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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Comment Letter #1 – California Department of Fish and Game 

NOTE:  The following responses were prepared in close consultation with California Department of Fish 
and Game (CDFG) staff.  CDFG staff have reviewed these responses to ensure that they satisfactorily 
addressed their concerns. 

1-1 A complete assessment of habitats, fauna and flora within and adjacent to the project area was 
completed for the Draft EIR.  Existing biological resources in the potential area of impact are 
summarized in the Draft EIR and further details are available in the following public documents, 
which were mailed to Corinne Gray of CDFG in Yountville: 

• SMART Biological Technical Report; 
• Wetlands report including aerial photos and mapped wetland types; 
• Site assessment and survey results reports for the California red-legged frog; 
• Site assessment report and habitat maps for the California tiger salamander. 

These detailed reports provided the basis for the analysis in the Draft EIR, but because of the 
length of the project corridor, information was necessarily summarized in the Draft EIR.  Sufficient 
detail is in the Draft EIR to adequately determine impact significance and identify mitigation 
measures, based on a “worst-case” area of disturbance.  The type, quantity and general location 
of habitats and sensitive species are provided in the DEIR.  Maps with all vegetation types are 
available on CDs that are part of the project record. Wildlife and plant records from California 
Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB 2003 and updated 2006) are included in the project record.  
CNDDB wildlife occurrences are also printed on quad maps and are part of the project record. 
A set of these maps was provided to CDFG on April 5, 2006. 

1-2 Wetlands impacts are detailed in the DEIR in Table 3.9-6 and Impact BR-5; indirect and direct 
construction-related impacts are detailed in the DEIR in Impact BR-2. Cumulative impacts were 
determined to be less than significant with implementation of mitigation measures. 

Mitigation measures BR-2a, 2b and 2c detail mitigation for construction-related impacts on wet-
lands.  Mitigation measures BR-5a and BR-5b address mitigation of impacts on wetlands through 
a minimum of 1:1 replacement and restoration.  This requirement has been further clarified to 
explain that higher ratios (i.e. 3:1) would be appropriate for off-site mitigation of fill of high-quality 
wetlands such as vernal pools or coastal salt marsh. See Chapter 4 of this FEIR for revised text 
of Mitigation Measure BR-5a. 

In general, the proposed project has been designed to avoid and minimize impacts on individual 
wetland sites; however, development of the bicycle/pedestrian pathway along portions of the rail 
right-of-way (ROW) would result in the loss of wetland resources on one side of the tracks.  The 
proposed pathway avoids impacts on the majority of these wetlands and on the wetlands determined 
to have the highest habitat value.  However, placement of the pathway within and adjacent to the 
ROW would remove small amounts of wetland plant communities and alter local drainage pat-
terns.  For example, vernal pools occur within the SMART corridor between Santa Rosa and 
Windsor along both sides of the rail line, and additional potential habitat for vernal pool plant 
species was identified on railroad margins within the Santa Rosa Plain (MP 46.8 to MP 65.1).  
The construction of the bikeway would remove up to 0.4 acre of vernal pool habitat.  The per-
manent losses of wetland resources would occur with several other elements of the proposed 
project as well, including track work, station construction, bridge upgrades and, possibly, main-
tenance facility development.  Section 3.9.6 of the DEIR (page 3-174) notes that freshwater 
seasonal wetlands, largely functioning as drainage ditches, parallel portions of the railroad grade.  
When the raised railroad grade was originally constructed many years ago, it created a hydro-
logic barrier.  Over time, and in combination with adjacent development, water has been concen-
trated to the rail ROW on one or both sides. 
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The permanent loss of wetland resources was estimated based on the preliminary design concepts 
for the SMART facilities, and the following conservative methodology was used for determining 
the area of impact, as detailed in Section 3.9.5 of the DEIR: 

• For segments of the corridor with the proposed bicycle/pedestrian pathway: the entire side 
of the corridor containing the bicycle/pedestrian pathway, from the centerline of the track to 
the outer edge of the right-of-way or outer edge of the bicycle/pedestrian pathway footprint, 
whichever is greater; 

Impacted acres in the DEIR represent the worst-case scenario. The final design for these facilities 
could avoid some site-specific wetland resources.  The estimated loss of wetland resources for 
each of the rail alternatives by wetland type was provided.  Based on the preliminary project 
design, the loss of wetlands has been estimated at 28.8 and 23.3 acres for the proposed project 
and Minimum Operable Segment (MOS) alternative, respectively (see Table 6.5-1 of the Bio-
logical Technical Report).  The loss of other Waters of the U.S. has been estimated at 2.9 and 
1.6 acres, respectively; and the loss of riparian habitat has been estimated at 5.3 and 1.5 acres 
for each of these alternatives, respectively.  Loss of wetland resources may be less than these 
estimates depending on final designs and construction methods. 

The placement of fill into wetlands would require coordination with the ACOE and RWQCB under 
Sections 404 and 401 of the Clean Water Act; and BCDC and CDFG under state law.  Many of 
the wetlands, particularly the freshwater seasonal wetlands (ditches) are isolated and not subject 
to ACOE jurisdiction. 

To date, it has not been determined which of the 180 wetlands polygons mapped in the SMART 
corridor are “isolated” and not subject to jurisdiction under the federal Clean Water Act admin-
istered under the Army Corps of Engineers.  “Isolated” wetlands (intrastate, isolated, non-navigable 
waters) in the SMART corridor will be determined prior to Corps permitting.  Many of the coastal 
freshwater seasonal wetlands in the SMART corridor are seasonal ditches that ARE isolated 
wetlands.  Coastal freshwater seasonal ditches account for about 80% of all wetlands areas that 
could be affected by the project (Table 3.9-6).  The State does has jurisdiction over isolated 
wetlands, and all impacts on isolated wetlands will be mitigated to less than significant. 

1-3 SMART engineering plans are in the preliminary design phase and therefore details are not 
available to identify specific trees that would be affected by the project, although the worst-case 
area of disturbance has been identified.  Mitigation Measure BR-6 addresses the intent to con-
duct a tree survey prior to implementing the project when final engineering design is completed.  
Furthermore, SMART will comply with all local tree protection ordinances and make adjustments 
in the final design of the bicycle/pedestrian pathway to minimize tree removal. 

The vegetation type oak woodland has been mapped along the entire SMART corridor. Much of 
the oak woodland is oak savannah; therefore, not all impacts to this type would affect oak trees.  
Approximately 15 acres of oak woodland type were mapped that would potentially be permanently 
affected under the proposed project.  Approximately 5.9 acres of oak woodland would be affected 
under the MOS Alternative. This estimate is based on the conservative assessment methodology 
detailed in Section 3.9.5 of the DEIR, which represents a worst-case scenario. 

Impact BR-8 is revised to clarify that far less than 15 acres of oak trees would be removed.  Oak 
woodlands are interspersed with riparian communities and developed/disturbed areas along the 
corridor.  Tree density of this vegetation type through the ROW ranges from sparse to dense, 
with higher densities occurring on more mesic sites such as north-facing slopes and ravines.  In 
sparse oak woodland, few trees would be affected.  Under current maintenance of the rail right-
of-way, trees and other vegetation are routinely treated (Biological Technical Report, page 5-8).  
Few large oaks currently encroach the ROW, and even fewer are actually rooted in the ROW.  
For the few oaks that would be affected, Mitigation Measure BR-6 in the DEIR would mitigate 
impacts to less than significant. 
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Details of monitoring replaced trees will be included in the oak tree restoration plan, which will be 
prepared and approved prior to implementation of the project.  Monitoring shall be for a period of 
10 years. 

Mitigation Measure BR-6 is expanded to address mitigation for both individual oak trees and oak 
tree habitat. The revision is based on additional input provided by CDFG on May 19, 2006. 

1-4 Botanical assessment and surveys were conducted for the entire project area.  Dates and infor-
mation about surveyors is provided in section 4.2 of the Biological Technical Report. A field sur-
vey of the SMART rail line was conducted in 2003: 

• May 13-15 (MP 41.4–56.5) 
• May 20-23 (MP 56.5–72.2, MP 23.0–36.4) 
• June 17-18 (MP 74.0–79.2) 
• June 23-24 (MP 79.2–86.0) 
• June 30-July 1 (Novato to Petaluma River crossing) 
• July 24-25 (Port Sonoma right of way, now excluded from Project Area) 

Surveys also included the proposed improvement locations (San Rafael Civic Center, Gallinas 
Creek siding, Gallinas Creek drawbridge, Novato South, Novato North, Ignacio siding, Burdell 
siding, Petaluma Bridge, Rainer Avenue Station, Park siding, East Cotati Avenue Station, 
Rohnert Park Expressway Station, Golf Course Drive Station, Bellevue Avenue Station, South 
Santa Rosa siding, Jennings Station, North Santa Rosa siding, Sonoma Airport Station, Windsor 
siding, Windsor Station, Russian River Bridge, Healdsburg Station, and Lytton siding) and salt 
marsh along the Port Sonoma ROW.  The survey area was the existing railroad ROW averaging 
approximately 60 feet in width.  Proposed stations at San Quentin, Larkspur and Port Sonoma 
were not known at the time of survey and therefore not surveyed.  Subsequently, San Quentin 
and Port Sonoma were eliminated from further analysis.  The Larkspur station site is in an urban 
area and does not contain any habitat value.  Winzler & Kelly botanists Gary Lester and Holly 
Taylor conducted these surveys.  The field botanists are qualified to conduct rare plant surveys. 
They have at a minimum an undergraduate degree in Biology with emphasis in Botany and have 
received training in recognition of the local flora and in rare plant identification and survey protocol. 

The SMART survey area topographic maps, aerial photography, and the Santa Rosa Plain Vernal 
Pool Ecosystem Preservation Plan (1995) were consulted prior to and during the survey to 
determine potential sensitive species occurrence.  The Santa Rosa Plain Alton Lane Mitigation 
Bank was also used as a reference site. 

The surveys were conducted following protocol developed by James Nelson for the California 
Department of Fish and Game (DFG 2000).  An intuitively controlled, seasonally appropriate 
survey was conducted that surveyed potential habitats.  Plants were identified to the lowest 
taxonomic level (genus or species) necessary for rare plant identification.  The scientific nomen-
clature follows the Jepson Manual (Hickman 1993). 

Of the species included in Table 3.9-3 of the DEIR, the focused botanical survey identified 
potential habitat only for those species detailed in the following text.  Within the project corridor, 
a single vernal pool occurs south of Windsor between Shiloh Road and Aviation Boulevard (MP 
60.7) and several pools occur north of Santa Rosa between Fulton Road and Dennis Lane (MP 
57.6–57.9).  Additional details on special status plants are on DEIR page 3-162.  All species 
encountered were identified and are shown by habitat type in Appendix A of the Biological 
Technical Report. 

Impact BR-10 in the DEIR is revised to highlight that no federal- or State- listed plant species 
were observed during seasonally timed rare plant surveys in 2003. 

Because the project may not be implemented in the next 4 years, protocol surveys for special-
status plants would be supplemented at a later date.  Surveys completed for this EIR are suffi-
cient to determine the likelihood of impacts on special-status plants.  As stated in Mitigation 
Measure 8a, protocol surveys for Sonoma sunshine, Burke’s goldfields, Sebastopol meadowfoam, 
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and many-flowered navarretia would begin three years prior to project construction activities that 
could affect vernal pool habitats.  For other sensitive plant species, plant surveys shall be con-
ducted pursuant to protocols established in consultation with appropriate agencies.  As stated in 
Mitigation Measure BR-8b, any potential impacts on sensitive plant species “would necessitate 
consultation with CDFG and/or USFWS and mitigation meeting the resource agency requirements.” 

Impact BR-10 and mitigation measures BR-8a and BR-8b are expanded to provide additional 
details based on input provided by CDFG on May 19, 2006.  These details address follow-up 
plant surveys, CDFG concurrence on results, and mitigation monitoring. 

1-5 Impact BR-2 of the DEIR fully addresses potential impacts on streambeds.  Mitigation Measures 
BR-2a, 2b, and 2c list specific mitigation.  Per CDFG’s request, SMART engineers will meet with 
CDFG prior to final design to collaborate on crossing structures. Prior to implementation of the 
project, SMART will obtain a Streambed Alteration Agreement (SAA) from CDFG and will work 
closely with CDFG staff on this process.  The SAA application will include specific information 
about each of the 62 crossings in the Project Area. 

1-6 As described in response 1-1, project corridor surveys have been completed and sensitive 
species have been identified.  Although final project design drawings have not been completed, 
sufficient project details are available to assess a “reasonable worst-case” scenario for purposes 
of CEQA compliance.  The analysis provides sufficient detail to develop appropriate mitigation 
measures.  Per DEIR Section 3.9.5, the methodology used to quantify impacts on vegetation 
types was conservative. 

• For segments of the corridor with the proposed bicycle/pedestrian pathway: the entire side 
of the corridor containing the bicycle/pedestrian pathway, from the centerline of the track to 
the outer edge of the right-of-way or outer edge of the bicycle/pedestrian pathway footprint, 
whichever is greater; 

• For stream crossings: the entire right-of-way width for the length of the new crossing 
(structures suspended over water are considered as footprint by CDFG and ACOE); 

• For siding track locations: the siding side of the right-of-way from the track centerline to the 
outer edge of the right-of-way; 

Actual impacts would be less than identified in the DEIR because the footprint for the track 
sidings and bicycle/pedestrian pathway will be less area than assumed in the above 
methodology.  Detailed calculation of site-specific placement of the pathway within the studied 
project area will occur during  final  engineering design and permitting.  At that time, measures 
will be taken to further avoid and minimize siting facilities on sensitive resources within the ROW. 

In response to additional specific comments expressed by CDFG staff during a meeting in 
Yountville on April 5, 2006, the following clarifications and revisions are provided: 

1. DEIR Mitigation Measure BR-7 is revised and expanded to include placement of wildlife 
tunnels (undercrossings).  These tunnels, in addition to gaps in the safety structure and open 
stretches of rail ROW, will facilitate movement of species across the ROW. 

2. DEIR Mitigation Measure BR-4 is expanded to incorporate removal of existing invasive plants 
such as Arundo donax. 

3. Project engineers confirmed that ALL new crossings of anadromous fish streams listed in 
3.9-5 are proposed with bridges.  No culverts would be constructed on anadromous fish 
streams. 

4. Burke’s goldfields was observed (two populations) within 100’ to the west of the railroad ROW, 
one mile (1.6 km) north of Windsor near Arata Road.  The project botanist, Gary Lester will 
discuss this observation with Liam Davis of CDFG. 
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5. SMART will obtain a Streambed Alteration Agreement (SAA) from CDFG.  The SAA applica-
tion will include specific information about each of the 62 crossings in the Project Area.  Per 
CDFG recommendation, the SAA would likely be programmatic, meaning that one SAA would 
cover the entire project area.  Maintenance of stream crossings would be covered under a 
separate SAA. 

6. DEIR Mitigation Measure BR-11 is revised to state that pre-construction surveys for western 
pond turtle shall occur no more than 14 days prior to construction. 

7. California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) was updated with 2006 records. Updated 
information is noted in the appropriate citations in the FEIR. 

Comment Letter # 2 – California Department of Toxic Substances Control 

NOTE:  Based on review of the following responses, the Department of Toxic Substances Control sent a 
letter to SMART on June 14, 2006, stating that the responses satisfactorily addressed their concerns.  
The letter is part of the public record and is available for review at the SMART District office. 

2-1 Based on a March 20, 2006 telephone conversation with Mark Piros of the California Department 
of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), sampling to verify the presence, extent and magnitude of 
contamination present in the corridor can occur following completion of the Final EIR and during 
development of final design plans for the project.  Since final design for the entire 70-mile project 
has yet to occur and because it is anticipated that only selected areas of the project will require 
intrusive or structural changes, it is not feasible or prudent to perform sampling at this time.  Once 
final design has been completed and the final design plans have been prepared, SMART will 
submit the plans to the DTSC for review and comment.  Where sampling is required to further 
define areas of known or suspected contamination, the results of these investigations and pro-
posed mitigation measures (identified in DEIR Mitigation Measures HM-1, HM-2, and HM-3) also 
will be shared with the DTSC prior to implementing work in the area(s) of concern.  Based on the 
investigation results, one or more of the following plans will be prepared for DTSC review and 
approval. 

A sampling and analysis plan detailing procedures for soil and groundwater sampling in areas 
where impacted and/or contaminated soils are anticipated.  This plan also will include a Quality 
Assurance Project Plan. 

A soils management plan, which will include provisions for excavation and grading of impacted 
soil, stockpiling and testing of contaminated soil, and dust and odor control measures. 

A health and safety plan to address health and safety requirements for working with impacted 
soil and groundwater.  This plan will also include an emergency response plan, which will 
describe protocols for notifying local authorities in case of a release of hazardous materials. 

An air monitoring plan presenting air sampling procedures and protocols to be implemented 
during excavation of contaminated soils and when working on bridges (that would either be 
upgraded or replaced as part of the proposed project) that contain asbestos or lead based paint. 

The development and implementation of these plans will address issues raised in the comment 
letter concerning procedures to be followed. 

2-2 As requested by the DTSC, in areas where soil or groundwater will be disturbed during project 
construction, the sampling protocol and analysis will be designed to detect other potential con-
taminants such as metals, pesticides, petroleum hydrocarbons, PCBs and PAHs.  The final 
sampling will be based on available historical information and/or previous sampling data.  As 
with the contaminants addressed in the DEIR, public exposure to these additional contaminants 
is unlikely with implementation of proper BMPs (identified in DEIR Mitigation Measures HM-1, 
HM-2, and HM-3); accordingly, any impact associated with encountering these additional con-
taminants would be less than significant. 
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Comment Letter #3 – California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 

3-1 As cited in the DEIR, “the purpose of the proposed project is to provide an efficient and reliable 
multimodal transit option, consisting of passenger rail service and an ancillary pedestrian and 
bicycle pathway for local and regional travelers in Sonoma and Marin counties, cities and towns.”  
The key mobility goal of the project is to provide an alternative transportation option to Highway 
101.  Specific numeric mobility goals have not been established by the SMART Board of Directors. 

3-2 The tables referenced on these pages have been revised.  The Highway 101 LOS in Tables 3.6-3, 
3.6-7, and 3.6-8 has been revised.  The roadway segment LOS information in DEIR Table 3.6-4 
has been replaced with a more detailed intersection level of service analysis near the proposed 
stations.  Both of these changes better reflect the baseline conditions in the area.  The model 
presumes that the HOV lanes end north of Windsor River Road (but before the Arata Lane inter-
change).  The traffic volumes, volume/capacity, and LOS calculated for segment 1 on Highway 
101 apply just north of where the HOV lanes would end. 

3-3 Stations have been designed to accommodate the full length of the trains; therefore, a stopped 
train at the station will not block city streets or freeway ramps.  See Master Response E.2 for 
additional information regarding mitigation of impacts in downtown San Rafael. 

3-4 Any traffic signal changes or modifications will be coordinated with Caltrans Traffic Signal 
Operations Division wherever crossings interface with Caltrans’ traffic signals. 

3-5 See Master Responses A.3 and H. 

3-6 The impacts on Golden Gate Transit services are addressed in DEIR Section 3.6, pages 3-111 
and 3-112, and are further clarified in Master Response H. 

3-7 The Transportation Authority of Marin (TAM) decided against implementing SMART’s recom-
mended soundwall location as part of the Gap Closure Project due to schedule and budget 
concerns.  SMART is aware of this decision and is working with TAM to accommodate their 
selected bicycle/pedestrian pathway location within available ROW. 

3-8 The referenced crossing at Golf Course Drive in Rohnert Park is being upgraded as part of a 
separate widening project.  This upgrade will be in place prior to implementation of the proposed 
project and therefore is not included in Table 2.5-7. 

3-9 See Master Response K regarding Appendix C; the final station design concepts are included in 
the project description of the DEIR.  The proposed Rohnert Park Station design is not reliant on 
realignment or abandonment of Commerce Boulevard. 

Also, note that SMART is coordinating with Caltrans to ensure that the design concept for the 
Rohnert Park Station, in either a single-track or double-track configuration, can be accommo-
dated by the planned improvements to the Golf Course Drive Interchange, and that final inter-
change design can accommodate the design concept for the station. 

3-10 The DEIR Appendix C phrase “Desired (2003) Park-and-Ride Capacity” refers to projected park 
and ride capacity for rail station park-and-ride lots.  Proposed parking at the stations is described 
in DEIR Section 2.5.4.  Note that parking demand has been slightly adjusted; see revised Table 
3.6-12 in Chapter 4 of this FEIR. 

Comment Letter #4 – California Public Utilities Commission 

4-1 All bicycle/pedestrian pathway crossings will conform to relevant CPUC General Orders and 
Caltrans Highway Design Manual (including California Supplement of the Manual of Uniform 
Traffic Control Devices).  See Master Response V; see also DEIR Table 2.5-7 for a listing of 
proposed road crossing upgrades. 

4-2 SMART is aware of CPUC policy and has made every effort to minimize the need for new “at-
grade” crossings. 
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4-3 The crossing of Andersen Drive in San Rafael will be modified to comply with California Public 
Utility Commission (CPUC) requirements (see Master Response S regarding Andersen Drive). 
The modified design will be developed in coordination with agency and city staff. 

4-4 The comment is correct – there is no crossing at Jennings Avenue. The text is in error and has 
been corrected. 

4-5 See Master Response V.  All bicycle/pedestrian pathway setbacks will conform to CPUC GO 
26-D.  (See DEIR page 2-16 to 2-17). 

4-6 At all SMART stations where there are two tracks and outside platforms, the pedestrian access 
is at both ends of the platform.  The crossing at each end of the platform will be fully signalized 
with flashers, gates and bells, and channeled (typically termed a “Z” crossing) for the safety of 
pedestrians. 

All double track stations, with the exception of downtown San Rafael (due to space constraints), 
will have a fence separating the two tracks within the platform area and at least 100 feet beyond 
each end.  The actual length of the end fences will be determined during final engineering to 
address the local conditions. 

Comment Letter #5 – California Regional Water Quality Control Board 

5-1 DEIR Section 3.4, Table 3.4-2, has been modified accordingly to include references to Union 
Pacific Railroad, 99 Frances Street, Santa Rosa, Case # 1NSR078 and the potential for this site 
to impact the proposed project.  See Chapter 4 for EIR text changes. 

Comment Letter #6 – State Water Resources Control Board 

NOTE:  Based on review of the following responses, the State Water Resources Control Board  sent a 
letter to SMART on June 22, 2006, stating that the responses satisfactorily addressed their concerns.  
The letter is part of the public record and is available for review at the SMART District office. 

6-1 As indicated on page 1-2 of the DEIR, a number of technical studies have been prepared for the 
project, are incorporated into the EIR by reference, and are part of the public record available for 
review at the SMART office.  They include a Hydrology and Water Quality Assessment Report, 
(Winzler and Kelly Consulting Engineers, 2004).  This report, as well as the others specified on 
page 1-2 of the DEIR, have been made available to the SWRCB.  The hydrology technical report 
includes a segment-by-segment analysis of areas within the 100-year flood hazard zone that 
may be inundated during the 100-year (or greater magnitude) storm event.  In addition, areas 
mapped as within the 500-year flood hazard zone or certain areas subject to the 100-year flood 
with average depths of inundation less than one foot are presented in the hydrology technical 
report.  In addition, the reports sent to SWRCB on April 14, 2006 include analysis of other hydro-
logical impacts including storm water.  The technical reports, which support the DEIR analysis, 
provide the level of specificity needed to evaluate effectiveness of mitigation. 

6-2 Wetlands impacts are addressed in the DEIR in Table 3.9-6 and Impact BR-5; indirect and direct 
construction-related impacts are addressed in the DEIR in Impact BR-2.  Cumulative impacts were 
determined to be less than significant with implementation of mitigation measures. 

Mitigation measures BR-2a, 2b and 2c detail mitigation for construction-related impacts on wet-
lands. Mitigation measures BR-5a and BR-5b address mitigation of impacts on wetlands through 
a minimum of 1:1 replacement and restoration.  This requirement has been further clarified to 
explain that higher ratios (i.e. 3:1) would be appropriate for off-site mitigation of fill of high-quality 
wetlands such as vernal pools or coastal salt marsh.  See Chapter 4 of this FEIR for revised text 
of Mitigation Measure BR-5a. 

In general, the proposed project has been designed to avoid and minimize impacts on individual 
wetland sites; however, development of the bicycle/pedestrian pathway along portions of the 
ROW would result in the loss of wetland resources on one side of the tracks.  The proposed 
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pathway avoids impacts on the majority of these wetlands and on the wetlands determined to 
have the highest habitat value.  However, placement of the pathway within and adjacent to the 
rail right-of-way (ROW) would remove small amounts of wetland plant communities and alter 
local drainage patterns.  For example, vernal pools occur within the SMART corridor between 
Santa Rosa and Windsor along both sides of the rail line, and additional potential habitat for 
vernal pool plant species was identified on railroad margins within the Santa Rosa Plain (MP 
46.8 to MP 65.1).  The construction of the pathway would remove approximately 0.4 acre of 
vernal pool habitat.  The permanent losses of wetland resources would occur with several other 
elements of the proposed project as well including new track work, station construction, bridge 
upgrades and, possibly, maintenance facility development.  Section 3.9.6 of the DEIR (page 
3-174) notes that freshwater seasonal wetlands, largely functioning as drainage ditches, parallel 
portions of the railroad grade.  When the raised railroad grade was originally constructed many 
years ago, it created a hydrologic barrier.  Over time, and in combination with adjacent develop-
ment, water has been concentrated to the rail ROW on one or both sides. 

The permanent loss of wetland resources was estimated based on the preliminary design con-
cepts for the SMART facilities, and the following conservative methodology was used for deter-
mining the area of impact, as detailed in Section 3.9.5 of the DEIR: 

• For segments of the corridor with the proposed bicycle/pedestrian pathway: the entire side 
of the corridor containing the bicycle/pedestrian pathway, from the centerline of the track to 
the outer edge of the right-of-way or outer edge of the bicycle/pedestrian pathway footprint, 
whichever is greater; 

Impacted acres in the DEIR represent the worst-case scenario.  The final design for these 
facilities could avoid some site-specific wetland resources.  The estimated loss of wetland 
resources for each of the rail alternatives by wetland type was provided.  Based on the 
preliminary project design, the loss of wetlands has been estimated at 28.8 and 23.3 acres for 
the proposed project and Minimum Operable Segment (MOS) alternative, respectively (see 
Table 6.5-1 of the Biological Technical Report).  The loss of other Waters of the U.S. has been 
estimated at 2.9 and 1.6 acres, respectively; and the loss of riparian habitat has been estimated 
at 5.3 and 1.5 acres for each of these alternatives, respectively.  Loss of wetland resources may 
be less than these estimates depending on final designs and construction methods. 
The placement of fill into wetlands would require coordination with the ACOE and RWQCB under 
Sections 404 and 401 of the Clean Water Act; and BCDC and CDFG under state law.  Many of 
the wetlands, particularly the freshwater seasonal wetlands (ditches), are isolated and not 
subject to ACOE jurisdiction. 

To date, wetlands studies have not yet determined which wetlands are isolated and not subject 
to jurisdiction under the federal Clean Water Act administered under the Army Corps of Engineers.  
Isolated wetlands (intrastate, isolated, non-navigable waters) in the SMART corridor will be deter-
mined prior to Corps permitting.  (Please note that a separate EIS, in compliance with NEPA, will 
be prepared subsequent to this EIR and appropriate agency consultation will occur during the 
EIS process.)  Many of the coastal freshwater seasonal wetlands in the SMART corridor are 
seasonal ditches that the Corps will consider “isolated wetlands”.  Coastal freshwater seasonal 
ditches account for 80% of all wetlands and Waters of the U.S. that could be affected by the 
project (DEIR Table 3.9-6).  The State does have jurisdiction over isolated wetlands, and all 
impacts on isolated wetlands will be mitigated. 

The SMART corridor includes both the San Francisco Bay and North Coast Regional Water 
Quality Control Boards.  As requested, the table below separates impacts on wetlands and 
Waters of the U.S. by regional water quality board. 
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            EXTENT OF LONG-TERM IMPACTS ON PLANT COMMUNITIES BY RWQCB 

 

Impact  
south of MP 37  

(San Francisco Bay 
RWQCB) 

Impact  
north of MP 37  
(North Coast  

RWQCB) 
Plant Community (acres) (acres) 
Coastal Salt Marsh 0.2  
Coastal Brackish Marsh 1.6 0.1 
Coastal Freshwater Marsh 1.0 1.6 
Coastal Freshwater Seasonal Wetland 3.6 20.9 
Vernal Pool  0.4 
Blackberry Wetland  0.6 

Total Wetlands 6.4 23.7 
Perennial Watercourse 0.3 .8 
Seasonal Watercourse  .9 
Open Water 0.9  

Total Waters 1.2 1.7 
Riparian Scrub 0.4 3.0 
Riparian Woodland 0.1 1.3 

Total Riparian 0.5 4.3 
Oak Woodland 2.2 12.8 
Blackberry Scrub2 1.8 2.1 
Mixed Scrub2 2.3 3.9 
Non-native Grassland3 3.2 16.6 
Vineyard2  1 
Ruderal2 50.0 193.1 
Developed/Landscaped2 5.3 .1 

Total Upland 64.8 250.7 
Grand Total 72.9 280.4 

 

6-3 When possible, SMART will use native fill material.  In the event non-native materials are used, 
SMART will test the materials prior to its use consistent with procedures prescribed by the US 
Army Corps of Engineers Inland Testing Manual.  The purpose of the testing is to determine 
whether the materials can be discharged into CWA Section 404 waters. 

