive comment letter at such time as the full draft
environmental documents for the “San Francisco to San Jose” and "San Jose to
Merced" segments are released.

In the “San Francisco to San Jose” project section, which includes the majority of the
JPB-owned corridor, our teams have worked for the last several years to jointly evaluate
various service plan and passing track options. Based on that analysis, we are in
agreement with the Authority that prototypical blended service plans similar to those
previously studied as part of the Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project EIR/EIS, and
included in the “baseline” scenario of our Business Plan, can be operated on the
mainline infrastructure included in “Alternative A” of the Authority’s environmental
analysis (infrastructure that assumes no new mainline passing tracks).
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We note, however, that the Caltrain Business Plan has demonstrated that additional
infrastructure, including passing tracks, may be needed both in order to expand rail
service over time as well as to allow for the operation of a wider range of alternative
blended service patterns on the corridor. As the corridor owner and manager, Caltrain
anticipates the Authority’s full support and participation in the process of planning for
and implementing future passing fracks and overtakes that may be used in Blended
operations. These ongoing collaborative efforts will lead to the processes and
agreements by which the implementation and operation of both systems’
improvements can proceed apace.

In the “San Jose to Merced” project section, we are supportive of the Authority’s
selection of Alternative 4 as the Preferred Alternative as that is the only alternative that
helps expand the electrification of the Caltrain service south of Tamien Station to Gilroy.
The Business Plan considers the electrification of this corridor and the provision of
improved service to South San Jose and the rest of Southern Santa Clara County as a
significant priority for the railroad and we appreciate that the design of Alternative 4
has been developed in a way that would make that service possible.

While we are supportive of the selection of Alternative 4 for the reason indicated
above, we do note that this alternative has significant and complicated implications for
the blended operations of both High Speed Rail and Caltrain systems from CP Coast in
Santa Clara, through the Diridon Station and south to Gilroy. This southward extension
of the blended system is a significant departure from many aspects of the planning and
agreement work undertaken previously by our agencies. We look forward to
continuing discussions and analysis related to this alternative, both within the context of
the Authority's environmental process as well as in relation to ongoing negotiations
between the State and the Union Pacific Railroad, the Diridon Integrated Station
Concept Plan, and our own process of interagency planning and agreements.

Since the landmark agreement in 2012 that set us on the path to develop a blended
system, significant investment from the High Speed Rail Authority as well as from our
other regional, state and federal partners is already helping transform our corridor and
service through the Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project. We again congratulate
the Authority on its designation of preferred alternatives for the San Francisco to San
Jose and San Jose to Merced Segments, and we look forward to continued partnership
between our organizations as we move forward in planning shared investments and
delivering enhanced rail service to our customers, our communities, our region and our
state.

cc:  Boris Lipkin
Michelle Bouchard
Sebastian Petty
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August 27, 2019

Mr. Brian Kelly
Chief Executive Officer
California High-Speed Rail Authority (HSRA)

Attn: Mr. Boris Lipkin

Northern California Regional Director
100 Paseo de San Antonio, Suite 300
San José, California 95113

Re: City of Gilroy Comments on High Speed Rail Preferred Alignment Option

Dear Mr. Kelly,

Thank you for your presentation of the High Speed Rail (HSR) preferred alignment alternative at our August
19, 2019 City Council Meeting. Of the four alternatives presented, the City believes the preferred blended-at-
grade alignment within the existing Union Pacific Rail Road (UPRR) right-of-way (Alternative 4) presents the
least amount of impacts to property and businesses, and will likely cause less disruption during construction;
however, the City does have some concerns that need to be addressed as provided below:

1.

Noise — The City understands that trains need to blow their horn at every at-grade crossing. The
Authority needs to make every effort to reduce noise impacts including the establishment of “Quiet
Zones” at the at-grade crossing locations. To the extent possible, the city is interested in working with
HSRA in this effort.

Safety — Flow of vehicular and pedestrian traffic across the rail right-of-way. Please make sure
appropriate improvements are incorporated to ensure safe crossings for vehicles, pedestrians and
bicyclists.

Fire Station Access and Response Times — The future number of trains in the corridor will cause an
excessive amount of gate down time. How will this affect the Fire Department response times? Please
conduct a study (or update the current Standard of Cover study), to make sure the Fire Department
response times are satisfied.

Historic Buildings on the West Side of Rail — Downtown Gilroy has historic buildings on the west side
of the UPRR right-of-way. Please modify the plans accordingly so as to minimize impact to historic
buildings on the west side of the rail right-of-way.