As mentioned in the DEIR, SMART will prepare and submit for approval a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to the Regional Water Quality Control Board.  As part of the Best Man-
agement Practices (BMPs) described in Mitigation WR-1a, SMART also intends to implement 
structural treatment controls.  Structural treatment controls are engineered facilities designed for 
the treatment of storm water runoff.  They use infiltration, retention/detention and biofiltering 
techniques to remove pollutants.  Vegetated swales and buffer strips, infiltration systems, bio-
retention systems, extended detention basins, ponds and constructed wetlands, media filtration 
systems, and oil/water separators are examples of structural treatment controls for storm water 
quality.  They reduce stream turbidity and the concentration of suspended solids, particulates, 
nutrients, metals, organics, and/or bacteria through filtration, absorption, and microbial decom-
position of pollutants.  The type of structural treatment controls will vary throughout the SMART 
corridor depending on local conditions. 

Surface water runoff from affected areas would be dispersed in accordance with the measures 
required under a SWPPP from the RWQCB and under a Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation 
Plan (SUSMP) developed by the City of Santa Rosa and County of Sonoma.  Section 2.9 of the 
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DEIR outlines additional BMPs for erosion and sedimentation prevention that would be consid-
ered as part of the SWPPP.  With these measures in place, potential impacts would be negligible. 

Mitigation WR-1a of Section 3.3 of the DEIR has been amended to reflect the comments above 
and expands the discussion concerning the application of BMPs for the control of stormwater 
runoff, erosion and sedimentation. 

6-4 The project would not isolate wetlands, riparian areas, or headwater streams and therefore would 
not eliminate their functions for pollutant removal or floodwater retention. The railroad grade is an 
existing feature, and its original construction did alter those functions.  Impacts from construction 
of the 12-foot bicycle/pedestrian pathway adjacent to the existing raised railroad grade would be 
similar to impacts of widening the shoulder of an existing road.  The project would fill some wet-
lands (primarily seasonal ditches), and those acres are listed in the DEIR Table 3.9-6.  Acreages 
in Table 3.9-6 have been updated; see Chapter 4 of this Final EIR.  During final design, SMART 
will continue to consult with appropriate resource agencies to determine the quality of individual 
wetlands and their function.  Also, please see response 6-1 for a description of the technical 
reports recently submitted to the SWRCB. 

6-5 For any construction work to be completed around a surface waterbody, Section 401 of the Clean 
Water Act would be applicable.  Section 401 requires any applicant for a federal permit that con-
ducts any activity that may result in a discharge of pollutants to first obtain a Water Quality Cer-
tification (WQC) from the state.  As a condition of the project, a 401 Certifications permit will be 
obtained.  In addition, SMART will comply with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, which estab-
lishes programs to regulate the discharge of dredged and fill material in waters of the U.S., 
including regulated wetlands. SMART has initiated discussions with the US Army Corps of 
Engineers and will prepare a Section 404(b)(1) alternatives analysis report early in the final 
design process.  Based on this report, SMART will obtain a Section 404 permit from the Corps of 
Engineers.  Mitigation Measure WR-1b has been expanded to include the text outlined above. 

It should be noted that an alternatives analysis was conducted during the project design stage to 
develop a project that avoided impacts on wetlands to the maximum extent feasible.  Avoidance 
and minimization of impacts on wetlands was considered and is documented in Impact BR-5. 

DEIR Impact BR-5 is expanded to outline efforts that went into project design to minimize impacts 
on wetlands.  Impact BR-5 is also expanded to address that many wetlands (seasonal ditches) 
are isolated wetlands that will not fall under the federal jurisdiction of the Army Corps of Engineers. 

6-6 Wildlife movement corridors are addressed in Section 5.3.3 of the Biological Resources Tech-
nical Report and summarized on pages 3-159 and 3-160 of the DEIR. Implementation of the 
project would not isolate populations of wildlife.  The raised railroad bed is an existing feature 
and in many places it is adjacent to Highway 101. Crossing structures currently exist at all 
watercourses along the railroad grade.  Though most of these structures would be upgraded, 
and smaller parallel structures would be built for the bicycle/pedestrian pathway, existing corridor 
values are not significantly reduced.  Many riparian crossings would, in fact, improve riparian 
corridors by replacing in-stream piers with spans. 

The analysis did not address whether the project could compromise future remediation of exist-
ing connectivity barriers, as no reasonably foreseeable projects of this nature were identified 
during the analysis phase.  The cumulative impacts analysis did consider reasonably foreseeable 
future projects.  Any future projects would be subject to independent environmental review.  
Relative to the existing barrier created by Highway 101 and urban and industrial development, 
the SMART project would not create a substantial barrier to wildlife movement.  In addition, 
where a safety structure is proposed between the pathway and railroad, gaps in the structure will 
be provided for wildlife movement; DEIR Mitigation Measure BR-7 has been further expanded to 
include placement of wildlife tunnels (undercrossings); see response 1-6. 

6-7 Impacts related to possible hydrologic disruption are summarized in DEIR Section 3.3.5 and 
3.3.6 and are based on a model analysis conducted for the DEIR.  In order to provide clarity and 
justification that the conclusion described in Impact WR-3 (DEIR Section 3.3.6) regarding the 
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negligible impact on peak flow rates or flood volumes is valid, text has been added and additional 
details are provided below. 

An understanding of how water flows is important for understanding how activities in the channel 
and watershed affect flow.  The amount of water passing a point on the stream channel during a 
given time is a function of velocity and cross-sectional area of the flowing water.  The “Q” values 
and run-off coefficients of the ephemeral, intermittent, and perennial streams were calculated 
utilizing the HEC-RAS 3.1.3 modeling software. 

The analysis was conducted in order to determine the peak flows that might impact waterbodies 
that would be attributed to the construction of the approximately 125 acres of new paved areas, 
spread over a distance of 70 miles.  This includes approximately 100 acres of proposed bicycle/
pedestrian pathway and 25 acres of parking within the proposed stations and maintenance 
facilities.  However, the HEC-RAS model was done on a segment-by-segment basis between 
the waterbodies and is intended to evaluate on a preliminary basis peak stormwater flows 
caused by the installation of impermeable surfaces.  Only precipitation and runoff was calculated.  
Other hydrological factors such as infiltration, percolation, and evaporation were not extensively 
modeled as well as stream morphology and channel type. 

Based on the analysis, peak flows of 382 cfs were estimated for the entire course of the SMART 
corridor.  This formed the basis of the conclusion described in Impact WR-3, which states, “The 
proposed project would have a negligible impact on peak flow rates or flood volumes.”  There 
would be no permanent alterations of terrain that would affect watershed hydrology based on the 
hydrological analysis. 

As requested, back-up data is presented that would help the SWRCB to determine that the pro-
posed project would not increase the “Q’ values to a significant level. 

On a segment-by-segments basis, those areas that are heavily urbanized such as Healdsburg, 
Windsor, Santa Rosa, Cotati/Rohnert Park, Petaluma, Novato, San Rafael, and Larkspur had the 
greatest impact from stormwater run-off based on our modeling. 

Not surprisingly, those segments of the SMART corridor that included both bicycle paths and 
parking facilities/stations (which are located in urbanized areas) have a higher level of projected 
run-off as shown in the table below. 

      Estimated Runoff - Selected Sites 

Waterbody Name 
Approximate 

Mile Post 
Nearest 

Community 

Bicycle 
Paths 

Impervious 
ft2 

Stations & 
Parking 

Impervious 
ft2 

Estimated 
Runoff 
(CFS) 

Foss Creek 68.7 Healdsburg 63360 92500 11.55 
Windsor Creek 62.4 Windsor 101376 85750 13.86 
Unnamed 40.8 Crown 84480 136500 16.37 
Basalt Creek 29.7 N. Novato 126720 260000 9.39 
Rush Creek 19.9 Novato 54912 250500 22.62 
Mahon Creek 16.9 San Rafael 168960 136000 22.59 
Corte Madera 
Creek 

14.6 Larkspur 101376 126000 16.84 

 

As the above table indicates, Rush Creek and Mahon Creek are waterbodies that would 
experience the most runoff during a storm event.  However, both of these waterbodies as well as 
the others listed above will not be impacted significantly from the bicycle paths and parking 
facilities/stations proposed by the SMART project. 

For the other waterbodies, the HEC-RAS analysis indicates that those areas that include bicycle 
paths and are located in rural or suburban areas will not be impacted by stormwater runoff 
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created by the installation of impermeable surfaces.  Runoff calculations for peak storm flows 
range from 0.01 cfs at the Cloverdale Station to 22.62 cfs at Rush Creek with an average impact 
of approximately 8 cfs on average. 

The following table presents the HEC-RAS calculations by waterbody segment over the course 
of the SMART corridor.  The results of this analysis, which are included in the Hydrology Tech-
nical Report, take into account existing peak Q hydrograph impact data, including its frequency 
and duration.  This analysis and the change in delta Q indicate that the project’s impact will be 
less than significant. 

In addition, during final design, SMART will submit its site-specific hydrologic studies to the SWRCB 
and the two RWQCBs for review and approval.  Should additional data reflecting the change in 
delta Q also be requested, this information can be provided at that time.  The results of these 
studies will be used to design drainage culverts and other improvements to prevent any increase 
in flood levels.  Mitigation measure WR-2 is modified to include reference to this agency review 
and approval process. 

       Estimated Runoff – SMART Corridor 

Waterbody Name 
Approx.  

Mile Post 
Nearest 

Community

Bicycle  
Paths 

Impervious 
ft2 

Stations &  
Parking 

Impervious ft2 

Estimated  
Runoff 
(CFS) 

Russian River 85 Cloverdale 1600  0.01 
Porterfield Creek 84.4 Cloverdale 

Rancheria 
84480  6.26 

Icaria Creek 82.5 Cloverdale 84480  6.26 
Barrelli Creek 81.8 Asti 84480  6.26 
Unnamed  78.7 N. Chianti 135168  10.01 
Unnamed 78.2 S. Chianti 84480  6.26 
Wood Creek 76.5 Geyserville 84480  6.26 
Peterson Creek 74.8 Nervo 84480  6.26 
Lytton Creek 72.8 Lytton 88704  6.57 
Norton Slough 69.2 Simi 156288  11.58 
Foss Creek 68.7 Healdsburg 63360 92500 11.55 
Russian River 67.6 Healdsburg 84480  6.26 
Unnamed Stream 66.3 S Healdsburg 59136  4.38 
Unnamed Stream 65.3 Sotoyome 84480  6.26 
Unnamed Stream 64.7 S. Sotoyome 33792  2.50 
Windsor Creek 62.4 Windsor 101376 85750 13.86 
Pool Creek 61.3 Shiloh 

(Windsor) 
50688  3.75 

Mark West Creek 59.5 Mark West 80256  5.94 
Piner Creek 56.1 Fulton (Santa 

Rosa) 
147840  10.95 

Paulin Creek 55.9 Santa Rosa 84480  6.26 
Steele Creek 54.9 Santa Rosa 84480  6.26 
Santa Rosa Creek 53.6 Santa Rosa 84480  6.26 
Colgan Creek 52.3 Santa Rosa 59136  4.38 
Laguna de Santa 
Rosa 

49.1 S. Cotati 139392  10.33 

Hinebaugh Creek 47.5 Rohnert Park 71808  5.32 
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Waterbody Name 
Approx. 

Mile Post 
Nearest 

Community

Bicycle  
Paths 

Impervious 
ft2 

Stations &  
Parking 

Impervious ft2 

Estimated  
Runoff 
(CFS) 

Copeland Creek 47 Rohnert Park 84480  6.26 
Lichau Creek 44.4 Penngrove 114048  8.45 
Willow Brook Creek 42.4 Denman Flat 88704  6.57 
Unnamed Stream 40.8 Crown 84480 136500 16.37 
Petaluma River 39.7 N. Petaluma 84480  6.26 
Petaluma River 38.9 N. Petaluma 88704  6.57 
Petaluma River 37.2 McNear 

(Petaluma) 
84480  6.26 

Schultz Slough 34.2 Neils Island 168960  12.52 
San Antonio Creek 33.5 Burdell 76032  5.63 
Mud Slough 32.6 Burdell 84480  6.26 
Basalt Creek 29.7 N. Novato 126720 260000 9.39 
Petaluma Marsh 29.0 – 29.5 Novato 84480  6.26 
Novato Creek 26.9 Novato 147840  10.95 
Petaluma Marsh 26 Novato 126720  9.39 
Arroyo de San Jose 24.8 Ignacio 84480  6.26 
Pacheco Creek 24 Marin Keys 126720  9.39 
Miller Creek 22.1 St. Vincent 84480  6.26 
Gallinas Creek 20.9 Las Gallinas 54912  4.07 
S.F. Gallinas Creek 19.8 – 20.4 Las Gallinas 84480  6.26 
Rush Creek 19.9 Novato 54912 250500 22.62 
Mahon Creek 16.9 San Rafael 168960 136000 22.59 
Corte Madera Creek 14.6 Larkspur 101376 126000 16.84 
    Impervious 

Area/Runoff 
4322752 1087250 381.3731 

Comment Letter #7 – Bay Conservation and Development Commission 

7-1 SMART is committed to working closely with BCDC to obtain appropriate permits.  As acknowl-
edged on DEIR page 3-23, SMART recognizes the statutory authority of BCDC.  If, during final 
project design, it is determined that the disposal of fill material will be necessary, SMART will 
obtain a dredging permit and comply with other BCDC requirements, including San Francisco 
Bay Plan Policies 3 and 4, to minimize impacts on Bay resources.  Please note that alternative 
upland station locations have been considered, however both the station location and waterway 
crossing locations cannot be moved to other sites, as they are tied directly to the existing location 
of the railroad right of way.  The amount of fill, visual impacts, public access, alternatives, and 
consistency with the Bay Plan policies were evaluated in the DEIR.  The placement of fill for the 
waterway crossings will be limited to the maximum extent feasible.  Visual impacts of the pro-
posed station would be minimal as the platform is adjacent to Highway 101 ramp and will not 
obstruct views from the highway or other public viewing areas.  Also, the proposed project includes 
a pedestrian/bicycle pathway, which is consistent with BCDC policy.  Any additional details will 
be discussed with BCDC during permitting. 

7-2 The San Quentin Station site, the Port Sonoma Station Site and an alternative station site adja-
cent to the existing Larkspur Ferry Terminal were considered and eliminated from further envi-
ronmental review some time ago and are not part of the proposed project or alternatives eval-
uated in the DEIR.  See DEIR Section 4.1.3 for a discussion of alternatives screened from EIR 
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analysis; see also Master Response M.  The proposed Larkspur Station is located along the 
railroad right of way, immediately adjacent to Highway 101 and away from any habitat restoration 
projects. 

7-3 The proposed Larkspur Station, station uses and rail alignment are located north of Sir Francis 
Drake Boulevard, adjacent to Highway 101, and would not impact Bay resources or public access. 

Comment Letter #8 – City of Cotati 

8-1 The street name correction at the Cotati Station is acknowledged.  The station concept shown in 
the DEIR reflects the most recent set of plans that SMART has received. SMART acknowledges 
that Sonoma County Transit and the City of Cotati are designing a multi-modal center and slight 
refinements to the design may occur as a result of this process. However, any minor revisions do 
not affect the impact analysis, and the figure has not been revised for the FEIR. 

8-2 In response to this comment, the proposed edits to the text have been incorporated. 

8-3 As discussed in DEIR Section 3.7.7, designation of a Quiet Zone would eliminate the need to 
sound train horns at grade crossings.  This mitigation measure would not have any effect on 
other noise sources.  Other noise sources, including rail pass-by noise and station and park-
and-ride operational noise were evaluated separately and discussed in DEIR Section 3.7.7 and 
determined to be less than significant.  The Noise Study prepared to support the Draft EIR 
included a detailed breakdown of areas that would experience noise impacts under the impact 
criteria shown in Figure 3.7-1.  This table has been included in the text revisions in Chapter 4 of 
this FEIR. 

As discussed in DEIR Sections 2.9 and 3.7.7, SMART is committed to assisting local jurisdic-
tions in petitioning the FRA for Quiet Zone designations within their jurisdictions to eliminate 
noise impacts associated with train horn noise.  See Master Response Q for additional details 
regarding Quiet Zones. 

8-4 The comment regarding City requirements for an encroachment permit is noted. 

8-5 The localized impacts on air quality near station sites were evaluated in DEIR Section 3.5.6 
under Impact AQ-5.  It was determined that the worsening of traffic conditions near the stations 
would not be substantial enough to cause violations of any ambient air quality standards and 
therefore would not result in a significant localized air quality impact.  In response to comments 
on the DEIR, 38 intersections on key access roads that serve the proposed rail stations were 
assessed to confirm the findings of the DEIR traffic analysis (see Table 3.6-9 of this FEIR).  
Twelve of these intersections are expected to operate at LOS E or F in the future with or without 
the proposed project.  The traffic results for the 2025 No-Project and 2025 Proposed Project 
would be similar, with very little difference in traffic volumes and average delay (typically less 
than about two percent difference).  Therefore, it is unlikely that CO violations would occur at 
these intersections as a result of the proposed project.  Moreover, these intersections are similar 
to the Mission Avenue/Irwin Street and Route 116/Route 12 intersections that were analyzed in 
the comparative analysis included in Impact AQ-5 in the DEIR.  Following the methodology out-
lined in the DEIR for analyzing localized CO impacts, it was determined that the Mission Avenue/
Irwin Street was unlikely to have significant localized CO impacts.  Therefore, it is unlikely that 
violations would occur at the intersections near stations, and the localized air quality impacts 
near stations would be less than significant. 

8-6 The impact on local streets of vehicles accessing the stations was discussed in the DEIR in 
Impacts T-5 and T-8.  For further clarification, see Master Response E.2. 

Comment Letter #9 – City of Larkspur 

9-1 The comment states a general concern that data in the DEIR is inaccurate and as a result the 
DEIR is inadequate and should be revised and recirculated.  Details regarding the commenter’s 
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specific concerns appear in later comments and are addressed below in responses to those 
comments. 

Regarding recirculation, the EIR preparers disagree that recirculation of the DEIR is required 
under CEQA.  Information provided in these responses to comments clarifies and amplifies the 
analysis presented in the DEIR.  However, no significant new information was added to the EIR 
that would trigger recirculation under CEQA.  Specifically, there are no new significant environ-
mental impacts, or a substantial increase in the severity of any impact, that would result from the 
project or the EIR mitigation measures that were not already identified in the DEIR.  Furthermore, 
there are no new feasible project alternatives or mitigation measures considerably different from 
others previously analyzed in the DEIR that would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of 
the project, but which the SMART District is declining to consider adopting.  Moreover, the DEIR 
was not so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful 
public review was precluded (CEQA Guidelines, section 15088.5(a)). 

9-2 The alternative station locations suggested in the comment were not carried forward for full DEIR 
analysis. The rationale for the elimination of other station alternatives is provided in DEIR Section 
4.1.3 and further clarified in Master Response R, which addresses a range of comments about 
the Larkspur Station, including parking issues.  Also, a slightly revised SMART station design 
concept at Larkspur is described in Master Response R and depicted in revised Figure 2.5-27 in 
Chapter 4 of this FEIR.  Construction impacts are identified and analyzed in each impact section 
of the DEIR.  The analysis of project impacts includes the impacts associated with a “reverse” 
rail commute. 

9-3 A more detailed intersection level of service analysis of impacts on local streets and roads using 
recent data from local jurisdictions is provided in this FEIR.  Near the proposed Larkspur Station, 
the analysis used the most recent traffic count data available (June 3, 2003).  See Master Response 
E.2 for additional information. 

9-4 The DEIR did not assume that the proposed Larkspur station would share parking with the ferry.  
See Master Response R for additional information. 

9-5 See Master Response R.  Visual simulations of the proposed Larkspur Station are not warranted 
as potential impacts on visual resources, views, and scenic character would be minor. 

9-6 See Master Response C regarding revised ridership forecasts and Master Response H regard-
ing impacts on bus ridership. The decision to serve the Larkspur Ferry was made by the SMART 
Board of Directors and is based on the fact that the terminal site is the largest transit facility in 
the North Bay.  The rehabilitation of the CalPark Hill Tunnel facilitates this extension to the pro-
posed Larkspur Station by eliminating the most significant physical constraint of the extension.  
The concept “free shuttle” is a description of the rail station shuttles provided by SMART at no 
cost to passengers transferring between rail and shuttles.  See Master Response B and DEIR 
Section 2.5.5 for additional details on the shuttles. 

9-7 Appendix A to the Travel Demand Forecasting Report  (DEIR Appendix I) contains a table with 
this comparison (Sonoma County to San Rafael and Sonoma County to San Francisco); MTC 
superdistrict (SD) 31 represents the greater San Rafael area, and SD 1 represents the San Fran-
cisco central business district. 

9-8 The recommendations of the Phase II 101 Corridor Study included seven elements to be ana-
lyzed by various agencies including Caltrans, the Water Transit Authority and others. The recom-
mendations are noted in the DEIR because they included evaluating diesel-powered commuter 
rail service from Santa Rosa to the Larkspur Ferry Terminal. 

9-9 The reference to conclusions of the SMART Commuter Rail Implementation Plan (2000) is a 
summary of that report, provided as part of the planning history leading up to development of the 
proposed project.  The information contained in that six-year-old report is not used as the EIR 
database. 
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9-10 See Master Response M regarding selection of Larkspur as the southern terminus with connec-
tion to ferry service.  The consultant’s revised estimate of transfers at Larkspur between rail and 
ferry is between 40 and 55 trips per day; see Master Response A.3 for additional information.  
The comment letter implies two contradictory notions: that SMART passengers would be unwill-
ing to walk between the rail station and the Larkspur Ferry boats, but that they would be willing 
to walk from the Larkspur Ferry parking lot to the rail station.  It is unlikely that both of these 
assertions are true.  See Master Response R regarding access to the ferry terminal from the 
Larkspur Station. 

9-11 See response 9-2. 

9-12 See Master Response C for information on ridership.  Many studies about travel mode choice 
indicate that travelers choose their mode of travel based on the characteristics of the mode, the 
type of trip being made, and their own socioeconomic characteristics (e.g., income).  The fact 
that one mode is faster (or cheaper, or more convenient) than another mode does not mean that 
everyone chooses that mode of travel.  It would not be appropriate to assume that because one 
mode is 30 seconds faster than another, that everyone would choose that mode of travel.  In 
fact, what mode choice theory predicts is that if two competing modes are identical in all respects, 
people would choose equally (50% to each of them).  SMART provides an in-vehicle travel time 
that is generally better than driving. 

With regard to the statement that the rail system will operate with an average speed of 46 mph, it 
should be noted that the average freeway speed in highly-congested (i.e., LOS F) traffic condi-
tions would typically be 10 mph or less.  Rail service along the NWP right-of-way would be con-
siderably faster for those segments of the Highway 101 corridor which will remain congested in 
the near term, particularly between Petaluma and Novato and between Novato and San Rafael.  
In addition, there would be other advantages to rail riders besides travel time savings, such as 
stress reduction, productive time utilization, and cost savings.  On the other hand, rail transit 
requires that commuters get to a station and wait for a train.  The mathematical mode choice 
model considers these competing factors.   

In North America, there are very few places where transit travel time improves upon auto travel 
times, yet millions of transit trips are made every day.  Transit choice is not an "all or nothing" 
process – people have different values of travel time, different incomes, and therefore make 
trade-offs between travel time and cost differently.   

9-13 See Master Response R. 

9-14 The Caltrans Highway 101-Gap Closure Project is described on page 2-62 of the DEIR for 
informational purposes; the project was analyzed in the EIR/EIS completed by Caltrans in 1995.  
SMART’s DEIR includes an analysis of relocating the soundwall in a slightly different location to 
accommodate the proposed bicycle/pedestrian pathway.  SMART plans to prepare a DEIS at a 
later date. 

9-15 Station construction would involve temporary impacts and would create short-term noise in the 
immediate vicinity, as identified in Impact N-1 in Section 3.7.7 of the DEIR.  Mitigation Measure 
N-1 would ensure that impacts are less than significant.  Construction activities would be confined 
to the SMART right-of-way, so minimal disruption would occur to surrounding land uses and 
traffic patterns.  Furthermore, SMART has committed to implementing numerous environmental 
compliance measures (see DEIR Section 2.9) to minimize traffic impacts and other adverse 
effects of construction.  One measure commits SMART to preparing a construction phasing/
sequencing and traffic management plan to be developed and implemented during construction.  
This plan will be coordinated with all local jurisdictions along the corridor. 

9-16 See Master Response A.1. 

9-17 In response to this comment, the proposed edits to the text have been incorporated. 

9-18 The traffic analysis has been revised to address comments received on the DEIR; see Master 
Responses A and E  for additional information.  In turn, the air quality analysis was also revised 
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based on the traffic results.  Please see revised text for both air quality and transportation in 
Chapter 4 of this FEIR.  The new traffic data show that the proposed project would reduce 
regional VMT by about 1.3 percent (compared to 0.8 percent stated in the DEIR).  As a result, 
the proposed project would reduce most air pollutant emissions.  As noted in the DEIR, emissions 
of NOx would be higher due to DMU operations; however, the project includes control measures 
to reduce the amount of NOx emissions generated by the DMUs to a less-than-significant level. 

9-19 The DEIR concentrated on pollutants for which there has been a history of ambient air quality 
standard violations, the possibility of localized impacts as a result of the proposed project, or a 
significant health issue.  Pollutants such as sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, and lead have been 
on a substantial decline over the last 20 years.  These pollutants have not created any problems 
within the project area and there have been no violations of standards.  The DMUs will generate 
a limited amount sulfur dioxide emissions, possibly a couple pounds per day.  However, there 
are no sulfur dioxide emission standards for locomotives.  The amount of sulfur dioxide in the 
exhaust is dependent upon the sulfur content of the fuel.  SMART is committed to using ultra-low 
sulfur (15 ppm) diesel fuel as part of the proposed project; accordingly sulfur dioxide emissions 
are expected to be less than significant. 

The cumulative analysis in the DEIR addressed likely air quality impacts from all cumulative 
development in Impact AQ-7.  In response to comments, the cumulative analysis has been 
expanded to quantify the emissions specifically related to the anticipated use of freight trains 
along the same rail line.  The cumulative impacts from emissions from freight and passenger 
service would be less than significant.  Please see the revised discussion of Impact AQ-7 in 
Chapter 4 of this FEIR. 

DEIR Section 4.1.3 (Alternatives Screened From Further Analysis) explained why light rail was 
considered infeasible and therefore was not evaluated as an alternative to the DMU.  It should 
be noted that all potential air quality impacts of the proposed project were concluded to be less 
than significant; accordingly, further consideration of alternative rail vehicles for purposes of 
reducing air emissions is not required. 

The CalPark Hill Tunnel will have a mechanical ventilation system.  Operation of this system will 
maintain air circulation within the tunnel at normal levels.  Bicyclists and pedestrians traveling 
through the tunnel should not experience any negative effects. 

9-20 Please see the transportation section (Section 3.6 of the DEIR and the revised section in 
Chapter 4 of this FEIR) for more explanation about rail ridership and traffic modeling.  The air 
quality analysis does take into account cold starts.  The percentage of cold starts is one of the 
input variables to the EMFAC2002 emission factor model. 

9-21 The level of service analysis has been revised to reflect a more detailed and representative 
analysis of the three intersections nearest the proposed station site on E. Sir Francis Drake 
Boulevard.  See Master Response E.2. 

9-22 See Master Response R for information on the Larkspur Station parking assumptions.  See 
Master Response E.2 for clarification of traffic impacts around station sites. 

9-23 See Master Response B. 

9-24 The comments from Bob Harrison are addressed in detail in responses 9-35 through 9-53. 

9-25 See Master Response H. 

9-26 See Master Response R. 

9-27 As stated in the DEIR on page 2-65, SMART has committed to preparing a Construction Phasing/
Sequencing and Traffic Management Plan to minimize construction impacts at station locations.  
The plan will be coordinated with local jurisdictions and finalized prior to construction, assumed 
to be initiated in 2008.  Construction staging areas will be located primarily on SMART property 
along the NWP to minimize impacts to local streets and roads.  SMART will work with Caltrans 
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and local jurisdictions to explore temporary staging sites formerly used for Highway 101 HOV 
construction projects or jointly sharing staging areas designated for the Greenbrae Interchange 
Project.  No construction activities are proposed at either the western or eastern Larkspur 
Landing Circle/Sir Francis Drake intersections.  However, to minimize impacts, SMART will route 
any construction vehicles needing to access the site via Larkspur Landing Circle through the 
eastern intersection, not near the Greenbrae Interchange.  Per the DEIR, page 3-116, SMART 
will require, as part of recommended mitigations, the movement of heavy equipment and 
material be restricted to off-peak and evening periods, the use of carpool and public transit for 
construction workers, and recommended traffic controls coordinated with local jurisdictions.  In 
addition, SMART will explore the potential for a temporary construction access road from 
Highway 101 onto the NWP right-of-way between CalPark Hill Tunnel and the Greenbrae 
Interchange.  Finally, construction access via the renovated CalPark Hill Tunnel will also be 
considered in the construction phasing/sequencing and traffic management plan.  See also 
Master Response R. 

9-28 Operational noise impacts were evaluated along the entire corridor.  No noise-sensitive land 
uses, such as residential, parkland, hospitals, or schools were identified in the Larkspur Landing 
area within 100 feet of the alignment.  Based on existing noise levels measured throughout the 
corridor and noise that would be generated by train operations, noise impacts from train pass-
bys would not extend beyond 100 feet from the tracks.  At grade crossings, train horn noise 
could cause impacts at greater distances, of up to 600 feet from the tracks at the crossing.  
While terrain can sometimes cause noise reflections or echoes, the decrease in sound energy 
over distance would result in any reflected noise being substantially less than the noise impact 
criteria.  No crossings were identified in Larkspur with noise sensitive uses within this distance.  
Vibration was discussed in DEIR Section 3.7.6. 

9-29 A review of the referenced City of Larkspur General Plan policies was conducted.  The policies 
qualify the City’s support for a rail transit project by stating:  1) improved transit service should 
not negatively impact the City of Larkspur; 2) the project should not result in increased local 
traffic congestion; and 3) that quality of life is more important than traffic mobility. 

Impacts of the proposed project on transportation around the station sites are analyzed in DEIR 
Section 3.6 and further clarified in Master Response E.2.  An analysis of intersections on key 
roads that would provide access to the stations has been conducted.  As indicated in Table 3.6-9 
in Chapter 4 of this FEIR, the proposed project would contribute less than 2 additional seconds 
of delay in 2025 at intersections near the proposed Larkspur station compared to No Project 
conditions.  Quality of life can be interpreted in many ways.  Overall, it does not appear that the 
proposed project would adversely affect the local area’s “quality of life” since, other than a minor 
contribution to an already-congested roadway system, the proposed project would not create 
adverse impacts.  In some respects, it would provide beneficial effects on quality of life by pro-
viding an alternative to the heavily-congested Highway 101 corridor.  The proposed project 
would not create adverse visual impacts claimed in the resolution (see Master Response R).  
Given the ridership projections, it is speculative to claim that the project would result in a double-
deck parking structure and no such structure is proposed.  Furthermore, the project does not 
conflict with City policy to consider other transit modes such as express bus because it does not 
preclude the express bus option.  Use of the SMART right-of-way for express bus service is 
addressed in Master Response M. 

9-30 The wall between the rail and bicycle/pedestrian sides of the CalPark Hill Tunnel will be contin-
uous, without breaks, and will stand from floor to ceiling when the proposed project begins 
operations.  While doors connecting the two sides of the wall may be present, they will be locked 
and only accessible to maintenance and/or emergency personnel.  The wall will make it 
impossible for bicyclists or pedestrians to wander accidentally onto the tracks in the tunnel.  
There will also be barriers between the bicycle path and the tracks outside of the tunnel on both 
ends.  This will be accompanied by signage to discourage trespassing and scaling of the barrier. 

There is no reason to believe that suicides are more likely to occur inside the CalPark Hill Tunnel.  
In fact, given the continuous barrier, the opposite is true.  The train tunnel will be closed off at 
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night and the pathway may be as well.  Each side of the wall, the pathway side and train tunnel 
side, will have its own door at each end of the tunnel so that operating hours need not be 
identical. 

The current CalPark Hill Tunnel project, managed by the Transportation Authority of Marin 
(TAM), is planning for emergency vehicle access that satisfies both the City of Larkspur and the 
City of San Rafael.  In addition, the rail side of the CalPark Hill Tunnel will be equipped with 
sprinkler systems for fire mitigation prior to the start of operations. 

The prevention and/or abatement of graffiti could fall under the general maintenance responsi-
bility of SMART, the tunnel’s property owner once rail operation begins.  However, the precise 
delineation of responsibilities would be spelled out in Memorandums of Understanding between 
SMART and the local jurisdictions. 

9-31 The proposed project design for Larkspur, as presented in the DEIR, does not include any aerial 
structures at the Larkspur Ferry Station. See Master Response R regarding the revised Larkspur 
Ferry Station design concept, including the integration into the bicycle/pedestrian pathway being 
completed by Marin County. 

9-32 Adding a bus lane to the NWP right-of-way was rejected as infeasible because it would require 
extensive acquisition of additional right-of-way and would thus have greater environmental im-
pacts than the proposed project, which would utilize the existing right-of-way.  See Master Response 
M Information on wetlands along the NWP right-of-way is contained in DEIR Appendix H. 

9-33 The comment suggests that the presence of SMART will “encourage growth to occur more rapidly.”  
SMART recognizes that land use is subject to local land use review and control.  SMART’s 
ridership projections do not assume additional development in the Larkspur Landing area beyond 
what has been approved by Larkspur.  Furthermore, the ridership projections are very conserva-
tive regarding assumptions about TOD around other stations.  See Master Response I.  Growth-
inducement is addressed in DEIR Section 5.3. 

9-34 The comment summarizes concerns addressed above in responses to previous comments and 
states the opinion that rail service should not be extended to Larkspur and that the benefits of 
the project are unknown and questionable.  This comment will be considered by the SMART 
Board of Directors in deciding whether or not to approve the proposed project. 

9-35 See Master Response E.1. 

9-36 Some of these numbers are adjusted slightly based on re-running the model; but the comment 
correctly notes that transit mode shares, even for commute trips, are a relatively small portion of 
all trips.  The 2000 Census reported that transit accounts for just over 10% of commute trips in 
Marin County and 2.4% in Sonoma County.  Although home-based work trips are only approx-
imately 25% of daily trips, they account for more than 50% of AM peak trips.  The model indicates 
that more than 80% of daily ridership on the proposed rail system would be home-based work 
trips. 

9-37 Part of the reason is that the Express Bus Alternative was assumed in the DEIR to operate, as 
does the existing GGT commute services, in the peak direction only, and does not provide sub-
stantially faster travel speeds than the existing GGT services.  The revised model run included 
service in both the peak and reverse-peak directions.  See Master Response D for additional 
information. 

9-38 See Master Response E.2 regarding a revised level of service analysis using the latest informa-
tion available, which shows traffic LOS results that are more consistent with the City of Larkspur’s.  
The results show the proposed project would have minimal impacts on traffic on Sir Francis 
Drake Boulevard. 

9-39 The environmental advantages and disadvantages of the proposed project compared to other 
alternatives are clearly summarized in DEIR Section 4.6. 
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9-40 See response 9-38. 

9-41 The comment is correct and the correction has been made to Table 3.6-3.  See Master Response 
A.2 for additional information. 

9-42 The comment indicates “15 trains per day calling at the Larkspur station.”  The proposed service 
levels analyzed in the DEIR assume a total of 14 round trips on the SMART rail line, of which 12 
serve Larkspur. 

The comment points out an error in DEIR Appendix I, Table 4.3.2 regarding distances between 
stations. The table had an error, as noted, but the model used the correct data. The data has 
been slightly refined (and these refinements were used in the model re-runs described in Master 
Response A), but the total running time has not changed.  Correct link mileages, estimated 
running times and average speeds are as follows: 

 
  SMART Rail Line Inter-Station Distances, Running Times and Average Speeds 

From-To         Miles Minutes Avg MPH 
Larkspur–San Rafael 
San Rafael–Civic Center 
Civic Center–South Novato 
South Novato–North Novato 
North Novato–Petaluma 
Petaluma–Corona 
Corona–Cotati 
Cotati–Rohnert Park 
Rohnert Park–Santa Rosa 
Santa Rosa–Jennings Road 
Jennings Road–Windsor 
Windsor–Healdsburg 
Healdsburg–Cloverdale 
     Total Line 

2.1 
2.7 
4.7 
4.4 
9.7 
2.5 
5.0 
2.7 
5.1 
1.2 
8.0 
5.0 

16.7 
69.8 

9 
5 
6 
7 
11 
3 
8 
4 
6 
4 
7 
7 
16 
93 

14.0 
32.4 
47.0 
37.7 
52.9 
50.0 
37.5 
40.5 
51.0 
18.0 
68.6 
42.9 
62.6 
45.0 

In each line segment, trains will accelerate from the departure station, operate at allowed track 
speed (braking and accelerating as needed to observe any curve, bridge and other speed restric-
tions), and then brake to a stop at the arrival station.  In segments that are short and/or have 
significant speed restrictions, average speeds are lower; while in long, mostly straight segments 
average speeds are much higher.  For any particular station pair, miles and minutes can be 
added to calculate travel time and average on-train speed, e.g., 9.0 miles in 14 minutes at an 
average 38.6 mph for Cotati to Jennings Road.  In essence, the demand forecasting model makes 
all these calculations for every possible station pairing, then combines that information with other 
data on access methods and times available for SMART passengers.  The model then compares 
the resulting total trip times with automobile driving times to develop estimates of SMART ridership 
and auto travel volumes based on mathematical formulae reflecting actual travel habits and results 
when both auto and enhanced transit system with a rail component are available. 

9-43 As noted in the introduction to Appendix C, page C-1 of the DEIR, information contained in the 
earlier station reports was replaced with the Project Description included in Chapter 2.  See 
Master Response K for additional details.  For additional discussion regarding access of rail 
passengers to the ferry terminal, see Master Response R. 

9-44 The comment regarding proposed project assumptions is correct. 

9-45 See Master Response A.4 regarding revised transit assumptions for the No Project Alternative. 

9-46 See Master Response D. 

9-47 The comment regarding MOS assumptions is correct. 
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9-48 The model has been revised and the ridership of the MOS alternative corrected.  MOS ridership 
is less than the proposed project ridership in the revised patronage projections, as one would 
expect it to be.  It is probably more instructive to look at the actual ridership of the modes during 
peak AM and PM periods (2025 average weekday peak period): 

 Express Bus  4,688 
 Project Rail  4,900 
 MOS   2,770 

In the revised runs, the Express Bus Alternative has been modified to make it more attractive in 
two ways (as described in Master Response D): 
• Headways were increased to 60 minutes, which overlap in many areas to create headways 

comparable to rail service (30 minutes) in many areas. 
• Service in both the peak and reverse-peak directions was provided. 

Ultimately, what inhibits the overall attractiveness of the Express Bus Alternative is that it is sim-
ilar to the existing bus services being provided by GGT in the corridor.  The EBA does reduce 
walking distance and improve in-vehicle travel time marginally for some users, but many of these 
riders would be attracted from the existing bus services.  The proposed project, on the other hand, 
provides in-vehicle travel times that are substantially faster than existing bus services.  See also 
response 9-36. 

9-49 See responses 9-36 and 9-48. 

9-50 As part of its review, Dowling Associates checked the coding of the Express Bus Alternative net-
work and made minor adjustments and corrections.  It is their opinion that the Express Bus network 
data as used in the VTA model correctly represent the advantages of the 14 added routes, including 
express 101 and no-transfer residential-to-employment area services.  See also Master 
Response D. 

9-51 Comment noted.  See Master Response A.3 regarding projected ridership at Larkspur Station 
and estimated number of transfers to the Larkspur ferry. 

9-52 See response 9-38. 

9-53 These Tables (4.2-2A and 3A) have been revised and re-analyzed.  See Master Response E. 

Comment Letter #10 – City of Novato 

10-1 As discussed in DEIR Section 3.7.7, noise from all train operations was evaluated.  Please see 
discussion associated with Figure 3.7-4 on DEIR page 3-135.  The safety structure proposed 
between the tracks and the bicycle/pedestrian pathway would be acoustically transparent and 
would neither substantially reduce noise beyond it nor create a noise reflection. 

10-2 Noise measurements were taken where residential and other noise-sensitive uses are in close 
proximity (within 200 feet) to the proposed alignment, and the existing noise environment is 
unique and cannot be described from other locations.  Five measurements were taken in Marin 
County and eighteen in Sonoma County.  Environmental sound levels were measured over a 
24-hour period at each of the twenty-three noise measurement locations.  The locations were 
selected to be representative of the portion of the corridor in which the measurement was taken.  
Measurements were only taken in areas with noise sensitive uses, such as housing, parks, 
schools and hospitals.  In portions of the corridor with similar land uses and at a similar distance 
from Highway 101, a single measurement may be representative of the general acoustical envi-
ronment for several miles of the corridor. 

10-3 The discussion of Impact N-5 on page 3-138 of the Draft EIR, regarding noise from train horns, 
acknowledges that SMART does not control the designation of Quiet Zones and therefore finds 
the impact to be significant and unavoidable.  Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, DEIR 
Section 2.9, Environmental Compliance Measures, states that SMART will work with local juris-
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dictions to meet the requirements for Quiet Zone designation.  Additional wording has been added 
to Section 2.9 to clarify that supplementary safety measures required for Quiet Zones are included 
in project funding, if such measures are approved by the FRA.  See Master Response Q. 

10-4 The project does not propose freight operations; therefore, the impact of freight operations is not 
evaluated as part of the evaluation of project impacts.  Nor were freight operations included in 
the environmental setting, since there is currently no freight service on the rail corridor.  Rather, 
as required by CEQA, future freight operations were evaluated in the cumulative impact analysis, 
since the reinstitution by the North Coast Railroad Authority of some level of freight service in the 
future is reasonably foreseeable.  The text on DEIR page 3-140 provides an assessment of the 
cumulative effects of future freight operations combined with passenger operations based on the 
best information available at the time the DEIR was prepared about what the future freight oper-
ations are likely to be.  More recent information indicates that freight service would be even less 
than what was analyzed in the DEIR.  See revised text in FEIR Chapter 4. See Master Response 
O regarding updated assumptions about freight operations. 

10-5 For information about the potential impact of the proposed project on emergency vehicles, see 
DEIR Section 3.12, Impact PFS-2, and Master Response E.3 in the FEIR.  The probability of a 
train breakdown at a grade crossing that also causes an emergency vehicle delay is extremely 
low; see Master Response J regarding train reliability.  Note also that SMART will prepare for 
emergency situations by creating an Emergency Preparedness Plan in consultation with local 
law enforcement and emergency responders; see Environmental Compliance Measures, DEIR 
Section 2.9. 

In Novato, the Community Hospital, while east of Highway 101, is west of the SMART tracks, 
along with most of the city’s residents.  An ambulance dispatched to a location east of the tracks 
would need to use Highway 101 to get there.  Most exits off of Highway 101, such as Atherton, 
DeLong, Route 37, and Ignacio/Bel Marin Keys and Main Gate, all have grade-separated rail 
crossings.  Consequently, the locations where an ambulance would need to cross the railroad 
tracks at grade are limited. 

10-6 The potential public safety impact to childcare facilities and parks would be similar to that 
described in Impact PFS-4 and would be less than significant with implementation of the public 
safety environmental compliance measures outlined in DEIR Section 2.9.  SMART will evaluate 
the potential need for special locations that may require fencing during the final engineering 
phase of the project.  The Operation Lifesaver program that SMART has committed to imple-
ment would be an ongoing program.  For more information about the Operation Lifesaver 
program’s effectiveness, see the following link http://www.oli.org/results/results_overview.html. 

10-7 Please see response 9-19 in regard to other pollutants emitted and their cumulative impacts. 

10-8 As noted in the DEIR on page 3-65, documented experience in using biodiesel in rail vehicles is 
limited, particularly for DMUs.  Colorado Railcar has stated that no vehicle modifications are 
required to operate their DMUs using biodiesel blends of 20% or less, although more frequent 
maintenance (e.g., lubricity oil changes) may be required. 

Commercial biodiesel has historically been more expensive than petroleum diesel.  However, the 
price fluctuates with the price of the source of the vegetable oil (e.g., soybeans, mustard seed), 
and, to a lesser extent, with the price of petroleum (due to such factors as transportation costs 
and the use of petroleum-based fertilizers to grow soybeans).  A biodiesel tax incentive in the 
form of a federal tax credit was signed into law in October 2004.  The credit is effective from 
January 1, 2005 to December 31, 2008.  The credit equates to a one penny per percent of bio-
diesel in a fuel blend made from agricultural products like vegetable oils, and one-half penny per 
percent for recycled oils.  This incentive is taken by petroleum distributors and passed on to 
consumers.  Though prices can vary, the tax credit has the potential to bring prices for Biodiesel 
20% on par with petroleum diesel. 

It should be noted that all air quality impacts associated with the proposed project are less than 
significant whether regular diesel or biodiesel is used to fuel the DMUs.  Accordingly, further 
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consideration of alternative vehicles and fuels for purposes of reducing air emissions is not 
required.  See DEIR Section 4.1.3 (Alternatives Screened from Further Analysis) regarding why 
light rail was considered infeasible and therefore was not evaluated as an alternative to the DMU. 

10-9 As discussed on DEIR page 3-132, at distances greater than 100 feet from the tracks, vibration 
levels would be less than perceptible.  At distances greater than 20 feet from the tracks, the level 
would be less than significant. As discussed in the DEIR, FTA has established a vibration impact 
criterion of 0.1 inches per second RMS vibration velocity for events that occur fewer than 70 times 
per day.  This level is perceptible to most people if they are resting.  This level is not predicted 
to be exceeded at distances greater than 20 feet from the tracks. The facilities and residential 
areas listed in the comment are located greater than 20 feet from the tracks. 

10-10 On DEIR page 3-33, Mitigation Measure WR-2 requires that, when feasible, project construction 
within the floodplain shall be avoided or minimized.  When construction within the floodplain is 
unavoidable, efforts will be undertaken to restore the floodplain, as necessary, to restore flood 
capacity. 

See response 6-1 regarding the Hydrology and Water Quality Assessment Report prepared for 
the DEIR. The report, in part, formed the basis for the hydrology and water quality information 
presented in DEIR Section 3.3.  Impact WR-5 and Mitigation Measure WR-2, described on DEIR 
pages 3-32 and 3-33, address the issue of potential impacts on adjacent and upstream properties. 
The risk of an increase in flooding due to new structures would be minimal at most stations since 
the proposed structures would be relatively small and would not generate substantial runoff.  
Replacement or rehabilitation of existing structures such as bridges would be done within the 
original footprint, thereby avoiding impacts on the floodplain.  In situations where existing cul-
verts are not adequately sized and need to be replaced, the larger replacement structures would 
reduce existing upstream flooding risk and result in beneficial effects on hydrologic conditions, 
as described in Impact WR-3.  Cross-culverts would be cleared, resized, or reconstructed, as 
necessary, to re-establish hydrologic connections and minimize sediment delivery to the water-
bodies listed in DEIR Table 3.3-1. 

The situation described in the comment letter regarding Novato Creek is an existing condition, 
not an impact of the proposed project.  The proposed bridge replacement across Novato Creek 
would raise the elevation of the bridge and increase the span, thereby reducing the risk of debris 
accumulating at the bridge.  In addition, the maintenance program for the proposed project will 
include periodic removal of accumulated debris.  (See revised Section 2.9, Environmental Com-
pliance Measures, in Chapter 4 of this FEIR.) 

10-11 During project design, it is anticipated that for mitigation measures that require geotechnical 
evaluations, a technical peer review of such geotechnical analyses and recommendations will be 
conducted. 

10-12 The structure proposed is intended for safety, to protect pedestrians and cyclists from train oper-
ations.  The visual impacts of the proposed safety structure were evaluated in the DEIR in 
Impact V-3 and determined to be less than significant in some areas and significant but mitigable 
with implementation of Mitigation Measure V-3 in other areas.  The precise design of the barrier 
will be determined during the final engineering phase.  One possibility mentioned in the DEIR is 
a chain link fence with fabric slats covered in vegetation.  This design could improve the barrier’s 
visual quality as well as minimize graffiti.  The DEIR also notes on page 2-17 that “SMART would 
work with local jurisdictions to design the appropriate safety structures consistent with safety 
design requirements and community land use.” 

10-13 As described in Appendix C, the station design considers the potential for some bus-to-bus 
transfer activity to occur at the station in addition to transfers between rail and bus service; see 
Master Response K for a discussion of the purpose of Appendix C.  The presence of the 
potential bus transfer use would not significantly affect traffic or facilities at the proposed rail 
station.  As stated in the DEIR project description, additional bus and shuttle bays could be 
provided along the curb on Redwood Boulevard if needed.  These bays can be provided 
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independent of any widening of Redwood Boulevard.  See revised Figure 2.5-21 (see FEIR 
Chapter 4). 

The proposed project does not assume the need for overflow parking at this station.  Revised 
Table 3.6-12 (see FEIR Chapter 4) identifies estimated parking demand for all stations based on 
projected ridership at each station; an estimated 75 spaces would be needed at the Novato North 
Station and a total of 75 spaces are included in the modified station design (see revised Figure 
2.5-21 in FEIR Chapter 4).  The project description on page 2-44 of the DEIR identifies “oppor-
tunities for supplemental parking” but the project does not rely on this supplemental parking to 
meet projected demand.  The station will be able to accommodate anticipated demand on-site.  
SMART notes the commenter’s information that employment has fluctuated at Fireman’s Fund 
insurance site.  Even though the number of jobs at the Fireman’s Fund office complex has 
dropped in recent years, the DEIR analyzes impacts 20 years in the future.  In the absence of 
better information, it is assumed that the Fireman’s Fund complex will eventually return to an 
occupancy level nearer its capacity. 

10-14 Regarding the potential widening of Redwood Boulevard, the referenced statement was made to 
be clear that the station design can function with or without the potential widening.  It is SMART’s 
understanding that future office development to the north of the station would be accessed via 
Redwood Boulevard and that this development could result in the need to widen the street.  The 
widening is not a necessary mitigation measure for the proposed project; the traffic level of 
service analysis in the DEIR was based on the existing lane configuration of Redwood Boulevard. 

10-15 Comment noted.  See Master Response K regarding Appendix C.  Appendix C was a working 
paper and is not being updated. 

10-16 Appendix C is correct in stating that the Marin County Transit District (MCTD) is considering locat-
ing a bus transfer center adjacent to the Novato South Station.  The MCTD Short Range Transit 
Plan, recently released in March 2006, notes that: 

 “In the mid- to long-term, there is an opportunity to create a transfer point in the vicinity 
of the Ignacio Blvd. interchange, either co-located with or adjacent to the proposed South 
Novato SMART station....  Determining the location and design of a future Ignacio Transfer 
Center will require further study.  Several options for an Ignacio Transit Center are under 
review. The logical long-term solution is to locate these connections at the future SMART 
station, so that riders making both bus and rail connections could benefit from the bus hub.” 

SMART will continue to assist MCTD with the siting of its bus transfer facility in Novato, par-
ticularly if a site immediately adjacent to the proposed Novato South rail station is chosen.  
Regardless of the location selected for the bus transfer facility, SMART will work with MCTD to 
plan for bus-train connections. 

10-17 The Novato South Station would have a projected 2025 parking demand for 55 spaces; the 
station design could accommodate as many as 102 parking spaces.  The goal of the concept 
design was to create a high quality transit hub including bus-train transfers, bicycle access, and 
drop-off spaces.  The SMART site was not large enough to accomplish that and provide adequate 
parking to meet expected demand, so the proposed station concept would depend upon acquir-
ing an existing commercial property to provide additional space for the bus and drop-off program.  
This expanded site area would allow for up to 102 park-and-ride spaces, as noted in the DEIR. 

10-18 See DEIR pages 4-6 and 4-7 and Master Response W regarding alternative station sites elim-
inated from further environmental review.  It should be noted that at the specific request of the 
Novato City Council, the SMART Board agreed to include Novato North and Novato South in the 
environmental analysis and eliminate Olive Street and Hamilton from further consideration. 

10-19 See Master Response B.  The number of shuttle routes and major activity centers served are 
shown in Table 2.5-6.  The exact routing of the shuttles has not been determined at this time, as 
it was not necessary for the patronage analysis and is subject to consultation with local agencies 
at the time of implementation.  Each Novato station is projected to have one shuttle route. 
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10-20 See Master Response O regarding future freight service and associated cumulative impacts.  
Cumulative impacts were analyzed in the DEIR in the appropriate issue areas and additional 
clarification is provided in several issue areas in this FEIR; see FEIR Chapter 4 for DEIR text 
revisions. 

10-21 SMART inherited the existing NCRA Operating Agreement when ownership of the NWP right of 
way transferred from NWPRA in 2004; negotiation of a new Operating Agreement has not com-
menced and thus there are no drafts available.  See Master Response O regarding the terms of 
the existing agreement and passenger rail’s priority over freight operations. 

10-22 Appendix C is a compilation of previously developed Station Reports; see Master Response K.  
See Master Response N for information on project costs. 

10-23 Tables 3.6-7A through 3.6-8B and Table 4.2-2A through 4.2-3B have been revised and corrected.  
See Master Response E.1. 

10-24 That statement is not quite correct.  See Master Response C regarding passengers versus 
passenger trips. 

10-25 The EIR authors believe that the reference to “Table 3.1-1” in the comment was intended to refer 
to Figure 3.1-1 in Appendix I.  The area (zone) currently has very little population, which is why 
the population growth is so large (81-100%).  Table 3.2-1 in Appendix I has been revised in its 
entirety due to an error in summarizing data from the traffic model.  This error did not, however, 
affect the ridership calculations.  See revised DEIR Appendix Table 3.2-1 in Chapter 4 of this 
FEIR.  The travel forecasting model includes all trip purposes, including commute, school, 
shopping, social/recreational, and other trips.  It is acknowledged that the model is not well-
suited to predicting tourist trips — they are very difficult to forecast, but they represent a very 
small portion of total trips on a weekday, particularly during peak commute hours. 

10-26 See Master Response H regarding impacts on GGT services.  The high shuttle ridership has 
been corrected in the model; it was caused by the model allowing people to use the shuttles 
without riding on SMART.  See Master Response B.  With the revised number of shuttle pas-
sengers, the impact on MCTD would be minimal; where possible, the shuttle routes would be 
designed to complement rather than compete with MCTD’s local services.  SMART will work with 
MCTD to finalize shuttle routes and to develop a discounted transfer arrangement, which could 
result in a modest increase in MCTD ridership. 

10-27 Station to station trip matrices have been developed and are included in Master Response C.  
The mid-day ridership has also been revised; see Master Response C. 

10-28 See Master Response M regarding a Sonoma-only rail alternative. 

10-29 See Master Response D regarding the assumptions for the Express Bus Alternative. 

10-30 See the summary of revised level of service analysis in Master Response E and revised text in 
Chapter 4 of this FEIR.  Given the regional scope of the project and its objectives, an alternative 
designed solely to improve the LOS between Route 37 and N. San Pedro Road is not warranted 
or necessary. 

10-31 (1)  The proposed project results in the lowest VMT of all the alternatives and as such offers 
transportation benefits (see Master Response E.1).  (2)  Flooding concerns are addressed in 
response 10-10; the reconstruction of existing culverts would re-establish hydrologic connections 
and minimize sediment delivery to impaired waterbodies.  (3)  It is reasonable to assume that the 
continuous north-south bicycle/pedestrian pathway would not be constructed under the No Project 
or Express Bus Alternative.  Although some funds may be available, they are not sufficient to fund 
a project of this magnitude.  (4)  The reasoning for LU-2 is provided on DEIR page 3-208 and a 
discussion of why other alternatives do not achieve the same benefit is provided in DEIR Chapter 4, 
Alternatives; see also response 42-50.  (5) The ridership numbers have been re-evaluated and 
revised and are fully documented in Master Response C.  (6)  See Master Response M regarding 
a Sonoma-only alternative.  (7)  See Master Response D regarding revised assumptions for the 
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Express Bus Alternative.  The overall findings regarding the environmentally superior alternative 
are not changed by the revised assumptions. 

10-32 The comment summarizes concerns addressed above in responses to previous comments and 
states the opinion that the Draft EIR is inadequate and should be revised and recirculated.  See 
response 9-1 regarding recirculation. 

Comment Letter #11 – City of Novato 

11-1 Input from the City of Novato on the planning and design of the bicycle/pedestrian pathway in the 
vicinity of DeLong/Highway 101/railroad area will be incorporated in the final design of the 
facility.  Bicycle parking will be provided at all proposed stations; see Master Response U. 
Regarding double tracking, proposed passing sidings have been designed to accommodate the 
schedule and avoid delays or layovers.  See DEIR Section 2.5.1 and modifications to this section 
in FEIR Chapter 4. 

11-2 See Master Response U regarding bicycle parking and bicycles on SMART trains. 

11-3 Comment noted. 

11-4 See revised DEIR Section 2.5.3 in Chapter 4 of this FEIR for a revised description of the portion 
of the bicycle/pedestrian pathway from MP 19.6 to MP 17.0. 

11-5 See Master Response V. 

11-6 Active warning systems and gates are proposed for all at-grade roadway crossings, including 
those to be used as part of the bicycle/pedestrian pathway.  See Master Response V, which 
includes diagrams of some of these warning devices. 

11-7 Comment noted.  The bicycle/pedestrian pathway is part of the basic integrated transportation 
system being proposed by SMART. 