Impacts to Private Properties — When will High Speed Rail be able to identify the properties that will be
affected by the preferred alignment, and the extent of the impacts? When will there be outreach to those
affected property owners?



10.

11.

12.

Graffiti — Who will be responsible for the graffiti abatement on the new HSR structures? What is the
expected response time when graffiti is reported?

Maintenance of the New HSR Station — Who will be responsible for maintenance and upkeep of the new
High Speed Rail Station and surrounding area?

Downtown Parking Impacts — Parking is already scarce in the downtown area and it is expected that the
preferred alignment will result in the loss of parking in the downtown. What is HSRA’s solution to the
impact of parking in the Downtown? HSRA needs to perform a study to identify the impacts and
mitigation measures for loss of parking.

Staff Participation — Please continue to engage the City of Gilroy staff in the process as HSRA continues
the development of the plan and its implementation.

Area Placement Grant — It’s our understanding that HSRA paid for the City of San Jose to design the
San Jose station (or elements of the station) and surrounding amenities. The City of Gilroy is requesting
grant funding to allow the City to lead the efforts to design the new High Speed Rail Station.

Traffic Impacts (Leavesley) — The Leavesley Road crossing is a major entry to the City of Gilroy and
would be heavily impacted by an at-grade alternative, with multiple gate-down conditions within an
hour. A traffic study is needed to determine the impacts, and potential mitigations, to address potential
traffic impacts of the project at this significant intersection. The City would be open to the discussion of
a physical grade separation at this location if alternative mitigations are not feasible.

Traffic Impacts (Downtown) — The project is proposing to close the intersection of Seventh
Street/Monterey Road. This will likely cause local traffic impacts to the Downtown and the surrounding
area. A traffic study is needed to identify impacts and determine any necessary mitigation to address
traffic congestion resulting from the closure of Seventh Street.

We look forward to your responses to the above comments.

Thank you for your consideration. We look forward to working with the High-Speed Rail Authority on this

project.

Sincere

Roland
Mayor,

ly,

Velasco
City of Gilroy
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CITY OF MORGAN HILL
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES CENTER

17575 Peak Avenue Morgan Hill CA 95037 (408) 778-6480 Fax (408) 779-7236
Website Address: www.morgan-hill.ca.gov

August 21, 2019

To: Boris Lipkin

Northern California Regional Director
California High Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA)
100 Paseo de San Antonio, #206

San Jose, CA 95113

RE: CHSRA STAFF RECOMMENDED PREFERRED ALIGNMENT
Dear Mr. Lipkin:

On behalf of the City of Morgan Hill, we would like to comment on the CHSRA staff identified
Preferred Alignment as it relates to the Morgan Hill section within the San Jose to Merced segment of
the proposed High Speed Rail (HSR) system.

The City of Morgan Hill has previously requested that the CHSRA consider using the Highway 101
right-of-way for the placement of the HSR system. While this continues to be the City’s preference,
we would like to provide feedback regarding HSR’s staff recommended Preferred Alignment and hope
CHSRA takes these comments into consideration.

Alternative 4 - Blended, At-Grade Alignment

The blended, at-grade alignment (Alternative 4) uses the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) right-of-way
(ROW) and proposes to share this ROW with Caltrain and UPRR. This Alternative assumes
electrification of the tracks, reconstruction of the Downtown Caltrain Station to add a second platform
and the elimination of the at-grade pedestrian crossing. Alternative 4 reduces the train speed to 110
mph through Morgan Hill and provides for Quad Gates and other necessary infrastructure to improve
crossings safety and qualify for Quiet Zones. Alternative 4 suggests a maximum capacity of 16 trains
per hour during peak hours (north and southbound) and eight trains per hour during off-peak hours
(north and southbound). Given that Alternative 4, as proposed, does not provide for any grade
separations, it would significantly impact emergency response times within the City. Based on these
assumptions, please consider the following comments during the engineering and design of the HSR
project:

1. TRAFFIC CIRCULATION AND EMERGENCY RESPONSE TIME IMPACTS

Morgan Hill has been developing at a steady rate of 2% with much of that development
occurring along the UPRR corridor. Additionally, the grade crossings on East Dunne Avenue