Comment Letter #12 – City of Petaluma 

12-1 The proposed bicycle/pedestrian pathway mileposts in Table 2.5-3 and shown in Appendix E 
figures are consistent.  Table 2.5-3 identifies two basic segment types in Petaluma: MP 36.8 to 
MP 38.8 as Class 2 (on local streets from the Caltrans Novato Narrows project to Lakeville 
Highway), and MP 38.8 to MP 44.9 (Lakeville Highway to Railroad Avenue) as a Class I 
bicycle path within the rail right of way.  However, the City of Petaluma may have developed an 
alignment or alternatives that differ from what is shown in the DEIR subsequent to when pro-
posed alignments were submitted to the City for review.  If approved plans are available, they 
will be used to adjust the proposed alignment(s). 

12-2 In Appendix E, Figures 1-7, the legend reference “Bike/Pedestrian Path Adjacent To But Not On 
RR ROW” should be “Bike/Pedestrian Path Parallel to But Not On RR ROW.”  The segment 
referenced by the comment, between Lakeville/Madison and the Downtown Station will be 
finalized by the City of Petaluma during its Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan and Draft Bicycle Facilities 
Map update. 

12-3 SMART would be responsible for developing the rail station and park-and-ride facility.  Figure 
2.5-18 represents a preliminary station design concept for one option at the Corona Road Station 
for purposes of environmental review of the proposed project.  It is intended mainly to show the 
location of the proposed transit improvements; TOD at the station site is not proposed. 

12-4 The proposed station plan does not include TOD; see response 12-3. 

12-5 The referenced illustration in DEIR Figure 2.5-20 has been revised to reflect the recently com-
pleted renovation to the depot buildings and related site improvements, and to clarify the extent 
of the double track segment in the station area. The revised figure is included in Chapter 4 of this 
FEIR.  This revision does not change the impact analysis. 
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12-6 The requested level of detail will be developed during final engineering.  SMART will work with 
local jurisdictions and private property owners to maintain safe access and to make decisions to 
combine crossings or eliminate unneeded private crossings. 

12-7 The referenced crossing is a private crossing for residences and businesses on the east side of 
the rail right of way adjacent to the Petaluma River, south of Petaluma.  As stated in the DEIR, 
the listed crossings are those that need to be upgraded, or removed and/or consolidated to safer 
locations.  Each crossing will undergo a site-specific evaluation during final project design, in 
consultation with the local jurisdiction and property owners. 

12-8 SMART acknowledges the City’s pending application with the CPUC. 

12-9 The referenced at-grade public crossings are noted.  These crossings have been included in the 
project analysis and crossing schematics for these locations are shown in Working Paper #5, 
Volume 1, available for review at the SMART office.  Every existing public crossing will be 
upgraded, as needed. 

12-10 Intersection level of service impacts near proposed stations have been analyzed.  This includes 
intersection level of service at key intersections near both Petaluma stations.  Mitigation Measure 
T-2 is not limited to evaluating signal timing and coordination; rather, it requires implementation 
of signal timing and coordination at the downtown Petaluma station.  See Master Response E.2 
for additional information. 

12-11 The text in the paragraph preceding Table 2.10.1 does note that “Agencies that have permit 
approval are listed below.  The EIR is intended to apply to all listed project approvals as well as 
to any other approvals necessary or desirable to implement the project”.  The table footnote 
provides the necessary clarification regarding design review. As described in DEIR Section 2.9, 
SMART is committed to consulting with local agencies during final design of rail stations to 
ensure visual compatibility. 

12-12 While the California Air Resources Board’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook recommends 
certain setback distances, those recommendations are advisory.  Local agencies may take into 
account other considerations, including housing, transportation needs, economic development 
needs, and other quality of life issues when making decisions about land use.  It should also be 
noted that the risks from diesel PM near a facility, such as a train station, will also depend on 
what controls are being implemented by the project.  As described in the DEIR, SMART is 
committed to mitigating diesel PM emissions to the greatest extent possible, using the best 
available emission control technology.  With the use of these controls, diesel PM emissions will 
be reduced by up to 85 percent, and the impact on sensitive receptors along the corridor, 
including near stations, is less than significant. 

12-13 This information has been revised using intersection level of service data prepared by the City’s 
General Plan traffic consultant.  See Master Response E.2 and revised DEIR Section 3.6 text 
and tables in Chapter 4 of this FEIR. 

12-14 See response 12-13 and Master Response E. 

12-15 See response 12-13 and Master Response E.  The station access roadway is located approx-
imately 150 feet from Corona Road which would allow stacking for 7 cars. 

12-16 See response 12-13 and Master Response E. 

12-17 Clarification noted. 

12-18 Clarification noted. 

12-19 See Master Response A for transportation model assumptions. 
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Comment Letter #13 – City of Rohnert Park 

13-1 SMART is coordinating with Caltrans regarding the proposed station design as they undertake 
design of improvements to the Wilfred Avenue/Golf Course Drive Interchange; also see 
response 3-9. 

13-2 The proposed edits to the text have been incorporated. 

13-3 Intersection level of service impacts near proposed stations have been analyzed using the latest 
available data from local jurisdictions.  See Master Response E.2 and revised Table 3.6-9 in 
Chapter 4 of this FEIR. 

13-4 See Master Response V. 

13-5 See Master Response K regarding Appendix C.  The estimated parking demand at the Rohnert 
Park Station for the proposed project was approximately 95 spaces as stated in the DEIR (Table 
3.6-12).  This estimate has been revised to 115 spaces.  DEIR Table 3.6-5C on page 3-90 
identifies 150 existing spaces at the existing park-and-ride facility at Rohnert Park Expressway, 
with many of same buses serving both locations (only GG 80, and SCT 44 do not serve the 
Rohnert Park Expressway location).  This lot is often below capacity.  Some patrons currently 
using the park-and-ride lot at the Rohnert Park station location will also ride SMART, reducing 
the non-SMART demand for the existing parking. Finally, if spillover parking becomes an issue, 
SMART will work with the City and Caltrans to develop signage and parking management 
techniques to address the City’s concerns. 

13-6 Please see Master Response K regarding the purpose of Appendix C; this appendix has not 
been updated to reflect current plans.  SMART will coordinate with Caltrans on construction 
timing.  Simultaneous construction of the roadway improvement and station is not anticipated. 

13-7 Because the proposed project is a regional transportation project that would operate on a public 
railroad right-of-way, potential noise impacts were evaluated using the noise impact criteria 
described on DEIR pages 3-126 and 3-127.  With the exception of train horn noise impacts 
shown in DEIR Table 3.7-5, noise levels at residential properties in Rohnert Park are not 
expected to exceed the impact criteria as described in Figure 3.7-1.  Soundwalls and other 
mitigation measures are not evaluated in areas where no significant impact is predicted to occur 
under the impact criteria. 

The information on noise levels established in municipal general plans along the right of way 
was provided in the DEIR for informational purposes to provide a general understanding of the 
project setting; the information provided in the comment regarding Rohnert Park’s maximum 
noise levels in residential areas between the hours of 7 p.m. and 7 a.m. is noted.  It should also 
be noted that noise levels generated by train operations between 5 a.m. and 7 a.m. and between 
7 p.m. and 8 p.m. are not expected to be greater than 50 dBA Leq (h) at a distance greater than 
75 feet from the tracks. 

The Rohnert Park Municipal Code Chapter 9.44.210 specifically addresses train horn noise, 
which is the only noise source from the SMART project that would create noise levels at noise 
sensitive land uses within Rohnert Park that would result in an impact under the noise impact 
criteria.  Rohnert Park Municipal Code Chapter 9.44.210 states that train horn noise may not 
exceed eighty-nine decibels at a distance of 300 feet from the source.  The SMART project 
would not exceed this criterion.  Train horns typically generate approximately 100 dBA Lmax at 
100 feet from the horn.  This decreases with distance to approximately 93 dBA at 200 feet, and 
88 dBA at 300 feet. 

13-8 Notification is another measure that will be provided where appropriate, including measures such 
as establishing a website and/or phone number that will offer construction updates.  Because the 
impact would be less than significant, the measure would not be required to eliminate a 
significant adverse impact. 
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13-9 The referenced grade crossing at Golf Course Drive was evaluated.  One of the apartment 
buildings of the complex was determined to be within the train-horn noise impact distance and 
has been added to the analysis in Table 3.7-6 (formerly Table 3.7-5). 

13-10 The discussion on DEIR page 3-140 refers to cumulative effects, including potential freight 
operations, and the estimated noise level has been revised based on current information 
regarding future freight service.  Please see response 13-7 relating to the significance criteria 
used for the evaluation of project and cumulative impacts. 

13-11 The golf course name change, its location, and the bikepath along Golf Course Drive are noted. 

13-12 The Department of Public Safety station location is noted. 

13-13 See Master Response V. 

13-14 SMART is not proposing any soundwalls along the rail line as part of the proposed project. 

13-15 See DEIR page 4-7 for information on alternative station sites screened from analysis. 

Comment Letter #14 – City of San Rafael 

14-1 As part of the proposed project, the Mahon Creek trestle would be replaced.  SMART is working 
with the City of San Rafael to develop a design to withstand 100-year flooding events. 

14-2 Trains would cross intersections an average of every 30 minutes in each direction, or in other 
words, every 15 minutes during peak hours.  This is equivalent to a traffic signal operating at 
LOS C/D.  The average blockage time (between lights and audible warning, and gate up) would 
be approximately 35 seconds.  It is anticipated that the hardware interconnect between the train 
detection system and San Rafael’s traffic control system would be owned and maintained by 
SMART.  See further discussion under 14-4, below. 

14-3 As requested, the level of service calculations have been done using the Synchro analysis files 
provided by the City of San Rafael.  The 2010 improvements include only the 2000 network, plus 
construction of the gap closure project on US 101 southbound, between N. San Pedro Road and 
Sir Francis Drake Boulevard. 

14-4 At the request of San Rafael’s Traffic Engineer, a traffic simulation of downtown traffic conditions 
in 2025 was done using the SimTraffic software, which is part of the suite of programs currently 
used by San Rafael for traffic analysis.  The area modeled included 2nd Street to Mission and 
Irwin Street to Lincoln Avenue, including the boundary streets.  It is important to note that the 
computer simulation program is not capable of taking account of the environmental compliance 
and mitigation measures that are proposed for the SMART rail project, such as interconnecting 
the City’s centralized traffic signal system with the grade crossings described in Master Response 
E.2.  Even without these measures, the simulation showed that although the proposed project 
would create additional vehicle delays, it would not cause gridlock in the downtown, a concern 
raised by San Rafael’s Traffic Engineer.  Moreover, as described in DEIR Impact T-8 and clar-
ified in Master Response E.2, as part of the proposed project, an interconnected and adaptive 
traffic signal sequencing and coordination system would be implemented in downtown San 
Rafael which would be coordinated and integrated with the adjacent traffic signals to pre-empt 
conflicting traffic movements, allow for progression of non-conflicting traffic movements, and 
allow faster recovery of the traffic signal system after a train has passed.  SMART would provide 
the necessary train signal and control hardware and necessary traffic signal interconnect 
equipment to link the San Rafael downtown traffic signal system with the rail signal system. 

Trains arriving at the downtown San Rafael station would, on approach to the station, cause the 
centralized traffic signal system to call a special traffic signal timing plan, which allows non-
conflicting traffic to have a ‘green’ indication.  For example, a green light would be given to 
southbound Hetherton Avenue, so that this traffic could continue to move unimpeded while the 
gates are down along the rail line.  When the rail crossing gates go up, Hetherton would be given 
a red light and east-west traffic (on the numbered streets) could proceed.  On departure of the 
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train from the downtown station, a special train signal would be provided to indicate the train can 
move within the normal progressive pattern of the downtown signal system.  San Rafael’s cen-
tralized traffic signal control system can store a number of different timing plans for various traffic 
conditions.  A train’s presence would initiate the loading (“calling”)  of a signal timing plan that 
extends the green for the north-south progression in order to accommodate the crossing time of 
the train (approximately 35 seconds), thereby minimizing the impact on cross-street traffic.  With 
implementation of these measures as part of the proposed project, delays would be reduced and 
the impact on downtown San Rafael intersections would be less than significant, as described in 
the DEIR in Impact T-8. 

The revised Synchro and SimTraffic files were provided to the City Traffic Engineer for review.  
SMART has committed to using a traffic simulation program (the VISSIM program) to assist in 
the final design of the interconnected and adaptive traffic signal sequencing and coordination 
system for downtown San Rafael, in consultation with the City Traffic Engineer. 

14-5 The values in Table 3.6-5 were derived using the regional model to establish an overall capacity 
for a roadway segment, and then using that as a basis for developing a volume to capacity (v/c) 
ratio.  However, this regional model approach did not reflect the nuances of the local street net-
work functions and in many cases produced results inconsistent with local jurisdictions’ traffic 
data.  Accordingly, an intersection analysis of intersections around the stations has been done, 
factoring in local network detail not captured by the screenline analysis and using traffic count 
data from each jurisdiction.  See Master Response E.2 for additional information. 

14-6 The ladder striping shown in Figure 2.5-24 (and in the revised station concept diagram included 
in Chapter 4 of this FEIR) is intended to be diagrammatic; SMART will work with the City during 
final design of the proposed project to determine appropriate striping.  Regarding potential pedes-
trian conflicts with Option 1, it should be noted that while there may be some pedestrians cross-
ing to transfer between the rail and GGT buses, some former bus patrons would now arrive by 
train and no longer need to cross Third Street to reach their destination. 

14-7 SMART will be responsible for funding mitigation measures recommended to reduce project 
impacts.  Mitigation Measure T-1 does not include re-striping of crosswalks; rather it suggest re-
striping roadways to improve traffic operations, where warranted. 

14-8 The double-right turn from southbound Hetherton to westbound 3rd Street was included at the 
request of the City of San Rafael.  While the double-right turn lane does improve level of service 
at the intersection, the level of service without the double-right turn lane (as in Option 1) is still 
acceptable.  Potential pedestrian conflicts associated with this improvement prompted the inclu-
sion of the proposed pedestrian undercrossing of 3rd Street and the removal of the existing 
crosswalk on the west side of Hetherton Street across 3rd Street.  SMART notes the City's con-
cern about the underground crossing from a policing and maintenance perspective; SMART will 
work with the City during the final design phase to determine the final crossing and undercross-
ing designs. 

14-9 If formal “kiss and ride” facilities are implemented on Tamalpais Avenue and/or at a shared 
location with Whistlestop, the result would be a better distribution of project-related traffic 
surrounding the downtown San Rafael Station.  The adjacent transportation network is con-
strained by travel demands and geometrics, especially along 3rd Street.  Compounded by the 
substantial peak vehicle demands and the current street geometry, 3rd Street would not be a 
feasible area passenger loading.  Kiss and ride activities along 3rd Street would affect traffic 
operations and present safety issues.  Providing designated passenger loading areas would 
redistribute transit-related vehicles to use 4th Street and Tamalpais Avenue (to 4th Street), thereby 
reducing traffic demands along 3rd Street and Mission Avenue.  More loading area would be 
available for vehicles to safely queue, with minimal operational impacts for passenger transfer 
activities. 

14-10 Whistlestop currently uses two parking areas adjacent to its building.  To the north of the building 
there are approximately 10 spaces that would be displaced by relocating passenger loading to 
this location from its existing location on the east side of the building.  See page 3-111 of the 
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DEIR for information on the proposed relocation.  To the east of the building, Whistlestop cur-
rently uses NWP railroad right of way for employee and patron parking.  This parking on the 
railroad right of way is not covered by lease, as it was allowed by the previous owner without a 
lease agreement.  This location provides approximately 25 spaces which would be displaced 
when train service is initiated.  SMART’s proposed site plan for the block would retain 8 parking 
spaces for Whistlestop, along with the relocated passenger loading area.  The parking that would 
be lost, approximately 27 spaces, could not be relocated on the site, due to rail operations.  Options 
for relocating this parking could include dedicated parking for Whistlestop under Highway 101, 
dedicated parking at another surface lot in downtown San Rafael and/or dedicated parking in the 
Corporate Center lot, which could be served by in-bound and out-bound SMART shuttle buses. 

14-11 See Master Response K regarding Appendix C. The station concept plan (Figure 2.5-23 in the 
DEIR) shows improvements to the intersection of McInnis Parkway and Civic Center Drive, 
potentially including crosswalks on the east side of the intersection.  The intersection currently 
operates at LOS B, and the anticipated station traffic is not expected to reduce intersection LOS. 
 Because this intersection provides a link from the bicycle/pedestrian pathway, safe multi-modal 
access is an important consideration in the design of the intersection.  SMART will work with the 
City of San Rafael to determine the appropriate intersection treatments that address pedestrian 
and bicycle safety and access concerns. 

14-12 Please see Master Response S for information on Andersen Drive realignment proposal. The 
recommended realignment of Andersen Drive is described on DEIR page 2-55.  See figure in 
Master Response S for an illustration of the proposed realignment.  The realignment of Andersen 
Drive would allow an at-grade crossing with the railroad at an angle more likely to receive CPUC 
approval, although more detailed design work will be necessary to make a final determination.  
There is no relocation of the railroad alignment at this crossing.  As requested, SMART has 
made a preliminary assessment of the impacts that are likely to occur on land uses, traffic, and 
wetlands if Andersen Drive is realigned as shown in the figure. 

Land Use: The realignment would require approximately 1.5 acres on the east side of Andersen 
Drive between West Francisco and Rice Street, which would impact five small parcels of com-
mercially zoned property fronting on Andersen Drive.  Although no major structures would be 
affected, the 1.5 acres of right-of-way required for the roadway realignment currently is used for 
parking and storage.  A series of wooden sheds located on the tile company property would 
have to be relocated for the Andersen Drive roadway realignment. 

Some parking spaces would be impacted by the realignment and would have to be reconfigured 
or relocated.  At the Office Depot site, approximately 11 parking spaces could be affected to 
varying degrees, as the new road boundary would likely cut diagonally across the edge of the 
parking lot.  There may be sufficient space, however, to retain most of these spaces by simply 
moving them back slightly.  The tile company would lose approximately 11 spaces (the majority 
of their customer parking) although tile loading and unloading functions could remain and it appears 
that some customer parking could be relocated on site.  Approximately 25 storage spaces, out of 
approximately 200 spaces, used for auto storage at a car dealership would be removed.  During 
final design, SMART will work with the City of San Rafael and local property owners to determine 
if displaced parking could be relocated on the excess right of way created by realigning Andersen 
Drive. 

Auto access to the self storage facility located adjacent to the NWP right-of-way would need to 
be reconfigured.  It is anticipated that the reconfiguration of ingress and egress into the storage 
unit site would result in the loss of approximately 2 out of 10 total parking spaces. 

Traffic:  Traffic impacts to the intersection of West Francisco and Andersen Drive would be 
avoided if the radius of the horizontal roadway curvature on Andersen Drive is at least 150 feet, 
up to 230 feet, depending on the roadway superelevation to maintain a 25 mph comfortable 
driving speed on the curve.  The greater the roadway superelevation, the smaller the curve 
radius can be; however, it will be necessary to 'run off' (flatten) the superelevation before it 
intersects with the railway tracks.  The railway tracks and the roadway must be in the same 
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plane where they intersect.  Vertical curvature does not appear to be an issue, as the surround-
ing area is relatively flat. 

The proposed realignment would maintain 500 feet of vehicular storage space on the roadway 
for queuing between the grade crossing and West Francisco, which will avoid any traffic oper-
ations impacts.  During the final design phase of the project, it would be important to maintain 
the maximum queue for southbound vehicles (on Andersen Drive) waiting at a red light at the 
Francisco Blvd. W intersection such that the railroad tracks are not blocked.  Although this 
appears very unlikely, interconnecting the traffic signal with the railroad gates should be ana-
lyzed in the final design phase of the proposed project. 

Wetlands: The realignment would affect a narrow stretch of ruderal and wetland habitat that is 
sandwiched between commercial development and Andersen Drive.  The area is about 1.3 acres, 
of which 80% is ruderal (developed/disturbed).  Of these 1.3 acres, the realignment would likely 
require permanent fill of blackberry scrub wetland (approximately 0.2 acre) north of Francisco 
Boulevard.  This wetland is typical of the numerous drainage ditches that parallel much of the 
project right-of-way and is of low habitat value.  The ditches carry storm water that, in this case, 
originates from surface flows on Andersen Drive.  The ditch grade flattens at the north end of the 
proposed realignment and water ponds to create a small, 0.1-acre coastal freshwater seasonal 
marsh with cattails, which would also likely be filled.  The seasonal marsh provides low functional 
value since it is small and surrounded by ruderal and developed/disturbed lands.  North of the 
cattails, the ditch flows to an armored channel that empties into San Rafael Creek.  While San 
Rafael Creek is tidal, the ditch that would be affected by the realignment is above high tide.  The 
affected wetlands could be mitigated onsite, directly across from the roadway realignment by 
utilizing the new right-of-way created by realigning Andersen Drive to the east.  Realigning Ander-
sen Drive would likely require removing about 0.5 acre of asphalt on the west side of the realigned 
roadway, which will provide an opportunity for creating a wetland.  The mitigation site would be 
graded to drain the same storm water that the current ditch carries.  At the north end of the miti-
gation site, water could be piped under Andersen Drive to flow back into the same ditch that 
flows to San Rafael Creek.  A 1:1 replacement ratio for lost wetlands would be an appropriate 
compensation for the Andersen Drive realignment, since the mitigation site is adjacent to the 
existing ditch.  The existing ditch provides minimal wetland functional value, and there would be 
a minimal temporal loss if the new ditch at the mitigation site is constructed first. 

As noted in the comment, the 1993 Andersen Drive Extension EIR, prepared for the City of San 
Rafael analyzed several alternatives for the crossing, including an at-grade crossing using the 
existing Andersen Drive alignment, which was concluded to be unsafe.  The EIR also evaluated 
two grade-separated crossings, one of which was recommended if rail service is implemented.  
However, the 1993 EIR did analyze the proposed realignment of Andersen Drive, as the concept 
had not been developed at that time. 

Given the options available to address the crossing of the rail line by Andersen Drive, SMART 
believes that closing Andersen Drive would not be necessary; accordingly, assessing the associ-
ated impacts is not required. 

14-13 See Master Response B. 

14-14 The Highway 101 LOS calculations were an output of the MTC/VTA model, as modified for this 
project.  See Master Response A.2 regarding corrected Highway 101 lane configurations. 

14-15 The traffic volumes were forecast using the MTC/VTA regional travel forecasting model described 
in the Travel Demand Forecasting Report (Appendix I in DEIR), pages 3 through 16, based on 
ABAG’s Projections 2000. 

14-16 The comment refers to a statement in DEIR Section 3.6.5, which provides a summary of impacts 
addressed in greater detail in 3.6.6.  See discussion under Impacts T-8 and T-9.  See also response 
14-4. 
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14-17 Noise levels that would be generated by the SMART project are shown in Figure 3.7-4.  Existing 
levels measured at several locations are shown in Table 3.7-3. 

14-18 SMART proposed the Caltrans Gap Closure soundwall replacement be located between the res-
idences and the rail tracks.  That alternative is evaluated in the DEIR.  As noted in the comment, 
the Transportation Authority of Marin is proceeding with a design that places the soundwall 
between the rail line and the freeway.  SMART continues to disagree with this decision and is 
still prepared to work with TAM and Caltrans to pursue SMART’s original recommendation; see 
also response 3-7.  The DEIR analyzed noise impacts for both locations of the soundwall and 
concluded that train noise impacts would be less than significant whether or not the soundwall is 
located between the tracks and the freeway or between the tracks and the neighborhood, although 
noise would be further reduced if the soundwall were between the tracks and the neighborhood.  
(See DEIR p. 3-136.) 

14-19 Impact N-2 finds that no residences would experience a severe noise impact under the noise 
significance criteria, and therefore the impact is considered less than significant.  Limiting train 
speed in this area to reduce pass-by noise would not allow scheduling of trains to meet bus 
pulses at the Bettini Transit Center, and therefore is likely infeasible.  Mitigation measures such 
as noise barriers would not be effective because of the numerous cross streets in downtown San 
Rafael.  Because the identified impact would be less than significant even without mitigation, 
additional mitigation is not required. 

14-20 The noise impact level from train horns is dependent on background noise level, following the 
criteria shown in Figure 3.7-1.  The impact area was calculated for each grade crossing in the 
corridor, and the grade crossings where impacts would occur are tabulated in Table 3.7-5.  As 
described on page 3-136, the impact analysis considered the ¼ mile approach distance at each 
side of the crossing and the horn noise level, as well as the existing ambient sound level at each 
grade crossing in the corridor.  While the train horns may be audible at locations identified in the 
comment, the Ldn noise levels at those locations would be below the noise significance criteria 
for that environment; therefore, a significant noise impact would not occur. 

McInnis Park is located approximately 250 feet from the Smith Ranch Road crossing to the 
nearest edge to the Soccer Field (south of Smith Ranch Road).  Horns would be noticeable at 
this distance.  Parks are generally a daytime use facility.  The horn noise would create an 
average daytime Leq of approximately 58 dBA. 

The Civic Center is located approximately 1,000 feet from the Civic Center Drive crossing.  This 
is also a daytime use facility.  Horns would be audible at this distance.  The average daytime 
horn noise Leq would be approximately 50 dBA. 

Ranchitos Park is located approximately 800 feet from the North San Pedro Road Crossing.  
Horns would be audible at this distance. The horn noise would create an average daytime Leq of 
approximately 52 dBA. 

14-21 Redwood Village was constructed subsequent to the initial analysis and has now been reviewed 
and added into the table of impacts (Table 3.7-5).  Please note that meetings were held with the 
San Rafael Community Development Department, and comments were provided in writing by 
SMART and the GGBHTD, prior to construction of the units with regard to site design and 
construction treatments that would minimize train horn impacts.  The crossing adjacent to the 
new Redwood Village units would be a potential location for a Quiet Zone designation. 

14-22 See Master Response Q. 

The three locations identified in the comment have been added to Table 3.5-4.  Please see the 
revised table in Chapter 4 of this FEIR. 

14-23 See response 1-2.  All wetlands within the ROW have been surveyed and mapped and printed 
high-resolution aerial photos depicting wetland polygons are part of the project record (approx-
imately 200 11x17 color aerial photos with GIS overlay). There are too many aerials to include 
as part of the DEIR.  Details of wetlands are provided in the Preliminary Delineation of Wetlands 
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(Appendix H).  Each wetland polygon has a distinct label, type and area.  Wetlands were class-
ified into six categories, which are defined on pages 3-155 to 3-158 in the DEIR.  Maps that 
show all wetlands through San Rafael are available on the SMART website. 

Impacts BR-2 and BR-5 address potential temporary and permanent impacts on wetlands, 
respectively.  Table 3.9-6 of the DEIR addresses long-term impacts on wetlands in the Project 
Area. 

The SMART corridor is an existing railroad ROW.  Through the City of San Rafael, most of the 
ROW is disturbed/ruderal land with low habitat value.  South of Civic Center Station (Civic Center 
Drive) very little wetland habitat would be affected, and these wetlands are predominantly 
seasonal drainage ditches that parallel the existing railroad grade.  North of Civic Center Station, 
the pathway leaves the ROW, so the wetlands south of Gallinas Creek would not be affected.  
Wetlands would be affected in this area only at the Gallinas Creek crossing.  Within the City 
limits, the project would affect 1.2 acre of coastal brackish marsh, 0.3 acre coastal freshwater 
seasonal wetland, and 0.1 acre of perennial creek. 

14-24 See response 1-2 regarding mitigation ratios.  Smaller ratios (i.e., 1:1) would be appropriate for 
mitigating relocation of a seasonal ditch, where the new ditch would be constructed onsite and 
parallel to the existing ditch; many of these ditches provide minimal function, and there would be 
minimal temporal loss if the replacement ditch is constructed first.  Replacement ratios of 2:1 or 
3:1 would be appropriate for off-site mitigation of fill of high-quality wetlands such as vernal pools 
or coastal salt marsh. SMART will be consistent with the City’s policies on mitigating loss of 
wetlands. 

14-25 SMART acknowledges that both Ranchitos Park and the Civic Center are within one-quarter mile 
of the SMART right of way.  DEIR Table 3.10-1 is not being re-issued, but SMART notes these 
facilities in the record. 

14-26 See Master Response E.3. 

14-27 Impact PFS-2 was determined to be less than significant; accordingly, further mitigation is not 
technically required.  However, the possibility of signal preemption on one-way streets can be 
addressed in the preparation of the Emergency Preparedness Plan, which will be prepared in 
consultation with local emergency responders.  See Master Response E.3 for additional 
information regarding emergency vehicle crossings. 

14-28 The probability of an emergency incident occurring in one the two tunnels in San Rafael is low 
(see Master Response J).  Nevertheless, the proposed project will include emergency vehicles 
access to the entrances of both tunnels, communication infrastructure, fire detection equipment, 
and fire suppression through sprinkler systems.  The incorporation of these items will be 
conducted in close consultation with the San Rafael Fire Department (and the Larkspur Fire 
Department for the CalPark Hill Tunnel). 

TAM’s design for the CalPark Hill Tunnel will incorporate emergency assess and turn-arounds 
for both portals.  The Puerto Suello Tunnel will either have access on the south end via a 
roadway just above the portal or a roadway on the east side of the track from North San Pedro 
Road for both emergency and maintenance access. 

As stated in the DEIR on page 3-221, SMART would develop an Emergency Preparedness Plan, 
subject to approval by the FRA in consultation with local emergency service providers (see 
Environmental Compliance Measures, DEIR Section 2.9).  An emergency response working 
group involved in preparing the plan would include representation from the City of San Rafael. 

14-29 SMART acknowledges the City’s request and will work with City staff in the final design process. 

14-30 Transit-oriented development (TOD) is not proposed as part of the project.  TOD in rail station 
areas consistent with the City’s General Plan policies could be pursued in the future in 
consultation with the City, but would require additional environmental review. 
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14-31 See response 14-30. 

14-32 Comment noted. 

14-33 SMART is working with the City of San Rafael to expedite replacement of the Mahon Creek 
trestle.  The comment regarding opportunities for wetlands mitigation along Mahon Creek is 
noted. 

14-34 The minor text corrections identified by the City are noted. 

14-36 Comment noted.  SMART will consult with the City in designing the proposed shuttle service. 

14-37 The additional City of San Rafael General Plan policy H-22 supporting the proposed project is 
noted. 

14-38 In response to this comment, the proposed edits to the text have been incorporated. 

14-39 Comment noted; see response 14-28. 

14-40 The three schools mentioned will be included in the Operation Lifesaver programs. 

14-41 Comment noted. 

Comment Letter #15 – City of Santa Rosa 

15-1 As reflected in local planning documents, the joint development of SMART’s Railroad Square 
property will include access for pedestrians and bicycles through the site from 3rd Street to 6th 
Street along the edge of the railroad right-of-way.  This access will be constructed concurrent 
with the joint development project.  The pedestrian and bicycle pathway that is included in the 
proposed project, however, is not planned to run directly between Santa Rosa Creek and 3rd 
Street along the railroad right-of-way.  To create that segment of pathway, property would have 
to be taken from the adjacent Berkowitz property.  The Berkowitz property, however, has been 
identified as an opportunity site for development.  Moreover, a pathway crossing at 3rd Street 
adjacent to the railroad right-of-way was determined by the Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Group 
(BPAG) to pose traffic and safety problems.  The BPAG met monthly for approximately one year 
and included representatives from the local bicycling organizations and local jurisdictions, 
including Santa Rosa.  Consequently, north-south bicycle traffic passing through the area will 
follow another alignment established by the BPAG.  The route uses the Joe Rodota Trail along 
the Santa Rosa Creek and then runs along the Prince Memorial Greenway pathway to a pro-
posed access path that connects to 6th Street.  The on-street route runs east along 6th Street to 
Jefferson Street, north on Jefferson Street to 7th Street, east on 7th Street until it runs into the 
SMART right-of-way. 

15-2 Although giving preference to bus access is typically a priority, in the specific case of the 
Jennings Avenue Station design, a roundabout/turnaround is necessary to allow traffic to enter 
and leave the station on a single roadway.  This design can accommodate the circulation of 40-
foot buses to and from external roads to the bus stops as indicated; CityBus, Santa Rosa staff, 
and other transit or shuttle providers will have a continuing role in reviewing SMART’s station 
designs as they are finalized.  It is impracticable to provide bus stops within the roundabout, but 
it is relatively easy to provide auto and shuttle drop-off within the roundabout.  Bus riders would 
need to walk approximately 200-400 feet to reach the platform.  In this case, these trade-offs are 
appropriate to provide access to the Jennings Avenue Station. 

15-3 The Jennings Avenue Station has planned pathway connections to both the Santa Rosa Busi-
ness Park to the west with at-grade crossings, and to Santa Rosa Junior College to the east.  
However, the installation of any at-grade public crossing, as would be the case at this station, is 
governed by the CPUC (see CPUC comment 4-4).  In general, the approval of new at-grade 
crossings is difficult unless there are other nearby at-grade crossings that can be closed simul-
taneously.  SMART policy is similar to that of CPUC; unless there are extraordinary circum-
stances or other compelling reasons to create a new at-grade crossing, one would not be 
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approved.  All of the factors must be taken into consideration, including safety and noise, when 
deciding to install new at-grade crossings. 

15-4 See response 15-3 and Master Response K. 

15-5 Please refer to Master Response K regarding Appendix C.  There is currently only one alter-
native for Jennings Avenue, as described on DEIR page 2-37. 

15-6 The illustration on page 2-39 (figure 2.5-15) represents a preliminary station design concept for 
the Santa Rosa Railroad Square Station for purposes of environmental review of the proposed 
project.  It is intended mainly to show the location of the station platforms and the location of 
SMART’s property, which is labeled “SMART Joint Development Site.”  The details regarding the 
joint development site, including land uses, densities, access, circulation, and parking, are not 
part of the proposed project, and will be addressed through a separate development process 
that is currently underway. 

15-7 Due to frequency and proximity of existing fixed route service, the DEIR did not recommend 
shuttle service at this location.  Although not part of the proposed project, shuttles funded 
through other sources could be established in the future; see Master Response B for additional 
discussion. 

15-8 The commenter’s guidelines for bus circulation and access have been considered and will 
continue to be considered in the final design and construction of the Jennings Avenue and 
Railroad Square stations.  SMART will also ask city staff, CityBus, and other transit/shuttle 
providers to review final design work.  See also response 15-2. 

15-9 Those portions of the project, including the rail line, rail facilities, and bicycle/pedestrian pathway, 
which are located on SMART right-of-way would be maintained by SMART.  Those portions of 
the pathway that are within the right-of-way of a local municipality (city or county) would be the 
responsibility of the local municipality.  Crossings would be the responsibility of the local 
municipality to a point two feet outside the closest rail on both sides; everything in between these 
two points would be SMART’s responsibility.  SMART would be responsible for ADA compliance, 
landscaping, and facility maintenance within its right-of-way. 

15-10 As suggested by the City of Santa Rosa, Steele Creek has been added to Table 3.3-1 in the 
DEIR.  Piner, Paulin, Santa Rosa, and Colgan Creeks are already listed in the table.  Coffey 
Creek, however, is an upstream tributary to Piner Creek and will not be impacted by the 
proposed project. 

Under Section 303(d) of the 1972 Clean Water Act, states, territories and authorized tribes are 
required to develop a list of water quality limited segments within their jurisdictions.  These water 
segments, by definition, do not meet water quality standards, even after the installation of mini-
mum pollution control technology at the point source. The law requires that these jurisdictions 
establish priority rankings for water segments on the list and to develop action plans, referred to 
as Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDL), to improve water quality.  On July 25, 2003 USEPA 
gave final approval to California's 2002 Section 303(d) List of Water Quality Limited Segments.  
The current approved list for Santa Rosa Creeks is presented in DEIR Table 3.3-1. 

15-11 DEIR Section 3.3, Impact WR-4, has been amended to reflect the fact that a portion of the project 
is within the Laguna de Santa Rosa and is subject to provisions of the Standard Urban Storm 
Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP). 

15-12 A bicycle/pedestrian pathway across the access road to Colgan Creek would be designed so 
that it does not impede future efforts by the City of Santa Rosa to improve the flood carrying 
capacity of the channel.  Based on the location of the proposed pathway, accessibility would be 
improved to the access road and the channel for construction improvements to the creek.  During 
final design, SMART will work with the City of Santa Rosa to ensure that construction access to 
Colgan Creek is not impeded. 
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15-13 In response to the comment concerning the presence of trichloroethene (TCE) contaminated soil 
at the proposed Jennings Avenue station, SMART will follow the same soil and groundwater 
sampling strategy as described in response 2-1. 

15-14 According to the SCTA Countywide Bicycle Plan 2003 Update, proposed bikeways in the County-
wide Plan come directly from the local jurisdictions, including Santa Rosa.  The proposed SMART 
bicycle/pedestrian pathway is consistent with the Countywide Plan, and therefore, it should be 
consistent with the Santa Rosa Bicycle Master Plan.  SMART will confirm plans with City staff. 

15-15 The requested crossings are not proposed as part of the project.  New pathway crossings at Steele 
Creek, Paulin Creek, and Piner Creek could be provided at (a) existing roadway crossings such 
as College Avenue or Guerneville Road, or, potentially, (b) under the railroad tracks at the creek 
crossings.  Any new grade crossing of the rail tracks would require CPUC and SMART approval.   

15-16 See the revised patronage results in Master Response C and revised Figure 5.4-1 in Chapter 4 
of this FEIR.  The low boardings are partly attributable to the fact that the model minimizes the 
number of boardings if no dedicated park-and-ride lot is available. 

15-17 These are daily boardings and alightings.  They have been assumed to be symmetric over the 
course of a day (i.e., the number of boardings and alightings at a station are equal over 24 
hours). 

15-18 Appendix I Tables 5.4-7 and 5.4-8 should say “Drive Access Boardings and Alightings.”  These 
are trips that begin and end with an auto trip to the station, whether by driving alone to the station 
and parking, driving with others and parking (i.e., carpooling), or being dropped off at the station. 

15-19 As indicated in DEIR Table 2.5-6, shuttles are not proposed at the downtown Santa Rosa station, 
nor was a shuttle assumed in the analysis of impacts; the statement on page 3-119 regarding 
shuttle service is incorrect.  The screenline analysis in Impact T-6 has been replaced with a 
more sophisticated intersection analysis; see Master Response E.2 for additional information.  
Revised Table 3.6-9 in Chapter 4 of this FEIR indicates that the Wilson St/3rd St intersection 
would operate at LOS D in 2025 with or without the project and the Wilson St/4th St intersection 
would operate at LOS A in 2025 with or without the project. 

15-20 The suggested use of the SCWA service road between Jennings Avenue and Guerneville Road 
as an alignment for the bicycle/pedestrian pathway has merit.  Although the impacts of the 
proposed pathway alignment are less than significant in this segment, SMART will pursue this 
adjustment in alignment during final design in concert with the Sonoma County Water Agency. 

15-21 Because Impact N-1 is less than significant even without mitigation, Mitigation Measure N-1 is 
not required, but would be implemented when practical to further reduce a less-than-significant 
impact. 

15-22 Page 3-150 of the DEIR is revised to delete California tiger salamander critical habitat from the 
list.  Critical Habitat is no longer designated for the Sonoma population of CTS. 

15-23 The reference to the Sonoma County Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) has 
been added to Section 3.3, Water Resources, including reference in Mitigation Measure WR-1a. 

15-24 Page 3-152 of the DEIR is revised to include City of Santa Rosa General Plan Policy OSC-E-4. 

15-25 Table 3.9-5 of the DEIR is revised to include chinook salmon in Santa Rosa Creek and remove 
coho. Coho have not been observed in Santa Rosa Creek in recent years, and three juveniles 
observed in the late 1980s may have come from Mark West Creek. 

Shawn Chase of the Sonoma County Water Agency communicated to GANDA on April 10, 2006 
that they caught juvenile steelhead in Piner and Paulin creeks in summer 2005. 

Steve Brady, City of Santa Rosa, confirmed to GANDA on April 10, 2006 the observance of 
chinook and steelhead in Santa Rosa Creek in both 2002 (adults) and 2004 (juveniles). He did 
not know of coho in Santa Rosa Creek. 
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15-26 Per Biological Technical Report page 5-26, “(coho) may occur in Santa Rosa Creek (B. Cox, 
CDFG, pers. comm. 2003), although they have not been detected there in recent surveys.” 

Following conversations with fisheries biologists at City of Santa Rosa and Sonoma County 
Water Agency, Table 3.9-5 of the DEIR has been revised to remove coho from the list of 
salmonids present in Santa Rosa Creek. 

15-27 Protected species would be “sensitive or special-status species”, which is in the first bullet point 
for significance criteria. CEQA Guidelines 15065(c) addresses cumulative impacts. The potential 
for cumulative impacts was considered and the process summarized on pages 3-186 and 3-187 
of the DEIR. 

15-28 Details of seed mixes would be included in project-specific restoration and erosion control plans, 
which will be prepared as part of the mitigation and environmental compliance phase of the 
project.  These plans will be developed in consultation with appropriate agencies.  Annual rye 
(Lolium multiflorum) and Harding grass (Phalaris aquatica) are common invasive species in the 
seasonal wetlands adjacent to the railroad grade (Biological Technical Report 5-35).  The EIR 
authors agree that annual ryegrasses should never be used in grassland restoration due to their 
adverse effects on native plants and wetlands. 

15-29 Other comments received encourage onsite wetland restoration over off-site restoration; Marin 
Audubon’s comment 41-45 recommends that mitigation should occur immediately adjacent so 
that the same species would have the benefit.  The Santa Rosa Plain Conservation Strategy 
also recommends proximal mitigation.  While it is true that the width of the ROW is narrow, there 
will be opportunities to replace seasonal wetlands (low-value ditches) with higher quality seasonal 
wetlands through grading techniques.  Mitigation Measure BR-5b does address off-site wetland 
restoration, and this could include a larger scale wetland restoration project. 

The Santa Rosa Plain Conservation Strategy provides a biological framework upon which future 
regulatory actions will be based.  Both interim and long-term mitigation ratios for CTS, wetlands 
and listed plants that would be implemented with the proposed project are detailed therein.  The 
DEIR is revised to include the Strategy in the Biological Resources Regulatory Setting, Section 
3.9.1. 

15-30 Mitigation Measure BR-6 emphasizes avoidance of oak removal as the preferred mitigation. 

15-31 Restoration with appropriate native species will be essential for success.  Mitigation Measure 
BR-5a specifically addresses “reestablishment of appropriate native vegetation” as an appro-
priate element of the restoration plan. 

15-32 Wildlife passage will not be negatively affected in many segments of the ROW.  In addition, DEIR 
Mitigation Measure BR-7 is expanded to include placement of wildlife tunnels (undercrossings); 
see response 1-6. These tunnels, gaps in the safety structure, and open stretches of railroad 
ROW in areas where the bicycle/pedestrian pathway is not directly adjacent to the railway, will 
facilitate movement of species across the ROW.  For further details, see response 41-49 for 
discussion of mitigation of wildlife movement impacts. See response 41-53, which addresses 
migration of California tiger salamander in particular. 

15-33 SMART acknowledges that the Prince Memorial Greenway is within one-quarter mile of the 
SMART right of way.  DEIR Table 3.10-1 is not being re-issued, but SMART notes this park in 
the record. 

15-34 SMART acknowledges that the Prince Memorial Greenway, Joe Redota Trail, Coffey Lane, and 
Dutton Avenue (all Class I bike paths), West Steele Lane and West 9th Street (Class II bike lanes), 
and trails along Paulin Creek and Piner Creek are within one-quarter mile of the SMART right of 
way. 

15-35 The purpose of the SMART pathway is to provide a continuous pathway that follows the north-
south SMART corridor.  Pathways along Paulin Creek and Piner Creek are not part of the cor-
ridor pathway.  Although SMART can accommodate pathway connections, the CPUC highly 
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discourages the installation of any new at-grade crossings without closing other existing cross-
ings in trade (see CPUC comment #4-2). 

15-36 In response to the comment, the DEIR Table 3.11-3 has been corrected. 

15-37 Comment noted.  These changes have been made to the text. 

15-38 The screen line analysis in Section 3.6 of the DEIR was not used to analyze the potential for 
grade-crossing delays for emergency vehicles.  See Master Response E.3 for additional 
information on emergency vehicle crossings. 

15-39 DEIR Section 2.9 provides details on security and public safety planning and coordination that 
will take place.  For additional information see Master Response P. 

15-40 See Master Response P. 

15-41 The suggested measures for police review of station design plans and any comprehensive public 
safety related plans are consistent with SMART’s commitment to coordinate closely with local 
jurisdictions during the final design phase of the project.  DEIR Section 2.9 provides details on 
security and public safety planning and coordination that will take place.  For additional infor-
mation see Master Response P. 

15-42 The general type of safety structure is indicated by milepost in the figures in DEIR Appendix E 
(Pathway Schematics).  These figures have been revised slightly (although the safety structure 
type has not changed); see FEIR Chapter 4 for revised figures.  Section 2.5.2 describes the 
conditions in which the different types of structures would be installed. 

Comment Letter #16 – Marin County Community Development Agency 

16-1 The EIR has been prepared in compliance with CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines.  The 
analysis provides sufficient detail to identify potential impacts of the proposed project and deter-
mine their significance.  Please note that the DEIR is supported by 12 detailed technical reports, 
listed in DEIR Section 1.3.3, page 1-2 and incorporated in the DEIR by reference (DEIR p. 3-3). 

16-2 The feasibility of providing passenger rail service in Sonoma and Marin Counties has been ana-
lyzed in four major planning studies over the last 20 years including the 101 Corridor Study, 
Phases I and II; the Sonoma-Marin Multimodal Transportation and Land Use Study; and the 
SMART Commuter Implementation Plan (see DEIR Section 2.4).  This environmental analysis of 
the proposed project is the next step in the planning process and represents a good faith effort to 
forecast the impacts of the project and identify alternatives and mitigation measures that reduce 
those impacts, consistent with the provisions of CEQA.  The purpose of the SMART project is 
outlined in the Purpose and Need Statement (see DEIR page 2-1).  Whether the proposed 
project is feasible and serves its intended purpose and need will be determined by the SMART 
Board of Directors in deciding whether to approve the project.  Implementation of the proposed 
project will depend on adoption of a sales tax measure by the voters within the rail district. 

16-3 The DEIR does not assume local jurisdictions will increase densities near transit centers above 
what is included in their adopted General Plans.  Detailed information about assumptions 
regarding future population and employment growth is provided in DEIR Appendix I (see 
revisions of Appendix I in FEIR Chapter 4).  Land use impacts to areas surrounding proposed 
rail stations were analyzed in the DEIR in Impacts LU-2 and LU-3.  See Master Response N for 
information on project costs. 

16-4 See Master Response C regarding revised ridership forecasts.  A sensitivity analysis has been 
conducted to respond to comments regarding future conditions in which the Novato Narrows 
project might not be completed by 2025.  See Master Response F.  Whether the projected 
number of riders justifies the cost of the project is not a comment on the DEIR, but rather a 
comment on the merits of the project; ultimately, the voters in Marin and Sonoma Counties will 
decide whether the cost of the project is justified. 
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16-5 See Master Response N regarding project costs.  The DEIR does analyze a range of alternatives, 
several of which may be less expensive.  However, the DEIR found that these alternatives were 
not environmentally superior to the proposed project. 

16-6 See Master Response C regarding “passenger trips” versus “passengers.”  Virtually all transit 
studies use the number of one-way daily trips, which is equivalent to the number of boarding 
passengers, in reporting their results.  There is no reason stated for deviating from this standard 
industry practice.  The number of different individuals using the system is difficult to estimate, 
and would depend on their frequency of use and how many use the train for one way trips only.  
For an analysis of the mode switching behavior, see Master Response H.  As noted, most com-
muter rail passengers in new system startups have been attracted from the drive alone mode. 

16-7 The comment notes that there are 800 potential riders from Sonoma County who work at the 
Marin County Civic Center.  The travel forecast model, perhaps conservatively, predicts approx-
imately 300 passengers would alight from trains daily at the Marin Civic Center Station, which is 
not inconsistent with the 800 workers noted in the comment. 

16-8 Intersection level of service impacts near proposed stations have been analyzed using the latest 
available data from local jurisdictions.  See Master Response E.2 and revised Table 3.6-9 in 
Chapter 4 of this FEIR. The Novato North station concept has been revised to fully accommo-
date projected parking demand on site, with no impact on adjacent streets.  (See Master 
Response K.)  The Highway 101 LOS tables have been corrected and revised; see Master 
Response E.1 and revised text in Chapter 4 of this FEIR. 

16-9 Impacts to emergency vehicles approaching at-grade crossings when a passenger rail train is 
present were analyzed in the DEIR in Impact PFS-2.  General safety impacts on adjacent land 
uses (parks, schools, childcare facilities, etc.) were addressed in DEIR Section 2.9 (Environmental 
Compliance Measures) and Impact PFS-4, and are addressed by a combination of fencing, 
enforcement of ‘No Trespassing’ regulations, education, and other measures.  See also Master 
Response P regarding safety issues and Master Response E.3 regarding emergency vehicle 
response time. 

Safety was one of the primary criteria used in planning and evaluating the proposed bicycle/
pedestrian pathway.  Research conducted by Alta Planning + Design as part of the Rails-with-
Trails: Lessons Learned (Federal Highway Administration, 2005) indicated that safety has not 
been a significant issue on the more than 60 rail-with-trails in place throughout the United States 
and Canada.  This report included an extensive evaluation of safety and trespassing, including 
analysis of 24 case studies, primary data collection and observation, interviews with local police 
departments, coordination with groups such as Operation Lifesaver, and other efforts.  Findings 
from this research and other sources were included in the recommended setbacks, fencing, and 
other elements of the proposed bicycle/pedestrian pathway. 

16-10 For a discussion of reliability issues, see Master Response J.  For public safety and security 
issues, see Master Response P. 

16-11 Only train horn noise is identified as a significant and unavoidable noise impact in the DEIR; 
vibration and noise from passing trains were analyzed and determined to be less than signif-
icant. See also response 10-1 regarding the DEIR’s noise impact analysis and Master Response 
Q regarding Quiet Zone designations. Adding reflected noise into the calculation would have 
increased the rail noise exposure level by not more than 1 dBA in areas where solid sound-
reflective surfaces are located parallel to the tracks; an increase of 1dBA is imperceptible to 
humans and therefore would not change the DEIR’s conclusions regarding impact significance. 
To elaborate further, because a train provides a nearly continuous surface, any noise reflected 
from a nearby surface back towards the tracks is largely blocked by the train from continuing 
past the tracks.  As a result, direct noise coming from the train is substantially greater than any 
reflected noise that would continue back past the train.  No mitigation is proposed in areas where 
no impacts under the noise significance criteria are predicted to occur. 
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16-12 See Master Response O.  Freight service was considered in the cumulative impact analysis in 
the DEIR in the appropriate issue areas and additional clarification is provided in several issue 
areas (see FEIR Chapter 4). 

16-13 See Master Response H regarding the impact of the project on Golden Gate Transit Service.  
See Master Response T regarding the impact of rail stations on property values. 

16-14 Additional information regarding the Express Bus Alternative is provided in Master Response D. 

16-15 The issue of why certain rail station sites were chosen, but not others, is addressed on page 4-6 
of the DEIR and in Master Response M. 

16-16 The rationale for not analyzing an alternative that involves operating buses on the rail right-of-
way is discussed in Master Response M. 

16-17 Routine operations and maintenance impacts are fully considered in all relevant issue areas. 

16-18 Comment noted.  The potential impacts referenced in this comment have been addressed in the 
DEIR. 

16-19 Because no significant noise impacts would occur from train operations, evaluation of mitigation 
is not required.  The noise analysis was completed following FTA Noise and Vibration Impact 
Assessment Guidance (1995).  As described in the Draft EIR, noise was measured at several 
locations to establish the background sound environment.  The impact level was calculated for 
each environment in the study corridor from Figure 2.7-1 of the Draft EIR.  The noise exposure 
generated by train pass-bys was calculated for each area of the project corridor as shown in 
Figure 3.7-4 of the Draft EIR.  For each section of the corridor, the distance from the tracks at 
which the calculated noise exposure would exceed the impact and severe impact criteria were 
then calculated.  At each grade crossing, a separate calculation was made for train horn noise 
as shown in Figure 3.7-6 of the Draft EIR.  These distances were then placed on project plans 
showing aerial photographs of the corridor.  All residences and other noise sensitive uses 
identified from the plans that were located within these impact lines were identified in the Draft 
EIR, and mitigation was evaluated to minimize or eliminate the impacts.  Because the designa-
tion of Quiet Zones identified in Mitigation Measure N-5 is not certain, the impact from train horn 
noise was determined to be significant and unavoidable.  See response 16-11 for discussion of 
noise reflections. 

16-20 See response 1-2 and 14-23. 

16-21 The comment that potential noise impacts to residents in the California Park neighborhood would 
likely be minimal is noted. 

16-22 The comment that the DEIR’s recommendations regarding potential noise impacts to residents in 
the Los Ranchitos neighborhood do not conflict with adopted policies is noted. 

16-23 Comment noted. 

16-24 The comment regarding no disturbance of lands adjacent to existing tracks or need for additional 
right of way within wetland areas is noted. 

Comment Letter #17 – Marin County Public Works Department 

17-1 At the time the DEIR biology chapter was prepared, coho salmon – Central California Coast 
ESU/Northern California population was Federally Threatened and Proposed Endangered.  On 
June 28, 2005, the listing was downgraded from Threatened to Endangered. 

The species account of coho salmon in the Federal Regulations sub-section (page 3-150) of the 
DEIR Biological Resources analysis and the status of coho in Table 3.9-4 of the DEIR have been 
revised to reflect this change in listing from federally Threatened to federally Endangered. 
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17-2 Mitigation Measures BR-2a, 2b, and 2c recommend specific mitigation measures for streams and 
wetlands.  Mitigation Measure BR-9b specifies an in-stream construction window.  Section 7.1 of 
the Biological Resources Technical Report provides more details about the types of mitigation 
that would likely be developed during consultation with federal and State agencies.  Final details 
of mitigation measures will be specified by those agencies during their permit process. 

17-3 The comment raises a question regarding legal access and is not a comment on the adequacy 
of the EIR.  If Marin County needs access onto or across SMART property in order to access its 
own property for the purpose of conducting maintenance, the County would need to obtain prior 
permission, unless it already has an existing legal right to be on SMART property.  Prior permis-
sion may include a right of entry permit, license or easement.  Likewise, SMART would be 
required to obtain prior permission to cross Marin County property to access SMART property, 
unless SMART already has an existing legal right to be on the County’s property. 

17-4 SMART will maintain all existing and new rail structures within the right of way and funding has 
been identified in the Expenditure Plan.  A regular maintenance schedule will be developed as 
part of project implementation. 

17-5 SMART acknowledges storm water run-off treatment requirements specified as part of BASMAA’s 
Start at the Source Manual.  Impact WR-4 on DEIR page 3-32 states: “The proposed project 
includes provisions to contain runoff.  Surface runoff from the rail improvements, station con-
struction, the maintenance facilities, and park-and-ride facilities would be intercepted with bio-
filtration swales or other appropriate containment devices.”  Measures relative to storm water 
runoff treatment are identified in Mitigation Measure WR-1a which has been expanded to clarify 
that it includes structural treatment controls (see revised measure in FEIR Chapter 4). 

17-6 In response to this comment, the proposed edits to the text have been incorporated. 

17-7 The revised No Project alternative has the same assumptions for bus service as the build alter-
natives.  See Master Response A.3. 

17-8 Free shuttles will be available to SMART passengers only (see Master Response B), generally 
covering routes that are not well served by local transit or outside walking distance from the 
station.  The intent is that the shuttle routes would complement, rather than compete with, local 
transit. 

17-9 Shuttle ridership has been corrected in the latest model run; see Master Response B. 

17-10 See response 17-8.  At stations, the bus bays would be reserved specifically for buses; for shuttles, 
there are either separate designated areas or shared use of auto drop-off areas.  See also 
Master Response B. 

17-11 See Master Response B regarding proposed shuttles.  With regard to competing for MCTD 
funding, it should be noted that shuttle services would be funded by the proposed sales tax 
measure; see SMART Expenditure Plan. 

17-12 See Master Response D. 

17-13 See Master Response D. 

17-14 See Master Response D. 

17-15 See Master Response D. 

17-16 See Master Response D. 

17-17 Level of service (LOS) criteria are described in DEIR Section 3.6.1 and defined in DEIR Tables 
3.6-1 and 3.6-2.  Operational methods (i.e., HCM 2000 intersection level of service) have been 
included in the revised text for Section 3.6 in Chapter 4 of this FEIR. 

17-18 See Master Responses U and V. 
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17-19 See Master Response E.2 for clarification of the proposed traffic signal timing and sequencing 
system.  No special training of local personnel to use the related software would be required.  
SMART would be responsible for providing the required hardware to interface with the City’s 
traffic signal. 

17-20 All pathway railroad crossings will include audible warning devices (typically warning bells) 
and/or trains will use horns to warn of their approach.  Pathway roadway crossings at new or 
upgraded signalized intersections will include audible devices.  Pathway crossings at existing 
signalized intersections will be programmed to include audible devices. 

17-21 The County’s comment that a construction/traffic management plan must be signed/stamped by 
a licensed engineer is noted. 

17-22 DEIR Impact T-8 considered impacts to downtown San Rafael due to train operations at the pro-
posed station.  See Master Response E.2 and response 14-4 for additional analysis and discussion. 

17-23 In general, SMART will be responsible for maintenance of facilities on SMART’s right-of-way. 

17-24 See Master Responses R (Larkspur) and K (Appendix C clarification). 

17-25 The latest (April 2006) version of plans being developed for the CalPark Tunnel Pathway project 
by Marin County show the pathway on the east side of tracks, which eliminates crossing and 
access issues near the future station.  See Master Response R and revised Figure 2.5-27 (in 
FEIR Chapter 4). 

17-26 See Master Response R and revised Figure 2.5-27 (in FEIR Chapter 4). 