1



and Tennant Avenue currently experience some of the highest average daily volumes along the
Caltrain Corridor!. The proposed number of HSR trains along the UPRR corridor will severely
impact traffic circulation and emergency response time in Morgan Hill without providing grade
separations at these two crossings. The HSR trains alone equate to approximately one train
every four minutes during peak hours, and one train every seven and one-half minutes during
off peak hours. Without grade separations at the East Dunne Avenue and Tennant Avenue
crossings, the proposed HSR train activity would effectively divide the City and impact both
traffic circulation and emergency vehicle response times significantly within the City. We urge
the Authority to 1) reduce the maximum number of trains proposed along the corridor;
2) include grade separations as a mitigation to emergency vehicle response time due to
gate-down time, and; 3) include staffing, operational costs and capital costs of new fire
stations, and the deployment of an integrated traffic control system for the City traffic
signal network.

2. CALTRAIN SERVICE

South Santa Clara County needs public transit solutions for this growing area of the region.
We must work to provide adequate service to Morgan Hill and neighboring communities. As
you well know, communities south of San Jose are growing at a faster rate than other
communities in the Bay Area, providing housing for the growing Bay Area workforce.
Highway 101 is no longer a viable commuting option as it is severely congested during the
morning and evening commute hours. Local streets including Monterey Road and Hale Avenue
are bearing the brunt of this congestion and have become regional transportation corridors.
Needless to say, without regional funding to manage the traffic related impacts to these
roadways.

The 2040 Caltrain Business Plan recommends increased service to South County within an
electrified system and in conjunction with HSR. We recognize that electrification of the system
is important for the long-term viability of Caltrain service to Morgan Hill. The City of Morgan
Hill supports electrification of the corridor and increased Caltrain service. Morgan Hill needs
increased public transit service now. We want to ensure that nothing in the CHSRA project
impedes, delays, or prohibits incremental improvements to Caltrain service to South Santa
Clara County. We request that the CHSRA Draft EIR for the San Jose to Merced Project
consider the additional Caltrain service proposed in the 2040 Caltrain Business Plan and
be evaluated within the EIR study for environmental clearance for this section of the
blended system.

3. STATION PLANNING

Alternative 4 impacts the Downtown Morgan Hill Caltrain station and requires the addition of
a second platform and grade separation of the pedestrian crossing. The City of Morgan Hill

! Caltrain’s “Grade Crossing Hazard Analysis Final Report” September 2015 and VTA’s “Consolidated Safety
Study for Caltrain in Santa Clara County.”
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requests the immediate attention of Caltrain, High Speed Rail, and Valley Transportation
Authority (VTA) to engage on the planning of the Caltrain Station so the City can best plan for
the future Transit Station and adjacent sites (sites that would be impacted by these
improvements). Regardless of what agency (High Speed Rail or Caltrain) causes the
improvements to the Station, we all will benefit by working together to develop and design
solutions for the Morgan Hill Downtown station. This work cannot wait. Therefore, we
request that CHSRA staff begin a Morgan Hill Downtown Station planning effort in
collaboration with Caltrain, VTA, and City of Morgan Hill staff.

We take this opportunity to remind CHSRA of the City of Morgan Hill’s “guiding principles” that the
City Council adopted in response to the High Speed Rail project. We ask that these principles be
considered and taken into account during the decision of selecting the preferred alignment in Morgan
Hill:

Principle No. 1—Avoid residential, school, and commercial impacts by using existing public right-of-
way.

Principle No. 2—The most advanced engineering and design solutions should be used to address the
real-life issues of constructing California’s most ambitious public works project in existing urban
centers.

Principle No. 3—Ensure economic vitality for the City, its residents, and businesses during and after
construction.

Principle No. 4—Use HSR to bring benefit to the community by providing telecommunications
infrastructure, recycled water, Wi-Fi and public art, among others.

Principle No. 5—Construction should occur sequentially from the Central Valley to San Jose.
The City of Morgan Hill appreciates CHSRA's careful review and consideration of our comments. If

you have any questions, please contact Edith Ramirez, Director of Economic Development, at
Edith.Ramirez@morganhill.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

AT

Christina Turner
City Manager, City of Morgan Hill

CC: Morgan Hill City Council, Congresswoman Zoe Lofgren, Assembly Member Robert Rivas,
Senator Bill Monning, Caltrain Board, and VTA Board
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SAN JOSE Department of Transportation

CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY

JOHN RISTOW — DIRECTOR
August 22,2019

Chair Lenny Mendonca and CEO Brian Kelly
California High-Speed Rail Authority

770 L Street, Suite 620

Sacramento, CA 95814

SUBJECT: Identification of the Preliminary Preferred Alternative in High-Speed Rail’s Draft EIR
Dear Chair Mendonca and CEO Kelly:

The City of San Jose continues to support the planning and development of California’s High Speed Rail
system as an integral backbone of the Statewide rail network. The development of High-Speed Rail
(HSR) across the State, and through Silicon Valley, is essential for our regional and local efforts to
improve and connect the passenger rail network in the Bay Area with the economic centers of the Central
Valley and Southern California. In addition, we want to acknowledge that the Authority has made
important efforts to reduce the breadth of impact of the high speed rail project across numerous parts of
San José. The identification of Alternative 4 as the State’s Preferred Alternative resolves multiple
concerns with the impacts of other alternatives on San José. The City continues to have significant
concerns with the scope and potential impacts of Alternative 4, including grade crossings, and alignment
with joint planning efforts at Diridon Station and throughout San José.

On August 20", the San José City Council adopted several positions regarding High-Speed Rail. Please
find attached the memo authored by Mayor Liccardo and Councilmembers: Sergio Jimenez, District 2,
Raul Peralez, District 3, Dev Davis, District 6, and Maya Esparza, District 7 and adopted unanimously by
the City Council. Also attached is City staff report accepted by the City Council. We ask that these City
positions be acknowledged and taken into consideration as the High-Speed Rail Authority weighs the
selection of a preliminary preferred alternative, as the alternative designs are further refined and
combined throughout the EIR process, and as the HSR Authority Board makes policy and funding
decisions and commitments, both within and outside of the environmental process.

ector, Department of Transportation
in.Ristow(@sanjoseca.gov
408-793-6942

200 East Santa Clara Street, San José, CA 95113 tel (408) 535-3850 fax (408)292-6090
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SAN JOSE Memorandum

CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY

TO: CITY COUNCIL FROM: Mayor Sam Liccardo
Councilmember Sergio Jimenez
Councilmember Raul Peralez
Councilmember Dev Davis
Councilmember Maya Esparza

SUBJECT: CALIFORNIA HIGH SPEED DATE: August 16,2019
RAIL UDPATE

Approved‘ ' “ ) Daté ; ) M/
- . \ @"%A a&@ﬂ‘fu’r\ﬂ

RECOMMENDATION

Accept the staff report and direct the City Manager and Mayor to communicate the following
City Council position to California High Speed Rail staff and the Authority Board when they
convene in San José on September 17th:

1. That the City’s support for the project depends upon the California High Speed Rail
Authority’s willingness to integrate a feasible alternative alignment recommended by the
Diridon Integrated Station Concept (DISC) Plan planning process into a supplemental
environmental impact statement and environmental impact report.

2. That High Speed Rail (HSR) must fully grade-separate train and vehicular/pedestrian
traffic at key San José locations, including Auzerais, West Virginia, Branham, Skyway,
and Chynoweth. To that end:

a. Restate the Council commitment to minimize negative impacts to the
Gregory/Gardner/North Willow Glen neighborhoods by fully developing and
evaluating the alignment over 280/87. '

b. If what emerges from the DISC process does not include a viaduct over 280/87,
then, at a minimum, separate train traffic at Auzerais and West Virginia south of
Diridon Station, and provide infrastructure improvements to mitigate noise and
neighborhood impacts.

c. Affirm the City’s role in advocating for grade separations, infrastructure
improvements, and a development plan that mitigates unfavorable impacts to the
neighborhoods and residents along the Monterey Corridor.




COUNCIL AGENDA

August 20, 2019

Subject: California High Speed Rail Update
Page 2

d. Direct staff to formally submit the final results and analysis of the City’s
Feasibility Study on grade separations to HSR, and continue to build on this work
through the Rail Corridor Planning process.

3. That HSR remain engaged in the DISC process and the subsequent Rail Corridor Plan
work, including efforts to identify funding and make necessary changes during HSR
environmental and design processes to accommodate the station plan and grade
separations.