17-27 Comment noted. 

17-28 Comment noted. 

17-29 At the Larkspur Station, there will be two tracks that run south through the station and continue 
to a point just north of Sir Francis Drake Boulevard.  These two tracks will provide for storage 
and the layover of train sets. Any planned pathway that runs south from the Larkspur Station 
must be coordinated with the alignment of the two tracks that will be used for storage and 
layover.  As the NWP right of way width is 100’ in this location, it is anticipated that any future 
pathway extension can be accommodated.  SMART and County staff are currently working on 
the design speed through the CalPark Project and the final design will incorporate all of the 
issues in the design process including tunnel clearance, safety, right-of-way width, maximum 
curvature, and costs. The 45 mph estimated speed in the CalPark Hill Tunnel area was based on 
initial curvature and engineering assumptions of the tunnel. 

Comment Letter #18 – County of Marin, Department of Public Works 

18-1 During final project design, SMART will work with the County of Marin Department of Public Works 
to develop and review hydraulic studies prepared for replacing or rehabilitating existing bridges 
and culverts for facilities maintained by the Marin County Flood Control and Water Conservation 
District or which are located in the unincorporated areas of the county. 

18-2 The lead agency for the pathway through the Puerto Suello Hill area is noted. 

Comment Letter #19 – County of Marin, Office of the Administrator 

19-1 SMART will work with the Administrator’s Office to coordinate future design issues related to the 
Marin Civic Center station. 

19-2 SMART notes that no master plan process is currently in place or being contemplated for the 
Civic Center at this time by the County, and that the Civic Center Master Design Guidelines do 
not apply to the entire Civic Center.  See also Master Response K regarding Appendix C. 
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Comment Letter #20 – Golden Gate Bridge, Highway & Transportation District 

20-1 SMART notes the corrected right of way MP 26.26 versus MP 26.96.  SMART’s right-of-way east 
of the Ignacio Wye is not part of the proposed project. 

20-2 The suggested edits will be incorporated. 

20-3 See Master Response A.3 regarding impacts on Larkspur ferry and Master Response H regard-
ing impacts on GGT’s bus services. 

20-4 SMART will be working with local transit providers prior to finalizing shuttle routes in advance of 
rail start-up.  The identified destinations were intended to be illustrative of the locations of major 
activity centers. 

20-5 Construction at grade crossings is not anticipated to result in significant impacts on GGT bus 
operations because disruptions would be temporary (a few days at any one location or one to 
two weekends) and a variety of construction measures can be implemented to avoid substantial 
delays.  Furthermore, local jurisdictions have control over construction activities and will limit 
road closures.  As indicated in DEIR Section 2.9, SMART will develop a construction phasing/
sequencing and traffic management plan to address construction traffic issues.  As part of that 
effort, SMART will work with GGT and other transit service providers to schedule construction in 
a manner that minimizes delay for transit operations. 

20-6 See response 20-5.  Construction activities at the transit center can be staged to avoid 
substantial disruptions to transit operations. 

20-7 SMART will work with GGBHTD in the preparation and administration of the 
construction/phasing sequencing and traffic management plan.  See revised Section 2.9 in 
Chapter 4 of this FEIR. 

20-8 The referenced private crossing will be upgraded. 

20-9 Trains would also operate on fixed, published schedules that could be considered by GGT in its 
operations planning (revenue and non-revenue).  The traffic blockage at grade crossings would 
be approximately 35 seconds, and would occur only once every 15 minutes during peak hours.  
This is equivalent to a traffic signal operating at LOS C/D. 

20-10 The traffic signal system improvements proposed for the project would not preclude the future 
possibility of transit signal priority along arterials with bus transit services. 

20-11 Rail station concept designs have been re-evaluated to consider the physical and operating 
characteristics of the GGT fleet; some modifications have been made, as necessary.  The 
maximum turning radius dimensions and length requirements have been utilized.  SMART will 
coordinate with GGT during final design of the bus facilities for stations to ensure they meet GGT 
requirements. 

20-12 A range of terminology is used to indicate bus access to proposed rail stations in Figures 2.5-11 
through 2.5-27 in the DEIR.  These figures also provide indication of the bus routes that are 
located within proximity of the stations.  In some cases, these routes already do provide direct 
service to the station or pass by on adjacent roads and could easily provide direct access to the 
stations.  Bus access to stations will be finalized in consultation with bus transit providers.  The 
following provides clarification in regards to bus access to proposed stations: 

• Cloverdale (Figure 2.5-11) – indicates “bus drop off” adjacent and to the southeast of the 
station platform. 

• Healdsburg (Figure 2.5-12) – indicates “bus drop off” adjacent to the station on Harmon 
Street. 

• Windsor (Figure 2.5-13) – the figure in the DEIR does not indicate bus stop locations.  The 
referenced illustration Figure 2.5-13 has been revised to clarify the location of bus stops and 
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the station building that is under design and will be constructed by the Town of Windsor and 
Sonoma County Transit.  The revised figure is included in Chapter 4 of this Final EIR. 

• Jennings (Figure 2.5-14) – the bus stops for this station are labeled “buses” in the referenced 
illustration.  The referenced illustration Figure 2.5-14 has been revised in Chapter 4 of this 
Final EIR to fix an unrelated labeling error. 

• Downtown Santa Rosa (Figure 2.5-14) – does not indicate bus stops or access points to the 
station.  There are three stops on Third Street adjacent to the proposed station site that 
serve four different routes. 

• Rohnert Park (Figure 2.5-16) – does not indicate bus stops, and the figure has been revised 
to indicate the bus stops; see Chapter 4 of this Final EIR. 

• Cotati (Figure 2.5-17) – indicates “bus stops” on south side of East Cotati Avenue, but not on 
the north side.  Buses traveling eastbound along East Cotati Avenue would also stop on the 
north side of the street in a new bus turn out at Ryan Lane that will be built as a part of the 
Cotati Intermodal Facility by Sonoma County Transit. 

• Corona Option 1 (Figure 2.5-18) – indicates “bus stops” along the access road just north of 
the station platform.  The roundabout in the station concept would be built to allow buses to 
enter or exit the station from either Corona Road or North McDowell Boulevard. 

• Corona Option 2 (Figure 2.5-19) – indicates “bus stops” along Corona Road and along the 
station access road.  The station turnaround will allow buses to reverse direction within the 
proposed station site. 

• Downtown Petaluma (Figure 2.5-20) – the figure in the DEIR indicates “Copeland Transit 
Center.”  As revised diagram clearly indicating bus stops in the Copeland Transit Center and 
the relationship to the proposed station has been included in Chapter 4 of this Final EIR. 

• Novato North (Figure 2.5-21) – indicates “buses” where bus stops would be located. A revised 
figure has been included in Chapter 4 of this Final EIR that clearly indicates bus stops as 
well. 

• Novato South (Figure 2.5-22) – indicates “bus stops” immediately east of the SMART plat-
forms off of Roblar Drive.  The existing bus pullout on northbound Nave Drive would be 
retained.  A revised figure has been included in Chapter 4 of this Final EIR that clarifies the 
location of bus stops and auto drop-off. 

• Civic Center (Figure 2.5-23) – indicates “buses” in bus turnouts along Civic Center Drive.  
These turnouts are in the approximate location of existing bus stops on Civic Center Drive. 

• Downtown San Rafael Option 1 (Figure 2.5-24) – indicates the existing Bettini Transit Center 
and “buses” along Tamalpais Avenue where additional bus stops would be located. 

• Downtown San Rafael Option 2 (Figure 2.5-25) – indicates the existing Bettini Transit Center 
and “buses” in a new transit center accessed via 4th Street. 

• Larkspur Ferry (Figure 2.5-27) – the figure in the DEIR does not mention where bus stops 
are located at the Ferry Terminal.  Bus stops are located adjacent to the ferry terminal along 
the access road through the facility.  A revised station concept is included in Chapter 4 of 
this Final EIR, but bus stops would remain in the same location, that is, at the existing Ferry 
Terminal, in this revised concept. 

20-13 See Master Response K; the final mitigation measures are included in DEIR Chapter 3. 

20-14 Please refer to Master Response K regarding Appendix C and Master Response R regarding the 
location of the station and revisions to the station design concept. 

20-15 See Master Response R regarding revisions to the Larkspur Ferry Station concept; the revised 
station concept will not require a new pedestrian crossing of Larkspur Landing Circle West at 
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Victoria Way.  The revised design concept will utilize existing crosswalks that provide access to 
the office development on the north and the shopping center to the south. 

20-16 See Master Response R; the revised station concept will connect pedestrians to the existing 
overcrossing of Sir Francis Drake Boulevard and will encourage pedestrians and bicycle access 
along this alignment.  This connection would avoid the need to alter the existing pedestrian-
actuated signal. 

20-17 See Master Response R; only one station site is proposed at this location. 

20-18 See revised Larkspur station design description in Master Response R; the revised station concept 
will not require pedestrian access across Golden Gate Bridge, Highway & Transportation District 
property.  Furthermore, the NWP right of way previously owned by GGBHTD transferred to SMART 
in March, 2006.  SMART plans to work with all lessees along the corridor to preserve their oper-
ations in light of implementing train operations. 

20-19 Please see Master Response R regarding Larkspur Station alternatives that were screened from 
further consideration in the DEIR. 

20-20 The connection between the SMART bicycle/pedestrian pathway at the southern terminus of the 
corridor in Larkspur Landing, and points south, is identified in the Central Marin Ferry Connector 
Feasibility Study (City of Larkspur, Alta Planning + Design, 2004) and is also being evaluated as 
part of the CalPark Tunnel Bicycle Path Project (TAM, Earth Tech).  Both short and long term 
options for this connection have or are being evaluated.  Also, see Master Response R. 

20-21 In response to the comment, the DEIR text has been corrected. 

20-22 Figure 2.5-27 shows two possible locations for shuttles to wait.  The shuttle vehicles do not 
require as much room as a full-size urban transit bus, as they are contemplated to be no longer 
than 25-foot buses. 

20-23 Refer to Master Response H regarding impacts on and coordination with Golden Gate Transit 
(GGT) service; SMART will continue to work with GGT to coordinate service, and the timing of 
trains will be finalized during the detailed design of the train service. 

20-24 The Caltrans-owned spaces mentioned in the comment could be used by rail patrons using the 
San Rafael Station and has been considered in the re-run of the traffic model.  See Master 
Response A.3. 

20-25 In response to the comment, the DEIR text has been corrected. 

20-26 Please refer to Master Response H.  In both San Rafael Station alternatives, some bus bays 
would be relocated from the existing Bettini Center to the block between 3rd and 4th Streets.  
SMART will work with GGT to determine the optimal operations plan to minimize the need for 
patrons to cross 3rd Street to transfer between bus and rail or between bus lines. 

20-27 The first part of the comment concerns bus movements in the vicinity of the existing Bettini 
Transit Center.  SMART and GGT conducted two field tests of bus turning conditions on May 10, 
2006 and May 17, 2006.  These tests used a bus with the maximum turning radius (45-foot bus) 
and determined that the two alternative San Rafael Station plans do not preclude any bus 
movements in the area surrounding the Downtown San Rafael Station.  In the Option 2 design, 
some modifications would be necessary to Tamalpais Avenue just north of the intersection with 
3rd Street and to 4th Street at Tamalpais. 

On Tamalpais at 3rd Street, the first two parking spaces on the west side of the street parking 
would need to be removed, with the southbound travel lane converted into a 12-foot wide curb 
lane.  The two parking spaces include a white zone and a blue disabled parking zone.  The 
disabled parking space would need to be relocated elsewhere in the vicinity.  This would result in 
a northbound lane wide enough to allow GGT buses to make a right turn from 3rd Street.  The 
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southbound lane on Tamalpais would generally align with the southbound lane south of 3rd 
Street due to the existing curb layout. 

On 4th Street at Tamalpais, the existing intersection would need to be modified in order to allow 
GGT buses to make a left turn from Tamalpais onto WB 4th Street.  During field tests, buses 
making this turn would either encroach across the center yellow stripe or into two parking stalls 
on the north side of 4th Street.  Because this intersection is not controlled and would not be 
controlled with the construction of the SMART project, there are several alternative approaches 
to addressing this issue: (1) a “Keep Clear” zone could be provided aligned with the eastern 
property line of Tamalpais Avenue across the eastbound lane of 4th Street; or (2) one to two 
parking stalls could be removed from the north side of 4th Street. 

SMART will work with GGT and the City of San Rafael to determine the optimal configuration 
during the final design phase of the project if Option 2 is selected. 

The second part of the comment concerns the new transit center between 3rd and 4th Streets 
described in Option 2 for the Downtown San Rafael Station.  SMART does not anticipate the 
turning movements from 4th Street into the new transit center will be a problem due to the 
frequent gaps in traffic on 4th Street.  However, SMART will work with GGT and the City of San 
Rafael to refine the access concepts for this option during the final design of the project. 

20-28 See response 20-9. 

20-29 See response 20-27 regarding field tests of bus turning conditions near the proposed San Rafael 
Station.  The tests determined that the two alternative station plans do not preclude any bus 
movements within the existing Bettini Transit Center that are possible in the current 
configuration.  In both alternatives, southbound Platform C would be eliminated due to the 
second track, and these bays would be relocated elsewhere in the vicinity, as described in 
response 20-26. 

20-30 The new right-turn lane described in San Rafael Station Option 2 would be constructed west of 
the existing curb lane, creating a double-right turn.  The existing through-lanes would not be 
modified, so no through lanes would be aligned with the downstream bus loading lane. 

20-31 The underpass described in San Rafael Station Option 2 and illustrated in Figure 2.5-26 of the 
DEIR would not impact the bus loading berths on Platform B.  There is enough space on the 
platform to provide 8-foot by 5-foot clear zones required by ADA as well as the underpass area.  
Elevators or connectors that exclusively serve SMART rail facilities will be maintained by 
SMART. 

20-32 Comment noted.  Please see responses 20-23 through 20-31 regarding concerns about potential 
impacts to GGT services at the proposed downtown San Rafael station. 

20-33 The Novato North Station concept included in DEIR Figure 2.5-21 has been revised to address 
this issue and provide circulation for buses that separates parking spaces from bus circulation 
through the station.  See revised project description text and Figure 2.5-21  in Chapter 4 of this 
Final EIR. 

20-34 The SMART bicycle/pedestrian pathway alignment planning process included input from local 
agencies including the City of Petaluma, and should reflect planning policies and documents 
available at that time.  The final alignment and design of the bike path, especially those seg-
ments located off the SMART right of way, will reflect local plans and policies, including plans for 
the new inter-modal facility on Copeland Street.  See also response 12-2. 

20-35 Analysis does not indicate that a signal is necessary at the entrance to the Rohnert Park Station 
parking area on Roberts Lake Road.  Without a signal, moving the bus stops to be adjacent to 
the parking lot entry would be unsafe for riders who would need to cross Roberts Lake Road to 
reach the SMART station.  Therefore, at this time, SMART plans to maintain the bus stops in 
their current locations on Roberts Lake Road to the north of the Golf Course Drive intersection.  
It should also be noted that the station concept design would allow for some buses to enter the sta-
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tion parking lot to provide drop-off adjacent to the platform, should bus transit providers choose 
to come on site.  See slightly modified Figure 2.5-16 in Chapter 4 of this Final EIR.  SMART will 
consider monitoring traffic volumes into and out of the station site; if volumes meet or exceed 
Caltrans minimum warrants for a traffic signal, SMART will work with the City of Rohnert Park to 
remediate the situation. 

20-36 Currently there are no plans by the City of Santa Rosa to relocate the transit transfer functions of 
the Transit Mall to the Railroad Square Station.  The proposed station, however, is designed to 
accommodate a significant amount of transit access.  The station concept diagram provides bus 
bays for Golden Gate Transit, Sonoma County Transit, and Santa Rosa City Bus vehicles. 

Local bus operators have expressed a willingness to link directly to the Railroad Square Station 
using these planned transit facilities.  Currently, Santa Rosa City Bus routes #3, 6, 9 12 & 17 are 
all candidates for this direct linkage since all already travel in the vicinity of the station.  Rail 
patrons would thus have very direct bus transit connections to certain parts of Santa Rosa, 
(namely the western and southern) without having to go to the Transit Mall first to transfer.  
Those headed for other destinations, could take these routes a short distance to the transit mall 
before transferring.  SMART will work with GGT and other transit providers to finalize bus bay 
assignments and coordinate routes and schedules during the final design of the project. 

For information about a potential shuttle at the Railroad Square station in Santa Rosa see 
response 15-7 in the FEIR. 

20-37 The correction to the DEIR text has been incorporated. 

20-38 SMART will coordinate with the GGBHTD regarding any necessary modifications to its facilities 
and will comply with the terms of the property transfer agreement between SMART and 
GGBHTD. 

20-39 See Master Response D regarding the design and assumptions of the Express Bus Alternative. 

20-40 See response 20-29 regarding bus circulation at the Bettini Transit Center; the addition of a second 
track in the MOS Rail Alternative would relocate the existing platform C bus bays to another 
location in the vicinity.  See Master Response H regarding ongoing coordination between 
SMART and GGT to optimize service.  While the provision of a “stub-end” track at Third Street 
could be possible, this would limit the flexibility of SMART operations.  In the MOS Rail Alter-
native, the Downtown San Rafael Station would be the southern terminus of the SMART system, 
which would necessitate some area for storing trains.  This flexibility is especially important in 
this location due to the short block distance in downtown San Rafael and the need to keep 
downtown streets unobstructed. 

20-41 As described in responses to specific comments from GGBHTD, significant impacts on SRTC 
and bus operations are not expected.  Please see Master Response H regarding impacts on bus 
ridership and service. 

Comment Letter #21 – Las Gallinas Valley Sanitary District 

21-1 Comment noted. 

Comment Letter #22 – Metropolitan Transportation Commission 

22-1 See Master Responses A.1 and A.3. 

22-2 See Master Response F regarding a sensitivity analysis of not widening the Novato Narrows. 

22-3 It is SMART’s understanding that MTC’s Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) Policy applies to the 
½ mile area surrounding stations rather than ¼ mile as stated in the comment.  For information 
about the ridership impacts of additional transit-oriented development, see Master Response I. 
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Comment Letter #23 – Northern Sonoma County Air Pollution Control District 

23-1 The statement regarding the area that the NSCAPCD regulates has been corrected in this FEIR 
(see Chapter 4). 

The comment notes that the DEIR incorrectly states the NSCAPCD’s significance criteria for air 
toxics from stationary sources as 10 excess cancer cases per million people.  As noted in the 
comment, the correct criteria for stationary sources is 1 excess cancer case per million people.  
However, the significance criteria for evaluating the cancer risk from mobile sources of air toxics 
is 10 excess cancer cases per million people, which is the standard that was applied in the DEIR 
to the proposed project.  Given the mobile nature of the primary emissions sources within the 
project (i.e., trains), SMART, in consultation with the Air Pollution Control Officer for the NSCAPCD, 
has determined that the criteria for mobile source emissions is applicable to trains operating on 
the right-of-way, including at stations, whereas the criteria for stationary sources should be 
applied to the maintenance facility site alternatives, where trains will be stored and serviced.  
(Barbara Lee, NSCAPCD APCO, personal communication, 5/16/06) 

Application of the significance criteria for mobile sources to train operations on the track, including 
at stations, is consistent with the approach taken in the environmental review of other rail trans-
portation projects in California, including Caltrain and Amtrak and reflects the transitory presence 
of trains at any one location along the corridor.  Trains will idle at stations only long enough to 
load/unload passengers (approximately 30 seconds), and will idle at passing sidings only long 
enough to allow safe passing (approximately 30-60 seconds).  In all instances, including train 
layovers at the northern and southern termini of the passenger rail corridor (i.e., Cloverdale and 
Larkspur) and at the maintenance facility, idling will be limited to 15 minutes, as requested by the 
commenter (see response 23-14 for further information). 

The revised cancer risk analysis of the alternative maintenance facilities using the correct signif-
icance criteria is discussed in greater detail in response 23-15 and the revised text is provided in 
Chapter 4 of this FEIR.  See response 23-18 regarding the cumulative air quality impacts from 
passenger and freight operations.  See also response 23-14 regarding clarification of the assump-
tions for control of DMU emissions that could be achieved using available emission control tech-
nologies and ultra-low sulfur (15 ppm) fuel. 

23-2 In follow-up consultation with the NSCAPCD, it has been determined that a methodology is not 
readily available to determine mortality from exposure to particulate matter.  The data set of local 
health statistics is not complete enough to be able to conduct the required calculations and 
modeling.  (Barbara Lee, NSCAPCD APCO, personal communication, 5/16/06.) 

23-3 The comment states a general concern regarding public nuisance complaints during rail con-
struction and operation.  Comment 23-17 provides greater detail regarding this concern; see 
response 23-17. 

23-4 The comment summarizes concerns stated in greater detail in later comments; see responses to 
those comments below. 

23-5 through 23-9 
SMART acknowledges the additional information provided by the NSCAPCD on the health effects 
of various air pollutants.  All of the pollutants were considered in the DEIR.  Particulate matter 
was addressed in Section 3.5 – Air Quality, while the release of the other pollutants from 
exposure to contaminated soils was evaluated in Section 3.4 – Hazardous Materials. 

23-10 Construction impacts referenced in the comment are analyzed in Air Quality Impact AQ-1 and 
Hazardous Materials Impacts HM-1, HM-2, and HM-3.  The environmental compliance measures 
in DEIR Section 2.9 are incorporated into the project and will be included in the mitigation mon-
itoring plan as required and enforceable measures.  The list of potential BMPs in Section 2.9 
includes several measures identified in the comment; this BMP list has been expanded to refer-
ence additional diesel particulate exhaust measures identified in the comment.  Also, Impact 
AQ-1 now includes a reference to the Hazardous Materials analysis. 
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23-11 The first two measures listed in the comment are included in environmental compliance mea-
sures in DEIR Section 2.9; the second two measures have been added to Section 2.9.  Envi-
ronmental compliance measures will be included in the mitigation monitoring plan. 

23-12 Soil contamination is addressed in Section 3.4 – Hazardous Materials.  Soil testing, BMPs, and 
airborne exposure prevention measures will be implemented through Mitigation Measures HM-1, 
HM-2, and HM-3.  It should be noted that geologic maps do not show Franciscan Formations 
(which sometime contain naturally occurring asbestos) anywhere along the project corridor.  This 
is not to say that naturally occurring asbestos could not be present in other ultramaphic rocks or 
in fill used along the corridor.  Mitigation Measure HM-2 has been expanded to include compliance 
with California Air Resources Board regulations regarding Asbestos Airborne Toxic Control 
Measures.  The Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan required by CARB would include the types of 
measures referenced in the comment, as well as other site-specific measures.  The plan will be 
reviewed and approved by the local air district. 

23-13 Please see response 9-19 in regard to why SMART did not consider the use of electric multiple 
units.The choice of the DMU rail vehicles was based on the work of the Vehicle Selection 
Committee, 2002 and approved by the SMART Board of Directors, 2003.  A key reason the DMU 
was selected is its capability to operate along with freight service without substantial time 
separations, according to FRA operational requirements.  In addition, the Colorado Rail Car 
DMU can operate on 20% biodiesel fuel without any modifications to the existing engine.  See 
response 9-19 regarding why SMART did not consider the use of electric multiple units. 

23-14 As requested in the comment, DEIR Section 2.9 has been revised to clarify that idling will be 
limited to 15 minutes regardless of project activity, where feasible.  There is only one activity in 
which idling for more than 15 minutes may be necessary.  Inside the shop building at the main-
tenance facility, at least two maintenance positions would be equipped with an exhaust hood, in 
order to run the engine for extended time periods.  The building would be designed appropriately 
to accommodate this requirement so that extended idling would not increase emissions over 
what was calculated.  Additionally, all maintenance locations in the shop would be equipped with 
a 480 volt AC 3 phase shop power supply to be able to operate all auxiliaries without any engines 
running, which would further reduce emissions. 

In discussions with the NSCAPCD regarding these comments, the issue also came up of the 
appropriate level of emissions control that can be achieved with the use of currently available 
emissions control technologies described in the DEIR (see page 2-69) and low sulfur fuel.  In the 
analysis of emissions from train operations, the EIR consultant used an assumption of 90% 
emissions control based on information from EPA regarding technologies that are currently 
available or soon to be available as a result of their Clean Diesel Trucks and Buses Rule; the 
projected diesel PM emissions and corresponding cancer risk were presented in the DEIR in 
Table 3.5-11.  At the request of NSCAPCD staff, the emissions and cancer risk were also 
calculated using a more conservative assumption of 85% control.  The results of that analysis, 
shown below and in revisions to Section 3.5, confirm that the health risk of diesel PM emissions 
from train pass-bys and idling would not exceed the significance threshold of 10 excess cancer 
cases per million people, even assuming the more conservative level of emissions control: 

• Trains idling at Windsor Station – 0.008µg/m3 (annual average diesel PM concentration); 
2.3 excess cancer cases 

• Trains and buses idling at Larkspur Station – 0.003µg/m3; 0.8 excess cancer cases 
• Trains idling at Healdsburg Station – 0.004µg/m3; 1.2 excess cancer cases 
• Trains traveling along the tracks – 0.003µg/m3; 0.8 excess cancer cases. 

See response 23-15 regarding emissions/cancer risk at maintenance facilities. 

23-15 In response to the comment, the proposed alternative maintenance facility sites were evaluated 
in further detail.  As noted in DEIR Section 2.5.7, the maintenance facility will provide a yard for 
overnight storage of the seven DMUs.  Activities that will occur on site include exterior vehicle 
washing; interior cleaning; daily inspections; fueling; minor engine repairs; and repairs to elec-
trical, heating/ventilating, braking, and communications systems.  Major repairs would be sent 
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off-site.  The engines will operate continuously during the exterior vehicle washing, but this 
activity only takes approximately five minutes; idling of trains will be limited to 15 minutes 
pursuant to environmental compliance measures listed in DEIR Section 2.9 (see response 
23-14), with the exception noted in response 23-14 where emission collection hoods would be 
installed. 

The Windsor site alternative is surrounded by industrial and commercial land uses. The site was 
specifically selected because of its industrial characteristics.  The nearest residential area is 
located over 1,100 feet away.  These land use designations are not expected to change any time 
in the near future according to the Town of Windsor’s General Plan 2015, which continues to 
designate the areas around the proposed maintenance facility for commercial/industrial uses.  
The potential for air quality impacts on sensitive receptors at this location is negligible, and 
accordingly it was determined that modeling of excess cancer risks at this site was not warranted. 

At the Cloverdale site alternative, residences are as close as 200 feet.  In accordance with the 
methodology described in the DEIR, the Cloverdale site was first evaluated using the SCREEN 
model to predict potential excess cancer cases.  This model uses hypothetical worst-case 
meteorological assumptions rather than actual measurements; with that input, the number of 
excess cancer cases per million was predicted to be 1.3.  However, at the suggestion of the 
NSCAPCD (Barbara Lee, NSCAPCD APCO, personal communication, 5/16/06), the analysis of 
the maintenance facility was refined using the ISCST3 model, which uses actual meteorological 
data instead of hypothetical meteorological assumptions.  Using actual data from the Cloverdale 
airport and assuming 85% control from the use of currently available emissions control technol-
ogies and low sulfur fuel, this more refined analysis indicated that the excess cancer risk is 0.4 
excess cancer cases, which is less than significant. 

23-16 The comment suggests additional mitigation measures to reduce impacts from diesel PM.  Since 
all air quality impacts, including impacts from diesel PM, have been determined to be less than 
significant, the additional recommended mitigation measures are not required by CEQA.  How-
ever, SMART is already committed to using ultra low sulfur (15 ppm) fuel and to considering the 
use of hybrid engine alternatives (see DEIR Section 2.9).  The type of maintenance and repair 
that will be performed at the maintenance facility may require running engines for extended 
periods of time (see response 23-14). However, as described in response 23-14, this extended 
idling would be conducted under a hood, which would capture the emissions. 

23-17 SMART does not anticipate a significant number of nuisance complaints regarding odors, exhaust, 
and dust, given the proposed station locations, the limited exposure of sensitive receptors to 
train passbys, and the environmental compliance measures and mitigation measures identified 
in the DEIR that will be applied to project construction and operations to control dust and emis-
sions.  Nuisance complaints regarding air quality would be more likely if the project would result 
in extended periods of train idling.  However, train idling will be limited to 15 minutes, per the 
project environmental compliance measures in DEIR Section 2.9. 

As noted in the comment, the maintenance facility site alternative in Cloverdale, which has 
residences as close as 200 feet, would have a soundwall shielding the residences from train 
operations, which would minimize both noise and air quality impacts.  The maintenance facility 
site alternative in Windsor is surrounded by commercial and industrial uses and is far enough 
away from residences (over 1,000 feet) that nuisance complaints are not likely. 

Following initiation of rail service, if a considerable number of complaints are received, SMART 
will consider appropriate means of further limiting odors and dust, including the use of barriers. 

23-18 As described in Master Response O, SMART has had recent conversations with representatives 
from the North Coast Railroad Authority (NCRA) regarding future freight service.  NCRA antici-
pates that approximately 3 to 6 freight trains will operate roundtrip per week with not more than 
one roundtrip per day, rather than the four roundtrip trains per day assumed in the DEIR.  Based 
on this information, an air quality analysis of one roundtrip freight train per day was conducted. 
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Because NCRA does not yet know the type of locomotive that would be used, the cumulative 
analysis used emission factors from EPA’s Emissions Factors for Locomotives (EPA, 1997) with 
the assumption that all locomotives would be manufactured before 2002.  This correlates to the 
largest amount of emissions allowed under current standards and would be considered a worst-
case scenario.  Locomotives manufactured before 2002 are expected to have older engine and 
emission control technologies than newer engines.  The amount of criteria pollutants generated 
by one freight train is relatively small, with the exception of NOx.  (See new Table 3.5-12 in 
Chapter 4 of this FEIR, which shows cumulative air quality information for passenger and freight 
operations.)  NOx emissions are estimated to be 60 pounds per day in the Bay Area Air Basin 
and 34 pounds per day in the North Coast Air Basin.  When these numbers are added to project-
generated emissions, the net increase in NOx emissions in 2025 in the Bay Area Air Basin com-
pared to no-project conditions would be approximately 33 pounds per day, and in the North Coast 
Air Basin would be approximately 23 pounds per day, well below the significance criterion of 80 
pounds per day.  For comparison purposes, the table also shows the level of emissions that 
would occur if SMART used no control technologies on the DMUs to reduce NOx.  However, 
since the use of emissions control measures is required as part of the project, this information is 
provided for illustrative purposes only and does not indicate an impact of the project. 

Because freight trains are likely to have locomotives that do not have effective emissions control, 
they introduce a higher cancer risk from diesel PM along the right-of-way north of the Ignacio 
Wye in Novato.  (Freight trains will not operate on the rail line south of the Ignacio Wye.)  While 
the cancer risk from passenger trains alone would be 0.8 excess cases per million, the cancer 
risk from both freight and passenger trains operating on the rail line would be approximately 7.0 
excess cases per million at 30 feet from the track (the closest that any sensitive receptor would 
be).  This is still below the significance criterion of 10 excess cancer cases per million people 
and would not be a significant cumulative impact. 

Comment Letter #24 – Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department 

24-1 See response 9-19. 

24-2 The existing rail ballast will not be removed.  New ballast will be added on top of the old ballast.  
Therefore, disposal of ballast will not be necessary.  DEIR Section 3.4.6 is modified accordingly 
to reflect this information (see Chapter 4 of this FEIR for specific text changes). 

24-3 Grade crossing delays would only occur for approximately 35 seconds every 15 minutes during 
the morning and afternoon weekday peak periods as trains pass through; this would be equivalent 
to a traffic signal at these locations operating at LOS C/D.  Given the relatively short duration 
and infrequent occurrence of train pass-bys, it is likely that the incremental delay would be small. 

24-4 See Master Response V. 

Comment Letter #25 – Sonoma County Regional Parks 

25-1 Although specific parking policies for park-and-ride lots have not yet been established, those 
wishing to use the parking lots on weekends for recreational activities will likely be permitted to 
do so. 

25-2 There is a proposed public at-grade crossing planned in this area as part of the proposed project.  
This crossing will have automatic protection to ensure safety. 

25-3 The schematics in Appendix E are not intended to illustrate pathway bridges.  Any minor discrep-
ancies between the plan and table will be adjusted in final design.  All pathway bridges were 
considered in the DEIR impact analysis. 

25-4 The correction regarding the pathway bridge at milepost 53.57 has been incorporated into a 
revised figure (see FEIR Chapter 4). 

25-5 The street name correction is noted. 
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25-6 See response 15-1. 

25-7 The edit regarding the size of Healdsburg Veteran’s Memorial Beach Park is noted. 

25-8 Table 3.10-1 is not being reissued, but it is noted that the Joe Rodota trail is within ¼ mile of the 
project alignment.   

25-9 SMART does not propose locating any rail facilities within the park or the area included in the 
Shiloh Ranch Regional Park Master Plan.  DEIR page 2-11 describes the history of the mainte-
nance facility planning; Windsor – Shiloh Park was identified as one of two sites for future study.  
Page 2-60 of the DEIR describes the location of the Windsor Maintenance Site alternative.  The 
proposed site is located approximately two miles west of Shiloh Ranch Regional Park. 

25-10 The use of wooden boardwalks in selected locations will be considered in final project design, in 
consultation with local jurisdictions. 

Comment Letter #26 – Sonoma County Transit 

26-1 Clarification noted. 

26-2 The correction is noted and the text has been revised. 

26-3 Small modifications to the proposed bicycle and pedestrian route can be made in the final design 
and engineering phase.  SMART will work with local jurisdictions to ensure that the pathway 
alignment comports with local preferences. 

26-4 In response to this comment, the proposed edits to the text have been incorporated. 

26-5 In response to this comment, the proposed edits to the text have been incorporated. 

Comment Letter #27 – Town of Windsor – Steve Freitas, Chief of Police 

27-1 SMART is required by law to develop an Emergency Preparedness Plan prior to rail start up (see 
DEIR Section 2.9, page 2-66).  These plans would be developed in concert with local responders 
along the corridor.  Questions related to contracted security personnel will be addressed in those 
plans. 

Comment Letter #28 – Town of Windsor 

28-1 The Council’s support of the proposed project is noted. 

28-2 See Master Response O regarding freight service and Master Response P regarding safety 
issues of operating freight and passenger rail on a single track. 

28-3 SMART notes Windsor’s request that weekend service be considered; however the proposed 
project is only weekday service directed toward commuter peak period ridership. 

28-4 The potential for the proposed project to divide established communities was considered in DEIR 
Section 3.11 and determined to be less than significant (see page 3-205.)  See DEIR Section 
3.6.5 and Master Response E for information about the impact of the proposed project on local 
roadway networks.  Also, see Master Response P and V for information about pedestrian and 
bicycle crossings. 

28-5 The growth-inducing impacts of the proposed project are addressed in DEIR Chapter 5. 

28-6 An assessment of noise resulting from eight freight trains per day (four in each direction) 
operating during daytime hours was included in the DEIR on page 3-140 related to cumulative 
impacts.  Under the terms of SMART’s Operating Agreement with the North Coast Railroad 
Authority (NCRA), passenger rail operations have priority over freight.  In addition, SMART is 
responsible for dispatching both passenger and freight trains, and accordingly freight train 
operations would be scheduled to avoid conflicts with passenger rail service; this can likely 
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occur during daytime, non-peak hours when passenger rail service is minimal.  According to 
more recent information from NCRA, the level of freight service that is reasonably foreseeable 
is likely to be 3-6 roundtrips per week and not more than 1 roundtrip per day, rather than the 4 
roundtrips analyzed in the Draft EIR (see Master Response O for additional discussion).  In the 
unlikely event that freight operations were shifted to nighttime, the estimated noise exposure 
from the freight operations would be 10 dBA Ldn greater than the values estimated in the 
document.  The freight train noise exposure calculations have been revised to reflect the revised 
freight operations estimates.  The revised estimated noise exposure is 52 dBA Ldn at 50 feet 
and 47 dBA Ldn at 100 feet for two daily daytime freight train pass-bys.  If these two freight train 
operations were to occur at night, the noise exposure for the fright train operations would be 62 
dBA Ldn at 50 feet and 57 dBA Ldn at 100 feet from the tracks.  Given recent information that 
freight train speeds would be lower than what was assumed in the analysis (10 to 40 mph versus 
modeled 60 mph), actual noise levels would be 3 to 5 dBa Ldn lower than projected. 

28-7 The Windsor Maintenance Site Alternative, described on page 2-60 of the DEIR, does not 
preclude the circulation pattern described in the comment.  The alternative provides access to 
the maintenance site at the intersection of Shiloh Road and Conde Lane.  The maintenance 
facility has only a minimal amount of employee parking which would not significantly impact the 
Conde Lane Shiloh Road intersection.  SMART will work with the Town of Windsor to develop 
alternative access scenarios during the final design of the project. 

28-8 The referenced crossing cantilever is a standard crossing structure, the size and placing of 
which is controlled by CPUC.  See Master Response V for an illustration of a typical crossing 
structure. 

28-9 The barrier would be adjacent to the park-and-ride lot rather than adjacent to the rail.  Although 
the Draft EIR determined that noise impacts at this location would be less than significant, the 
barrier was proposed to further minimize noise from the park-and-ride lot at adjacent residential 
uses.  The barrier would be constructed by SMART and would be approximately 8 feet tall and 
extend the width of the parking lot; exact details would be developed when detailed design is 
prepared for the park-and-ride.  If parking is provided in a structure, constructing a solid wall on 
the ground floor of the side of the parking structure facing the residential use would provide the 
same benefit.  In either case, SMART would work with the Town of Windsor regarding design of 
the structure. 

28-10 Please see Master Response E.3 for additional information regarding emergency response 
delays at grade crossings.  See Master Response P for additional information regarding the 
safety of rail operations. 

28-11 The two options for providing security for the SMART system are described in Impact PFS-4 on 
page 3-222 of the DEIR; see also response 27-1. 

28-12 See DEIR Section 2.5.2 and Figure 2.5-2 regarding the potential types of pathway safety struc-
ture and areas where it would be necessary.  See DEIR Appendix E figures (revised and 
included in FEIR Chapter 4) for locations of the proposed structure. 

28-13 Clarifications to the proposed project’s siding locations has resulted in the elimination of double 
tracking through the Windsor Road/Windsor River Road intersection.  See revised Appendix E 
Figure 5 in Chapter 4 of this FEIR.  An LOS analysis of this intersection (assuming a single track) 
has been done; see Master Response E.2 and revised Table 3.6-9 in Chapter 4 of this FEIR.  
With implementation of the proposed project, the LOS at this intersection would be LOS D (38.7 
seconds of delay) in the AM peak in 2025 and LOS C (22.3 seconds of delay) in the PM peak. 

28-14 See response 28-13. 

28-15 The additional train traffic through Windsor with the MOS Alternative would be minimal and would 
generally occur either prior to the a.m. peak hour or after the p.m. peak hour; this would not have a 
significant impact on at-grade crossings noted in the comment. 
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28-16 A more detailed intersection level of service analysis of impacts on local streets and roads using 
recent data from local jurisdictions is provided in this FEIR.  See Master Response E.2 for addi-
tional information. 

28-17 The request to adjust the entrance to the maintenance facility is noted.  If the Windsor maintenance 
facility site option is selected, SMART will consult with the Town of Windsor in the final project 
design and engineering phase regarding access to the facility.  Relocating the access would not 
affect the impact analysis. 

28-18 Both Shiloh Road and Mitchell Lane crossings are assumed to be upgraded by the Town of Windsor 
prior to the time SMART initiates service and therefore are not included in Table 2.5-7.. 

28-19 Comment noted. 

28-20 Comment noted.  “Windsor River Road” is the terminology generally used throughout the DEIR 
text. 

28-21 The correction regarding the Old Redwood Highway grade-separated crossing is noted. 

28-22 A review of the Town of Windsor Townwide Trails and Bikeways Plan (November 21, 2002) and 
the DEIR are generally consistent in regards to the location of the bicycle/pedestrian pathway, 
except for the segment adjacent to the Wastewater Treatment Plant.  The Townwide Trails and 
Bikeways Plan states that the railroad pathway must be primarily, if not exclusively, on the 
railroad right of way through the wastewater treatment plant area, while the DEIR identifies the 
pathway between Windsor Road and Mitchell Road as being on a pathway being built by the 
Town of Windsor west of the right of way.  The alignment proposed by SMART is part of the 
proposed project and its environmental impacts have been analyzed in the EIR.  Refinements to 
the pathway design can be addressed during final engineering. 

28-23 The bicycle/pedestrian pathway design and alignment will be coordinated with the Town of 
Windsor to ensure that it is integrated into and consistent with existing trail segments already 
completed by the Town. 

28-24 No new grade crossings are being proposed as part of the bicycle/pedestrian pathway strictly for 
access to or from other trails.  The SMART pathway will be designed to be accessible by 
connecting to streets, trails and bike paths in local communities.  Appropriate safety devices 
(fencing, warning signs) will be installed to prevent people from crossing the tracks except at 
legal crossings.  See Master Response V for additional discussion. 

28-25 A proposed trail alignment on the east side of the tracks in Windsor could be acceptable to 
SMART if it did not require any new at-grade crossings, did not negatively impact rail operations, 
and adequate right of way was available to meet setback requirements.  However, Windsor’s 
proposed pathway alignment was not endorsed by the BPAG.  The alignment proposed by 
SMART is part of the proposed project and its environmental impacts have been analyzed in the 
EIR.  Refinements to the pathway design can be addressed during final engineering.   

28-26 See DEIR Section 3.9 (Biological Resources) and responses 1-2 and 1-3 regarding avoiding 
heritage trees and wetlands.  Modifications to the pathway design to avoid heritage trees and 
wetlands would be made during final project design and engineering. 

28-27 The final selection of fencing types in any community will be based on consultation with adjacent 
property owners, local agency design standards and requirements, and the safety and security 
requirements of SMART, as described in Mitigation Measure V-3. 

Comment Letter #29 – Transportation Authority of Marin 

29-1 A discussion of project costs in the environmental document is not required by CEQA.  However, 
for informational purposes, Master Response N provides additional information on project costs. 
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29-2 The environmental impacts of the proposed project are analyzed in the EIR, as required by CEQA.  
CEQA does not treat economic and social effects as significant effects of a project unless it can 
be demonstrated that the economic or social changes would lead to actual physical changes in 
the environment.  The EIR has analyzed the effects of increased traffic around station sites and 
has identified mitigation measures to reduce those impacts.  No indirect environmental effects of 
any potential increased costs to local jurisdictions as a result of the proposed project were iden-
tified; accordingly, the discussion requested in the comment would be speculative. 

29-3 See Master Response N for information on project costs. 

29-4 Further detailed analysis of these intersections has been conducted, as requested, and is included 
in revised Table 3.6-9 in Chapter 4 of this FEIR.  See Master Response E.2.  See also Master 
Response V regarding bicycle and pedestrian safety.  With respect to Table 3.6-10, it should be 
noted that the values do not reflect the environmental compliance measures proposed as part of 
the project (and described more fully in Master Response E.2), as the traffic model was not 
capable of taking account of them; therefore the table represents a worst case result of down-
town traffic operations without recommended mitigation. 

With regard to recommendations on proposed drop-off areas for rail patrons, in addition to the 
drop-off areas discussed in the description of the station design concepts and the station concept 
diagrams, it may be possible to use the Tamalpais Avenue bus rider drop-off area between 
Second and Third Streets for rail patrons.  The dual use of this drop-off area could reduce the 
need for an independent rail patron drop-off area and will be further evaluated in the final design 
of the SMART project with input from GGT and the City of San Rafael.  See also response 14-9. 

29-5 SMART is aware of the action taken by TAM to reject SMART’s recommendation and to locate 
the soundwall in a location that does not divide residential homes from rail operations. See 
responses 3-7 and 14-18. 

Comment Letter #30 – Bel Marin Keys Community Services District 

30-1 If future operations substantially increase from those addressed in the Draft EIR, appropriate 
analysis would be conducted to address the changes. 

Comment Letter #31 – Dennis A. Brown 

31-1 Ridership projections have been revised and projections for startup/2010 have been developed – 
see Master Response C.  The ridership projection methodology is consistent with that used by 
the Metropolitan Transportation Commission. 

31-2 A discussion of project costs in the environmental document is not required by CEQA.  However, 
for informational purposes, Master Response N provides additional information on project costs. 

31-3 See Master Response N. 

31-4 This is not a comment on the adequacy of the environmental document.  However, it should be 
noted that each month, as part of the SMART Board of Directors monthly meeting, an assessment 
of funds used to date is provided as part of the Board packet.  That information is updated 
monthly and available on the SMART website: www.sonomamarintrain.org. 

31-5 See Master Response M regarding operating buses on the SMART right-of-way. 

31-6 Further detailed analysis of intersections near proposed rail stations is provided in revised Table 
3.6-9 in Chapter 4 of this FEIR.  See Master Response E.2. 

31-7 See Master Response L. 

31-8 Project construction impacts on utilities and service systems would not be significant.  Although 
disruptions are not anticipated, if a disruption of services occurred, it would be temporary. 
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31-9 The proposed Santa Rosa Food and Wine Center is not part of the proposed project and 
therefore is not evaluated in the DEIR. 

31-10 See Master Response E.1. 

31-11 The terminal-to-terminal AM peak hour travel times “in vehicle” from Cloverdale to Larkspur in 
2025 would be: 

 Rail:  93 minutes 
 Express Bus:  98 minutes (via super express)* 
 Carpool: 84 minutes* 
 Drive Alone: 133 minutes 

  *Carpool and Express Bus times assume use of HOV lanes from Windsor to Larkspur. 

31-12 It is SMART’s understanding that a prototypical hybrid rail vehicle is still in the design stages.  
Information on CO2 emissions is not yet available and therefore could not be assessed in the air 
quality analysis. 

31-13 See Master Response M and DEIR Section 4.5. 

31-14 See Master Response T. 

Comment Letter #32 – Federation of San Rafael Neighborhoods 

32-1 The station concepts included in the Draft EIR establish the basic functional parameters of 
SMART rail stations.  During the final design of the stations, SMART will work with the City of 
San Rafael and local stakeholders to define the architectural and landscape design of the rail 
station. 

32-2 See Master Response E.2 regarding level of service analysis of intersections.  See also response 
14-4 for additional information regarding downtown San Rafael intersections provided in response 
to a request from the City of San Rafael traffic engineer. 

32-3 It is reasonable to rely on the local jurisdiction’s General Plan when assessing impacts of future 
development.  It should be noted that with implementation of the interconnected and adaptive 
traffic signal sequencing and coordination system, traffic impacts in downtown San Rafael would 
be less than significant.  See Impact T-8, and additional discussion in Master Response E.2. 

32-4 The project proposes 2-car and 1-car trains; 3-car trains are not proposed as part of the project 
nor anticipated to be required to meet ridership demand.  It should be noted that 3-car trains 
would fit within the downtown block length, which is more than 300 feet, versus a 3-car train 
length of 270 feet.  An additional car, at 25 mph, would add less than three seconds to the 
crossing time at an at-grade intersection. 

32-5 In DEIR Section 3.6, the proposed redesigned loading area for the Whistlestop building is 
identified on page 3-111.  The existing rail station building, now housing Whistlestop, is not 
currently a registered historic landmark. The DEIR identifies the building as appearing to meet 
the National Register significance criteria as an individual property (page 3-258). The design 
concepts for the Downtown San Rafael Station have been reviewed with Whistlestop manage-
ment in order to provide adequate parking and drop-off areas for Whistlestop.  These are dis-
cussed in the station description on page 2-48 of the DEIR.  In the final engineering phase of the 
proposed project, SMART will work closely with Whistlestop management to finalize plans for the 
shared access drop-off and pick-up area. 

32-6 Please see Master Response U regarding bicycle parking and provisions to take bicycles on 
SMART trains; SMART will work with local agencies and stakeholders to refine the final bicycle 
parking program for the Downtown San Rafael Station during the final design phase.  The 
proposed SMART pathway will connect to stations, providing access from nearby neighborhoods.  
Where the SMART bike path does not provide this access, local bikeways identified in local 
bicycle plans likely will provide this access. 
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32-7 See response 32-3 regarding improvements assumed in the analysis of project impacts, and 
32-4 regarding 3-car trains.  The DEIR considered the impacts to intersections in downtown San 
Rafael and concluded they would be less than significant with implementation of the environmental 
compliance and mitigation measures identified in Impact T-8.  See Master Response E.2 and 
response 14-4 for additional information. 

32-8 See Master Response K regarding Appendix C.  The transportation analysis in the DEIR assumed 
no park-and-ride provision for the Downtown San Rafael Station, so a park-and-ride facility is not 
necessary to achieve ridership levels reported in the DEIR.  The two station design options in 
DEIR Figures 2.5-24 and 2.5-25 both include drop-off space to encourage this mode of access 
to the Station.  There are a number of Bay Area rail stations located in downtown settings that do 
not include parking lots in order to preserve the pedestrian orientation of the area. 

However, an existing Caltrans parking lot in the downtown area that could be used by SMART 
patrons has been identified and was incorporated into the re-run of the transportation model.  
See Master Response A.3. 

See response 14-10 regarding proposed modifications to Whistlestop operations. 

The proposed project will not hinder the functionality of transit buses or Whistlestop paratransit 
services in San Rafael.  See responses 20-27, 20-28, 20-29, 20-30, and 20-31 for additional 
clarification of bus functionality issues.  The two station options both show paratransit access to 
Whistlestop slightly reconfigured at the north end of the proposed station site.  SMART will work 
with Whistlestop to further refine paratransit access to the facility during the final design phase of 
the project. 

32-9 See response 14-1. 

32-10 Impact N-2 finds that no residences would experience a severe noise impact under the noise 
significance criteria, and therefore the impact is considered less than significant and no mitiga-
tion is required.  Limiting train speed in San Rafael to reduce pass-by noise was found not to be 
feasible; see response 14-19.  The Ldn noise levels shown in Figure 3.7-4 were calculated for 50 
mph operations in San Rafael.  The legend in the graphic has been corrected in the FEIR.  In 
areas where horns would be used, the horn noise would be substantially greater than other run-
ning noises.  Each noise source was calculated independently, then both were overlain on project 
plans to calculate areas of impact.  Further detail is provided in response 16-19. 

32-11 See Master Response Q regarding SMART’s role in the designation of Quiet Zones. 

32-12 See response 14-18. 

32-13 The proposed Project would not prevent local efforts to achieve a housing-jobs balance and there-
fore would not conflict with local policies calling for this balance.  Policies in the City of San Rafael 
General Plan specifically call for development of commuter rail service through the city on the 
SMART right-of-way.  See DEIR, Section 3.11.1, page 3-199. 

32-14 “Kiss-and-ride” is a term for automobile drop-off areas at transit stations.  The ½ mile boundary 
is intended to provide a sense of scale.  The ½ mile distance marker is also useful to display 
since it represents the maximum distance that typical patrons are generally willing to walk to or 
from a rail station. 

32-15 See Master Response B. 

32-16 See response 32-3. 

32-17 SMART believes the information listed in Section 3.1 under Cumulative Projects to be accurate 
based on research and consultation with local jurisdictions.  ABAG does not mandate growth, 
but rather makes population and employment projections, which are often used by local gov-
ernments for planning purposes.  ABAG growth assumptions were factored into the cumulative 
analysis, as noted on DEIR page 3-4. ABAG growth assumptions were also used in the trans-
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portation model forecasts.  Assumptions in the DEIR about population growth in the project area 
are based on ABAG’s projections and are discussed in DEIR Section 2.3.1.  Growth-inducing 
effects are also based on ABAG projections, which are summarized in Section 5.3. 

32-18 As the owner of the rail right-of-way, SMART is involved with numerous projects along the length 
of the railroad corridor, in most cases because a local jurisdiction or Caltrans has requested use 
of the right-of-way for public purposes. 

The proposed SMART rail project and the Highway 101 HOV Gap Closure project are entirely 
independent endeavors.  Neither project is contingent upon the other for implementation.  
SMART has been coordinating with the Transportation Authority of Marin (TAM) on the Gap 
Closure project mainly as an affected adjacent property owner.  In order to create enough room 
for the widened highway, Caltrans needs to relocate the SMART tracks, requiring SMART’s 
participation and involvement. 

Secondly, the Gap Closure project includes a bikepath in the Puerto Suello Hill segment.  The 
path was always intended to generally parallel the SMART rail line, and had the possibility of 
going over, or under, or onto SMART’s right-of-way.  Consequently, SMART’s involvement with 
bikepath design was requested by TAM. 

The CalPark Hill Tunnel project is an effort led by TAM and financed largely through Regional 
Measure 2 funds to rehabilitate the railroad tunnel and provide space for a bicycle and 
pedestrian pathway and rail line. 

SMART has not been involved with any other Highway 101 widening projects as suggested in 
the comment, other than as a potentially affected adjacent property owner. 

32-19 A discussion of project costs in the environmental document is not required by CEQA.  However, 
for informational purposes, Master Response N provides additional information on project costs. 

32-20 See Master Response N. 

32-21 See Master Response N.  The useful life of rail investments is generally 40 years for trackway 
and 25 years for rolling stock, per FTA guidelines. 

32-22 See Master Response N. 

32-23 A station-to-station matrix has been provided.  See Master Response C. 

32-24 See Master Response C regarding ridership projections and Master Response H regarding 
impacts on other transit operators. 

32-25 There are no data available by year for socioeconomic variables; in addition, there are year-to-
year fluctuations due to business cycles.  Although ABAG makes forecasts at five-year intervals, 
the model needs to be more disaggregate (fine grained) than ABAG provides.  The detailed 
information needed to operate the model is available only for 2010 and 2025.  An incremental 
analysis by year would be unprecedented in transportation planning and is not necessary for 
purposes of CEQA compliance. 

32-26 See Master Response H. 

32-27 Travel times are provided in revised DEIR Appendix I Table 5.1-2 in Chapter 4 of this FEIR. 

32-28 Rail reliability is addressed in Master Response J.  Two vehicles are kept as “spares” for 
maintenance purposes. 

32-29 The requested information about connectivity to GGT and costs is included in the travel forecast-
ing model.  Proposed station-to-station fares were included in the DEIR in Appendix C to Appendix I, 
Travel Demand Forecasting Report, and are unchanged.  SMART will seek to provide seamless 
transfers to commuters between systems, but for the sake of providing a more conservative 
analysis, has included the regular adult single-ride transit fares in the travel forecasts.  Trip 



  Chapter 3: Comments and Responses on Draft EIR 
   

Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit 3.3-632 FEIR 
  June 2006 

times shown in DEIR Appendix I Table 5.1-2 involving transfers between modes or operators 
include connectivity between operators.  See revised Appendix I Table 5.1-2 in Chapter 4 of this 
FEIR. 

32-30 See Master Response B. 

32-31 The ridership projections do not assume TODs.  The model data includes only the total devel-
opment in a travel zone, not how it is spatially distributed.  The TOD potential around station 
sites is considered in Master Response I. 

32-32 This document fulfills the needs of CEQA, which considers the physical impacts on the environ-
ment of a given project, not socioeconomic impacts or environmental justice issues.  As noted 
elsewhere, the project will provide an alternative mode of transportation to attract drivers making 
commute trips on congested Marin and Sonoma highways out of their cars.  The need for addi-
tional transit within cities to serve other populations would be addressed by local jurisdictions. 

The proposed project will seek its own dedicated revenue source in the form of ¼ cent sales tax 
increment, which will greatly minimize financial competition with any other local transit providers.  
In addition, over $120 million in capital funding has already been authorized for SMART; acces-
sing these funds requires a dedicated revenue source, which the sales tax measure would 
provide.  In general, SMART’s applications for future state or federal grants would compete with 
other rail projects, not local transit. 

32-33 See response 32-4.  Given that 3-car trains are neither proposed nor anticipated to be necessary 
to meet ridership demand through 2025, it would be speculative to assume their use.  Stations 
have been designed to accommodate 3-car trains as a prudent measure for the future given that 
the useful life of rail facilities exceeds that of the 20-year SMART Expenditure Plan. 

32-34 The proposed project that SMART is committed to implementing is outlined in detail in Chapter 2 
of the DEIR, including train service assumptions (p. 2-13).  A single mid-day train is noted as 
part of the proposed operating plan.  The proposed service level is based on analysis of long-
term demand, given growth projections and future highway operating conditions.  It would be 
speculative to analyze a service level that is not consistent with previous studies on ridership 
demand. 

32-35 Train speeds for the various segments are indicated on the figures in DEIR Appendix E (also 
included in FEIR Chapter 4 due to slight revisions).  Mitigation measure N-2 has been deleted 
because reducing the speed between the San Rafael Station and Linden Lane to 25 mph is not 
feasible.  However, the impact is less than significant, even without the mitigation, so no further 
mitigation is required.  It should be noted that the actual speed in this area is likely to be slightly 
less than the modeled 50 mph; see response 47-1. 

32-36 SMART is required by law to work with public agencies that have responsibilities for various 
activities along the railroad right of way.  These agencies include the 11 individual city and town 
jurisdictions along the corridor that SMART is committed to working with in regard to individual 
station requirements.  The CPUC and the FRA also have responsibility for various aspects of 
railroad operation with which SMART is required by law to comply.  The DEIR does not rely on 
other agencies to mitigate the proposed project’s impacts.  To the extent another agency’s 
approval or participation is required (e.g., Quiet Zone applications by local jurisdictions), the 
DEIR concludes that the mitigation is not assured and the impact could be significant and 
unavoidable. 

32-37 See Master Response B regarding shuttles.  See also response 32-29. 

32-38 The comment references other cases of new bridges and highways as examples of growth 
inducement.  While it is true that adding a transportation system in an undeveloped area with no 
transportation network would likely generate unplanned substantial growth, in the case of the 
proposed project, the corridor is not a new one – it is adjacent to the existing Highway 101 
corridor and is in an existing developed area.  Furthermore, substantial growth is projected for 
this urban area, according to ABAG, and local general plans have planned for growth to occur 
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along the corridor.  The DEIR acknowledges that the project may encourage a shift in growth 
from outlying areas to the corridor, but this is generally consistent with the growth patterns called 
for in the local general plans.  Most of the plans contain policies that encourage infill develop-
ment and intensification of development in close proximity to urban areas along the project 
corridor. 