DISCUSSION

San José’s growth and quality of life depends on the expansion of rail capacity, but it matters
enormously how that rail is designed, engineered, constructed, and ultimately operated. We have
monitored with great interest the process that California High Speed Rail (CAHSR) has done to
reach the recently announced Preliminary Preferred Alternative (PPA), and we appreciate the
multifaceted benefits of this complex project. Nonetheless, we remain steadfastly in support of
our community’s priorities, rooted in reasonable concerns for safety and neighborhood welfare.
We shared the following priorities on January 30, 2019, with the Diridon Station Joint Policy
Advisory Board, the interagency public body addressing current and future rail issues in San José
converging at Diridon Station:

e Grade Separations: With future service increases, many more passenger trains will be
operating at rapid speeds through our City. Experience throughout the country and the
world show that grade separations are the only way such volumes can operate safely,
reliably, and compatibly with surrounding communities. Designing and building grade
separations should remain strongly at the forefront of all discussions and be included as a
project cost.

e Monterey Corridor: All existing rail alignments along Monterey Road should be highly
sensitive to residential properties, and pedestrian and traffic safety. The latter is essential
to mitigate the increased number of trains along the corridor.

e Highway 280/87 Overpass Alignment: Any future rail alignments should prioritize
developing an alternative that avoids the Gardner/North Willow Glen community, such as
going along the Highway 280/87 overpass. The only fair process is one that thoroughly
vets and includes a full evaluation of options including at least one alternative that does
not penetrate the Gardner/North Willow Glen neighborhoods.

e “San José’s Grand Central” Station: Rail alignments should enable development of a
significant transit center at Diridon Station that will facilitate the convergence of multiple
lines, seamless passenger experience, and the multi-modal needs of the entire region.

It is no surprise that we are deeply concerned about CAHSR’s recommendation for alternative
#4, which is counterintuitive to all the concerns that our community has voiced through the
public process. Alternative #4 leaves open potential risks to life safety with a lackluster
proposition of quad gates and subjecting existing residential neighborhoods to impacts from an
unprecedented volume of high speed trains.
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We understand the CAHSR must continue to press forward with their PPA considering the
timelines established under federal funding provisions, but the door for dialogue and
improvement of the project design must remain open — and transparent. We strongly expect that
by participating in the DISC and the Rail Corridor Plan, CAHSR will ensure that the
recommendations that emerge from those efforts can be feasibly integrated into the project’s
environmental process and final design.

Brown Act Disclaimer

The signers of this memorandum have not had, and will not have, any private conversation with
any other member of the City Council, or that member’s staff, concerning any action discussed
in the memorandum, and that each signer’s staff members have not had, and have been
instructed not to have, any such conversation with any other member of the City Council or that
member’s staff.
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TO: HONORABLE MAYOR AND FROM: John Ristow
CITY COUNCIL
SUBJECT: HIGH-SPEED RAIL DATE: August 5, 2019
STAFF RECOMMENDED
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Approved b. ‘DS“' L_, Date 3 ‘1 4 ho‘

COUNCIL DISTRICTS: 2,3,6,7, & 10

RECOMMENDATION

Accept the staff report and presentations on the California High-Speed Rail Authority staff’s
recommendation for the State’s Preferred Alternative for the San José to Merced Project Section,
and approve the following City of San José priorities: (1) Adherence/Alignment with the Diridon
Integrated Station Concept Plan outcomes, and (2) Grade Separations.

OUTCOME

Provide city staff analysis to the City Council on the California High-Speed Rail Authority
staff’s recommendation for the State’s Preferred Alternative.

BACKGROUND

Approximately 21 miles of the California High-Speed Rail (HSR) project is within San José City
limits, extending from the Santa Clara Caltrain station in the north along the Caltrain line
through Diridon Station, Tamien Station, Communications Hill, and along Monterey Corridor
through South San José and Coyote Valley. San José is included under the San José to Merced
Project Section which is currently under environmental analysis with a planned release of the
Draft Environmental Impact Report / Statement (EIR/S) in December 2019 and the Final EIR/S
in November 2020.

The City of San José has supported the HSR project, and city staff have worked with HSR staff
and consultants for over a decade to explore the benefits and impacts of various alternatives
through San José. Previous City Council actions included:

e 2007: The Mayor advocated to the HSR Authority Board for an HSR alignment through
San José via Pacheco Pass.
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e 2010: The Mayor requested HSR continue studying the underground option at Diridon.

e 2016: The City Manager requested increased investment in Diridon, and transparency and
collaboration in evaluating new alternatives.

e 2017: The Mayor requested an extension of the timeline for the enhanced San José
Community Working Group and the HSR Staff Recommended Preferred Alternative.

e 2018: The Mayor requested HSR incorporate the City Generated Option (CGO) into the
range of alternatives, hold off on identifying a preliminary preferred alternative, and
consider separating out the Pacheco Pass segment from the San José to Merced Project
Section (Attachment 1).

e 2018: The Mayor and City Manager requested HSR develop the CGOs, plan for
significant investment at Diridon, and align the environmental schedule with the Diridon
Integrated Station Concept plan (DISC) (Attachment 2).

Particularly in the last twelve months, the City, VTA, Caltrain, and HSR staff have been
collaboratively engaged regarding various concepts for rail in the City, including some from the
CGOs. Some elements of the CGOs are under study through the DISC process (e.g. raising all
tracks at Diridon Station) and the Caltrain Business Plan (e.g. relocating the Caltrain
maintenance facility). The Rail Corridor Plan (RCP) will consolidate coordinated rail planning
efforts among the various partner agencies, and is also agendized for discussion at the August
20" City Council meeting.

On July 2, 2019, HSR staff released the staff-recommended State’s Preferred Alternative for the
San José to Merced Project Section, and are conducting outreach through July and August,
including presentations to the San José-Morgan Hill Technical Working Groups, San José
Community Working Group, and Open Houses. HSR staff will present the staff recommendation
to their Board on September 17, 2019 along with the feedback they have received. The Board
will give HSR staff direction for which alternative to identify as the State’s Preferred Alternative
(PA) in the Draft EIR/S. HSR staff will collect comments on the Draft EIR/S in the subsequent
‘45-day comment period. Identifying the State’s Preferred Alternative is the last key input for the
Draft EIR/S but is not a final decision on final design or construction.

The range consists of four alternatives in the San José to Merced Project Section (essentially
three different alternatives in San José because Alternative 3 is the same as either Alternative 1
or 2 within San Jos¢).

e Alternative 1- Viaduct to Downtown Gilroy: HSR trains run on exclusive tracks
including a viaduct station at Diridon, viaduct to I-880 from Diridon, viaduct over I-
280/87 from Diridon to Almaden Rd, at-grade from Almaden Rd through
Communications Hill, and viaduct in the median down Monterey Rd.

e Alternative 2- Embankment to Downtown Gilroy: HSR trains run on exclusive tracks
including a viaduct station at Diridon, viaduct to the northern city limit, viaduct over I-
280/87 from Diridon to Almaden Rd, at-grade from Almaden Rd through
Communications Hill, and at-grade/low embankment adjacent to the Union Pacific
Railroad (UPRR) corridor down Monterey Rd.
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e Alternative 3- Viaduct to East Gilroy: same as Alternative 2 in the north; same as
Alternative 1 on Monterey Rd.

e Alternative 4- Blended At-Grade to Downtown Gilroy: HSR and Caltrain trains share
tracks at-grade, largely within the existing rail corridor owned by Caltrain and UPRR.

HSR staff are recommending Alternative 4 - Blended At-Grade to Downtown Gilroy as the

Staff-Recommended State’s Preferred Alternative. This memorandum focuses on providing
an overview of Alternative 4 and City staff analysis of its benefits and impacts.

ANALYSIS

Brief Overview of Alternative 4

Alternative 4 proposes a blended system within San José limits. This means that HSR trains use
the Caltrain/UPRR railroad corridor, including tracks, power, and other equipment and facilities,
predominantly within existing rail right-of-way. In the Monterey corridor, this alternative is
contingent on successful negotiations between the State of California (HSR and the California
State Transportation Agency) and UPRR. More features of Alternative 4 are summarized below
based on a review of the preliminary plans that HSR staff have shared.

At Diridon:
e Lengthens and raises the height of two platforms to accommodate HSR trains
e Adds two overhead pedestrian crossings for additional access to all platforms
¢ Makes minimal changes to reconfigure parking and bus facilities

North of Diridon:
e Adds a fourth mainline track for UPRR (extends it north from Diridon)
e The addition of a fourth track results in a sliver of property impacts on the east side of the
railroad corridor from Santa Clara St to just north of Taylor St!
e Reconstructs College Park Caltrain platform

South of Diridon:
e Adds a third mainline track (extends it south from the Los Gatos Creek bridge)

The addition of a third track results in property impacts':
—  On the west side of the railroad corridor to the north and south of Auzerais Ave
— To two residential properties in the Gardner/N. Willow Glen neighborhood

e Uses retaining walls to minimize impacts to Fuller Park

e Installs additional