32-39 Impacts on property values are generally discussed in Master Response T.  The project would 
not have a substantial adverse impact on the provision of affordable housing.  Supporting gen-
eral plan policies that call for higher density infill development along the project corridor could 
help reduce overall housing costs through a reduction in costs of extending services to outlying 
areas and through lower per unit construction costs associated with higher density. 

32-40 Bicycles will be allowed on the trains.  The precise configuration of bicycle storage on the DMUs 
will be developed during final project design. 

32-41 The bicycle/pedestrian pathway, while an integral part of the proposed project, is identified 
separately in DEIR Chapter 2.  Capital and operating costs are also identified for the pathway 
(see updated Expenditure Plan).  Since the pathway is integrated into the proposed project, will 
also serve as a railroad maintenance and emergency access road, and will be directly adjacent 
to the railroad, the potential impacts and mitigation measures are addressed in combination with 
the proposed rail components.  The analysis of the project as a whole is consistent with CEQA. 

A description of Phase I and II of the bicycle/pedestrian pathway is provided on DEIR pages 
2-14 and 2-15.  A revised cost estimate is provided in the 2006 Expenditure Plan and in Master 
Response N.  The SMART Board has committed to fund over 50 percent of the pathway’s con-
struction and 100 percent of maintenance of the pathway on SMART’s right-of-way.  Remaining 
capital funding is expected to come from federal, state, and regional sources.  Several pathway 
projects on the corridor (CalPark Hill Tunnel, US 101 Lincoln Pathway, Foss Creek) have already 
been funded by outside sources.  Phase II elements of the bicycle/pedestrian pathway are not 
part of the proposed project.  The bicycle/pedestrian pathway and any related amenities are not 
expected to have significant long-term traffic, access, or safety issues or impacts.  Pathway 
crossings and safety features are described in Master Response V. 

32-42 The path will be for both recreational and work-related trip making, and will offer both recreational 
and transportation benefits to the surrounding communities.  It is expected that recreational 
users will represent the majority of users on the path on all locations, just as non-work trips make 
up the vast majority of trip making on roadways. Transportation usage estimates for the pathway 
have been developed in Master Response L. 

32-43 See response 32-41 regarding the request to separate pathway impacts from rail component 
impacts.  Environmental impacts from the pathway may be minimized but not eliminated with 
innovative techniques.  The DEIR takes a conservative approach to identifying and evaluating 
these impacts.  Since the pathway represents the only new facility on most of the corridor 
(except for stations and a few new sidings), most impacts on wetlands are related to the pathway. 

32-44 The bicycle/pedestrian pathway and its components, including the safety fencing, are described 
in the DEIR Section 2.5.2 and Figure 2.5-2 shows several potential safety fencing treatments.  
The final fencing treatment will be selected based on discussions between SMART and local 
agencies. No soundwalls are proposed as part of the pathway.  Additional design detail can be 
found in Working Paper #5: Detailed Project Design Options (Chapter 4: Bicycle/Pedestrian 
Path, Chapter 7: New Structures, Appendix A: Technical Memorandum, Bicycle/Pedestrian Path 
Design Considerations and Parameters in the SMART Commuter Rail Corridor), available for 
review at the SMART office. 

32-45 The comment regarding the need to use the pathway during dusk hours is noted.  Specific hours 
of operation will be developed by SMART and local agencies as part of a pathway management 
plan. 

32-46 See Master Response D. 
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32-47 Assumptions regarding the No Project Alternative are outlined in Master Response A.4 and in 
DEIR Section 3.6.  The alternatives received detailed analysis, comparable to the analysis given 
the proposed project; this analysis, including the transportation model results, is summarized in 
DEIR Chapter 4.  Further details on the alternatives are provided in DEIR Appendix I and its 
revisions. 

Comment Letter #33 – Foss Creek Community Restoration Project 

33-1 The Foss Creek Trail project is being planned and designed by the City of Healdsburg, with 
approvals given by SMART and NCRA.  The CPUC recommended in their DEIR comment letter 
(see comment set 4) that no new at-grade crossings be developed as part of the proposed 
project.  SMART is available to consult with the City to determine what measures are feasible in 
the final design phase. 

33-2 A number of best management practices are outlined for the proposed project in DEIR Section 
2.9 and in biological and water resources mitigation measures (DEIR Sections 3.9 and 3.3). 

Comment Letter #34 – Friends of SMART 

34-1 See Master Response I regarding effects of “smart growth” and transit-oriented development 
around stations. 

34-2 A sensitivity analysis of the proposed project in 2025 without the Novato Narrows widening is 
provided in Master Response F. 

34-3 See Master Response G. 

34-4 The travel model includes parking costs at their current levels, and assumes that they will increase 
at the same rate as inflation in the future. 

34-5 DEIR Tables 3.6-7A and 3.6-8A have been corrected.  See Master Responses A.2 and E.1. 

34-6 Although it is possible that the vehicle occupancy requirements could be revised upward in the 
future, there is only one HOV lane in the Bay Area at this time that requires 3 or more occupants 
(I-80).  For the sake of a conservative analysis, it was decided to retain the present 2+ vehicle 
occupancy requirement, in part because if one segment of the lane were changed, it is likely that 
all of it would be changed—not just the congested portions.  Caltrans typically does not implement 
HOV lanes that change occupancy requirements on the same route. 

34-7 Comment noted. 

34-8 Although ABAG makes forecasts at five-year intervals, the model needs to be more disaggregate 
(fine grained) than ABAG provides.  The detailed information needed to operate the model is 
available only for 2010 and 2025.  Attempting to project ridership for the year 2055 would be 
speculative.  See Master Response C regarding revised ridership projections. 

34-9 SMART’s purpose and need statement is stated on DEIR page 2-1: “The purpose of the pro-
posed project is to provide an efficient and reliable multimodal transit option, consisting of 
passenger rail service and an ancillary pedestrian and bicycle pathway for local and regional 
travelers in Sonoma and Marin counties, cities and towns.”  The objectives noted on that page 
address many of the points noted in the comment. 

34-10 Although the report is not being revised to incorporate the suggested text, SMART 
acknowledges the comments regarding future conditions. 

34-11 The comments regarding the beneficial aspects of the project are acknowledged.  The SMART 
Project does indeed help the region meet Transportation Control Measure (TCM) 4 of the Bay 
Area 2005 Ozone Strategy.  The goal of this TCM is to upgrade and expand local and regional 
rail service. 

34-12 See response 34-5. 
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34-13 The general sense of this comment is reflected in the document in various sections.  Implemen-
tation of the proposed project would require SMART to work closely with other transit operators 
to integrate the rail system with other types of transit. 

34-14 Comment noted.  See Master Response L regarding bicycle and pedestrian access to stations. 

34-15 Line types used in the graphic were selected such that even if color information were lost, the 
lines could be differentiated. 

34-16 The additional clarifying information regarding the urban growth boundaries are voter-adopted 
and unlikely to be altered is noted. 

34-17 SMART believes the revised travel forecasts are reasonable.  An analysis of the benefits of 
transit-oriented development around stations is provided in Master Response I. 

34-18 The traffic model results were reviewed and corrected.  See Master Responses A.2 and E. 

34-19 A sensitivity analysis to a condition without the Novato Narrows widening is included in Master 
Response F. 

34-20 This information is noted and SMART concurs with this comment.  See Master Responses J 
and P, which also concluded that single track rail operations are safe and reliable. 

Comment Letter #35 – Friends of SMART: Valerie Taylor 

35-1 Comment noted. 

35-2 Although the impact would be favorable at this location (Larkspur Ferry Terminal), the change in 
traffic LOS would be very modest.  Based on model forecasts, the projected transferring 
between rail and ferry is between 40 and 55 per day.  See Master Response A.3 for additional 
information. 

35-3 Comment noted.  The requested information regarding highway costs is not relevant to the 
environmental impact analysis. 

35-4 Please see Master Response T regarding the impact of proposed stations on property values. 

Comment Letter #36 – Gerstle Park Residents (19 letters received) 

36-1  See response 14-1 and 14-33. 

36-2 Section 3.3 and Impact WR-2 of the DEIR describes efforts that would be undertaken as part of 
the proposed project to improve flood capacity. 

Comment Letter #37 – Greenbelt Alliance) 

37-1 The potential growth-inducing impacts of the proposed project were analyzed in DEIR Section 
5.3.  See Master Response I for more information about the impact of additional transit-oriented 
development on ridership. 

37-2 See response 37-1. 

37-3 See Master Response I. 

37-4 See Master Response I. 

37-5 Comment noted.  Most general plans of jurisdictions along the rail corridor already support transit-
oriented development.  

37-6 As noted in the DEIR on page 3-113, SCT staff has indicated a willingness to consider alterations 
to routes and schedules to make better connections with rail services.  However, because the 
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level of coordination is difficult to determine ahead of time, it was considered more prudent not to 
assume this in the travel forecasting, except at the San Rafael Transit Center. 

37-7 The model has allowed for the fact that, to the extent shuttles serve residential areas, SMART 
riders may use them at no cost to reach the rail stations, or return home in the evening. 

Comment Letter #38 – Kaiser Permanente 

38-1 Table 2.5-6 has been amended to include Kaiser Permanente Medical Center as a Major Activity 
Center potentially served by the shuttles from the Marin Civic Center station.  In addition, Kaiser 
could provide its own shuttle to the station, as it does at other major medical centers, e.g., 
Oakland medical campus at MacArthur Blvd. and Broadway. 

Comment Letter #39 – League of Women Voters of Sonoma County 

39-1 The description of the number of lanes on Highway 101 has been corrected.  See Master 
Responses A.2 and E. 

Comment Letter #40 – Lincoln-San Rafael Neighborhood Association 

40-1 The impact analysis in the DEIR is based on ten detailed technical studies, all of which are 
available for review in the SMART District office (see DEIR, p. 3-3).  It was not practical to pre-
sent the details of all these technical reports in the DEIR.  The summary information presented in 
the DEIR provides the level of detail necessary to identify impacts and mitigation measures. The 
full scope of the proposed project is described in DEIR Chapter 2, where it is clearly stated that 
the project’s southern terminus is in Larkspur.  An alternative that has a southern terminus in 
San Rafael was also evaluated (MOS Alternative). 

40-2 This does not appear to be a comment on the adequacy of the DEIR. 

40-3 The DEIR analyzes the potential direct and indirect impacts of the proposed project, which would 
be funded in part by a local retail transactions and use tax if such a tax is approved by district 
voters.  The commenter’s concerns about the adequacy of the DEIR are stated in greater detail 
in subsequent comments and are addressed in responses to those comments. 

40-4 See Master Response B. 

40-5 DMU noise is fully analyzed in DEIR Section 3.7, including quantification of the decibel level; 
interior noise is not a significant issue, particularly since the riders choose to be inside the DMUs 
(see response 42-20).  Air emissions from DMUs are quantified in DEIR Section 3.5. 

40-6 Noise impact criteria used to evaluate the project are inclusive of cumulative effects by 
considering background noise levels.  The criteria are shown in Figure 3.7-1.  In areas with train 
horn noise, the horn noise dominates over other train pass-by noise.  In these areas, the non-
horn noise caused by train pass-bys does not substantially contribute to the overall train noise 
level.  See Master Response Q. 

40-7 DEIR Section 4.1.3 summarizes transportation modes (including monorail) considered but elim-
inated from further analysis; Master Response M provides additional clarification. 

40-8 See Master Responses C and E. 

40-9 Rail safety features would include signals and gates at grade crossings, as well as a barrier 
between the rail line and the proposed pedestrian/bicycle pathway.  Moreover, SMART will 
conduct outreach in conjunction with the Operation Lifesaver Program and other programs to 
educate the general public and youth in particular on rail safety issues.  For further information 
on safety, see DEIR Section 2.9 and Chapter 3.12, and Master Response P in this FEIR. 

40-10 A discussion of project costs in the environmental document is not required by CEQA.  However, 
for informational purposes, Master Response N provides additional information on project costs. 
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40-11 The comment concerning the application of a Quiet Zone from the north end of Lincoln Avenue 
to the San Rafael Transportation Center at Second Street will be provided to the City of San 
Rafael for its consideration. 

40-12 See Master Response A.3 regarding the differences between the 2001 and 2005 RTPs and the 
level of transit services assumed in the alternatives.  See Master Response A.4 regarding other 
No Project assumptions. 

40-13 See Master Responses A.3 and D regarding future levels of transit services assumed. 

40-14 See Master Response D regarding development of the Express Bus Alternative.  This EIR has 
been prepared to meet the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); 
FTA requirements regarding alternatives are not applicable.. 

40-15 The traffic modeling for intersections near the San Rafael station considers the land develop-
ment included in the City’s current adopted General Plan.  See Master Response E.2. 

40-16 See response 40-14 and Master Response D regarding the Express Bus alternative. 

40-17 The objectives of the project are stated in greater detail in DEIR Section 2.1.  Consistent with the 
requirements of CEQA, the statement of objectives includes the underlying purpose of the 
project, which is “to provide an efficient and reliable multimodal transit option, consisting of 
passenger rail service and an ancillary pedestrian and bicycle pathway for local and regional 
travelers in Sonoma and Marin counties, cities, and towns.”  The objectives that support that 
purpose include objectives that are not limited to rail service, including “increased transit 
ridership in the project corridor” and “provid[ing] an alternative transportation option to automobile 
travel in the Highway 101 corridor to accommodate a portion of the projected travel demand, in 
furtherance of the general plan goals, objectives and policies of the counties, cities and towns 
along the NWP corridor.”  As required by CEQA, the EIR includes a reasonable range of alte-
rnatives that meet most of the stated objectives, including a reduced project (the MOS alter-
native) and an alternative, non-rail transit project, the Express Bus Alternative. 

40-18 See response 10-2 regarding the selection of locations for noise measurements.  Regarding 
cumulative impacts, as noted on DEIR page 3-139, the noise impact criteria were developed to 
consider the cumulative effect of a proposed project on the existing acoustical environment by 
considering background noise levels. 

40-19 As described in DEIR Section 2.9 (page 2-69), the existing tracks will be replaced by continuous 
welded rail prior to operation by SMART; see response 10-9 for additional discussion regarding 
vibration analysis and impacts.  All sources of train pass-by noise (wheel-rail, engine, auxiliary 
generator, etc) were included in the noise measurements in Table 3.7-4 and the calculations 
presented in Figure 3.7-4.  Impact N-2 addresses noise from train pass-bys and finds that no 
residences would experience a severe noise impact under the noise significance criteria; 
therefore, the impact would be less than significant.  Limiting train speed in San Rafael area to 
reduce pass-by noise was found not to be feasible. 

40-20 The Draft EIR discloses the significant impact that would occur from train horns (Impact N-5).  It 
also suggests a mitigation measure that would eliminate the impact if implemented (Quiet Zone 
designation), and finds that the impact would remain significant and unavoidable if the mitigation 
measure cannot be implemented.  See Master Response Q. 

40-21 See Master Response Q. 

40-22 See response 14-18.  The noise impacts of the alternative soundwall locations is discussed on 
DEIR pages 3-135 and 3-136. 

40-23 See response 40-22.  SMART has not proposed soundwalls along the rail line due to the less 
than significant noise impacts of the proposed project related to train pass-bys; see DEIR 
Section 3.7.  Soundwall recommendations for the Gap Closure Project were made by SMART in 
regards to the existing soundwall being relocated as part of the highway project. 
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40-24 See Master Responses O and P.  Freight service will not occur south of the Ignacio Wye. 

40-25 The track will be welded, consistent with the recommendation in the comment. 

40-26 The rail system will use current modern design practices in rehabilitating the track.  As stated in 
DEIR Section 2.9 on page 2-69, SMART is committed to using timber crossties and switchties 
and continuous welded rail for reduction of noise and vibrations from train operations.  Further-
more, the proposed fasteners are resilient so that they are more permanent, which contributes to 
noise reduction. 

40-27  Impacts of at-grade crossings on traffic flow are addressed in the DEIR page 3-108 and 3-121 
(Impact T-9) and further clarified in Master Response E.3. 

40-28 See Master Response S and response 14-12. 

40-29 Specific DMU emissions and noise factors are discussed in DEIR Sections 3.5 and 3.7. 

40-30 A discussion of project costs in the environmental document is not required by CEQA.  However, 
for informational purposes, Master Response N provides additional information on project costs. 

40-31 Neither the FRA nor the FTA was involved in the preparation of the DEIR.  However, as a rail 
transit provider, SMART would be required by law to comply with passenger rail requirements 
set forth by state and local agencies whose responsibility is to oversee safety.  The FRA sets 
standards for rail construction, operation, freight service coordination, train speeds, and vehicle 
requirements.  The FTA sets standards specifically related to transit operation and the allocation 
of federal transit funding.  The CPUC is responsible for the safe and efficient operation of rail 
within the state and has authority over railroad crossings, trackway maintenance and on-going 
operations.  The role of these agencies and the applicable regulatory frameworks are set forth at 
the beginning of each impact section in Chapter 3 of the DEIR under the heading “Regulatory 
Setting.” 

40-32 Screening was completed as an initial step following the procedures established in the FTA 
Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (1995).  Because the screening process 
identified that impacts could occur as a result of the project, the detailed analysis outlined in the 
guidance was completed and included in the DEIR.  Please see response 10-2 regarding the 
screening analysis.  Existing noise levels were considered in establishing the applicable noise 
impact criteria for each portion of the study area.  The noise impact criteria allow a smaller 
increase in the overall noise level in areas with existing high noise levels, and a relatively greater 
increase in areas with lower existing noise levels.  The criteria are shown in DEIR Figure 3.7-1. 

40-33 The study evaluates potential noise impacts that would occur with construction and operation of 
the proposed SMART project.  See response 16-19 for further discussion.  The noise impact 
criteria were used to assess transit impacts.  The Caltrans criteria were referenced regarding 
other elements evaluated during the Noise Study that included roadway rather than rail operations. 

40-34 Analysis was completed by area and is documented in the Noise Study Technical Report that 
supports the Draft EIR.  The table of impact areas has been added to the Final EIR (see new 
Table 3.7-5 in FEIR Chapter 4).  The analysis includes the entire rail corridor, stations, park-and-
ride lots, and alternative maintenance facility locations.  See response 16-19 for further details 
regarding the evaluation of potential noise impacts from the proposed project. 

40-35 Reflected noise from the existing soundwalls and the proposed relocation of the soundwall by 
Caltrans as part of the proposed widening of Highway 101 in the San Rafael area was discussed 
on pages 3-135 and 3-136 of the Draft EIR.  Direct noise levels were calculated to be below the 
noise impact criteria at nearby residences.  Adding reflected noise into the calculation would 
have increased the rail noise exposure level by not more than 1 dBA in areas where a solid 
sound-reflective wall would be located parallel to the tracks.  For additional details on reflective 
noise, see response 16-11. 

40-36 See response 40-32. 
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40-37 See response 40-18. 

40-38 See response 40-32. 

40-39 FTA criteria were used to evaluate train operations.  Caltrans applies FHWA criteria to evaluate 
noise impacts from highway projects.  Because FTA has not separately published noise 
measurement procedures, they recognize the procedures established by FHWA, another agency 
within the U.S. Department of Transportation. 

40-40 SEL reference levels were calculated according to FTA procedures. All sources of train noise 
were considered in the analysis.  See responses 40-6 and 40-19. 

40-41 The methodology for analyzing impacts from train horn noise is described on DEIR page 3-132; 
impacts from train horn noise are discussed in Impact N-4 on DEIR page 3-138.  The DEIR 
suggests a mitigation measure that would eliminate the impact from train horns if implemented 
(Quiet Zone designation), and finds that the impact would remain significant and unavoidable if 
the mitigation measure were not implemented.  See response 16-11 and 40-35 regarding why 
reflected noise from train operations would not be significant. 

40-42 Vibration levels were considered for typical ground conditions.  There is no evidence that 
geology is other than typical and no evidence of particular vibration sensitivity.  Accordingly, the 
DEIR concluded that the impact was less than significant. 

40-43 Construction noise would occur, as discussed in the DEIR in Impact N-1; although the impact is 
determined to be less than significant, mitigation measures are proposed to further reduce noise 
from construction. 

40-44 DEIR Table 3.7-4 includes measured noise data for DMU vehicles.  That data was used to 
calculate noise exposure values for DMU operation.  As described in DEIR Section 3.7.1 on 
page 3-124, the dBA scale is logarithmic; therefore, a change in 10 dBA is a 10-fold change in 
noise energy.  To the human ear, that is perceived as a doubling or halving of the noise level.  
Table 3.7-4 shows that a DMU is typically about 8 dBA quieter than a diesel locomotive.  If 
passenger vehicle noise was added to the diesel locomotive, then the difference would be 
approximately 10 dBA. 

40-45 Comparative information was provided so that readers would have a point of reference for 
individual train pass-by noise levels.  The heavy truck comparison was not used for impact 
calculation. 

40-46 Noise impacts that would occur as a result of SMART operations are described in Section 3.7.7 
of the DEIR.  See response 40-35 regarding why reflected noise from train operations would not 
be significant. 

40-47 See Master Response Q. 

40-48 Newly constructed residences in the vicinity of Linden Lane have now been added to the noise 
impacts documented in Table 3.7-6 (formerly Table 3.7-5). 

40-49 The article of Mr. O’Toole, of the Cato Institute is noted.  The Express Bus alternative was not 
dismissed.  It is evaluated in the DEIR and further clarification is provided in this FEIR.  See 
Master Response D and expanded EIR text in Chapter 4 of this FEIR. 

Comment Letter #41 – Marin Audubon Society 

41-1 See response 9-1 regarding recirculation. 

41-2 A discussion of project costs in the environmental document is not required by CEQA.  However, 
for informational purposes, Master Response N provides additional information on project costs. 

41-3 The environmental or “project” setting is described at the beginning of each environmental issue 
area in DEIR Chapter 3, consistent with the requirements of CEQA. 
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41-4 The Project Setting describes the existing environmental setting as of the commencement of 
environmental review.  As discussed in Master Response N, project costs include funds for 
maintenance and repair of rail facilities. 

41-5 SMART acknowledges that minor amounts of additional right of way will be needed (see DEIR 
Section 3.11.5 and Tables 3.11-4 and 3.11-5).  This additional area is adjacent to the rail right of 
way and at several station sites and has been included in the environmental impact analysis.  
DEIR Appendix E figures (see slight revisions of these figures in FEIR Chapter 4) illustrate 
where the bicycle/pedestrian pathway will be partially on or adjacent to the right of way, which 
gives an indication of where additional right of way will be needed.  Impacts that could result 
from implementation of the project have been analyzed in the DEIR, including impacts on 
wetlands, creeks, native trees, and wildlife habitat. 

41-6 Preliminary design, including location of the alignment, design standards, prototype sections, 
details on operations, and other aspects of the proposed pathway were developed in sufficient 
detail to identify impacts and mitigation measures and meet CEQA requirements.  Due to the 
volume of information, most of this detail is shown in Working Paper #5: Detailed Project Design 
Options, Chapter 4: Bicycle/Pedestrian Path, available for review at the SMART office.  Wetland 
loss will be primarily related to the pathway since this facility currently does not exist; however,   
with mitigation, there would be no net loss of wetlands.   

41-7 Railroad right of way widths and pathway setbacks are shown in DEIR Appendix E, Bicycle/
Pedestrian Pathway Schematics, Figures 1 through 7 (see revised figures in Chapter 4 of this 
FEIR).  The proposed pathway’s average width is 12 feet.  Typical sections were not developed 
for each condition, but trail widths, right-of-way, alignment location, and typical sections were 
developed along the project length.  See response 6-6 regarding placement of gaps in fencing 
for wildlife movement. 

41-8 The pathway would be located on either compacted native soil, cut, fill, boardwalk/trestle, or 
bridge structures wherever it crosses wetlands, creeks and rivers, and undeveloped uplands.  
Wherever right-of-way allows, the pathway would be located so as to minimize impacts to 
environmental resources.  The exact type of construction will be developed in the final design 
phase, and be dependent on numerous factors such as soils conditions.  A description of how 
the pathway would be constructed across all creeks and rivers is provided in Working Paper #5: 
Detailed Project Design Options (Chapter 4: Bicycle/Pedestrian Path, Chapter 7: New Struc-
tures, Appendix A: Technical Memorandum, Bicycle/Pedestrian Path Design Considerations and 
Parameters in the SMART Commuter Rail Corridor).  Table 7.3-1 provides crossing detail for all 
new pathway bridge structures over creeks, rivers, and major wetland areas.  Where the bike 
path is located adjacent to the railroad tracks within the SMART corridor, it will be designed so 
as to minimize impacts to lateral wetland areas—typically the existing drainage culvert area.  In 
some cases, the pathway will require a fill structure to be developed where existing wetlands 
exist.  In other cases, the pathway may be constructed on a boardwalk structure or re-aligned so 
as to avoid wetland impacts.  The wetland maps available at the Marin Civic Center Library, 
Santa Rosa Main Library and SMART Project Office provide details on the extent of existing 
wetlands near the pathway.  The DEIR wetland impact analysis (Chapter 3.9: Biological 
Resources) assumes a ‘worst case’ scenario where the pathway cannot be moved or designed 
to avoid wetland impacts, and will be constructed on a fill section on existing lateral wetland 
areas. Table 7.3-1 provides detail on ‘Recommendations for Overcrossing’ including the general 
structure type.  Soils and other tests will be required to finalize the structure type and spans in 
the final design process.  ‘Pcps pile bents/abuts’ refers to a modern pre-cast post stress-
tensioned trestle structure with short spans, pile bents driven into the ground, and abutments. 

41-9 See response 41-8. 

41-10 Concrete slab deck structures would be either cast-in-place or pre-cast elements designed to 
provide a heavy duty surface for maintenance vehicles.  The slabs would be supported by 
beams that would be supported by pile bents, piers, and abutments.  The structures would be 
designed so as to minimize impacts on wetlands and riparian areas by minimizing construction 
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impacts and the number of piles, piers, and abutments located in sensitive areas.  The structures 
would be located as high as practical over existing waterways, but in all cases over mean high 
water levels in tidal areas and the 10-year flood level in other areas.  Some impacts would occur 
during construction and by new coverage of waterways and wetland areas, which have been 
assessed in the DEIR (see DEIR Sections 3.3 and 3.9). 

41-11 The proposed surface of the trail is asphalt, in order to conform to Caltrans requirements for a 
hard surface. 

41-12 The pathway is designed primarily for bicycle transportation (commuter) purposes, and will 
conform to the design standards shown in the Caltrans Highway Design Manual in Chapter 
1000: Planning & Designing Bikeways. 

41-13 See Master Response L. 

41-14 Pathway protocols will be posted.  The pathway width (12 feet) exceeds the Caltrans minimum 
width by 50%, and will be adequate for both bicycles and pedestrians.  Emergency vehicles will 
be able to drive on the pathway to access users in need. 

41-15 SMART has included maintenance costs in its Draft Expenditure Plan 2006; see Master 
Response N.  Those portions of the project, including the rail line, rail facilities and 
bicycle/pedestrian pathway, that are located on SMART property or in the SMART right-of-way 
would be maintained by SMART.  Those portions of the bicycle/pedestrian pathway that are 
within the right-of-way of a local municipality (i.e., city or county) would be the responsibility of 
the local municipality. 

41-16 In regard to law enforcement, it is anticipated that adjacent local agencies, in coordination with 
SMART, would routinely patrol the bicycle/pedestrian pathway, since the pathway would be an 
integrated part of the local bikeway and pathway system.  In conjunction with local agencies, and 
as part of the Emergency Preparedness Plan, SMART will develop a consistent set of operations 
and maintenance standards and practices for the pathway.  SMART has incorporated security 
costs in its Draft Expenditure Plan 2006.  The DEIR, on page 2-66, lists security-related 
environmental compliance measures. 

41-17 Although there may be illegal access to areas adjacent to the bicycle/pedestrian pathway, it is 
believed that this would not cause a significant impact on sensitive habitats.  In those areas 
where sensitive habitats are found, signage would be placed along the trail to highlight the 
importance of the habitats and that the areas should not be disturbed. Environmental compliance 
measures in DEIR Section 2.9 have been modified to address signage.  Illegal access would be 
further discouraged by existing fencing that separates much of the ROW from adjacent private 
parcels.  Section 3.9.1 of the DEIR lists federal, state and local regulations and agencies that 
would address protection of wildlife and habitats adjacent to and near the trail. 

41-18 See DEIR Section 2.7 (page 2-63) for information about project construction.  Land uses and 
zoning of proposed station areas are described in DEIR Section 3.11.2. 

41-19 As discussed in DEIR Chapter 5, it is not anticipated that implementation of the proposed project 
would induce substantial growth along the corridor.  Future growth within the City of Larkspur 
would be guided by its general plan, which specifically calls for the preservation of desirable nat-
ural features such as marshes and wetlands.  The general plan would severely limit any expansion 
of urbanized areas into the tidal areas adjacent to the Bay and would direct the growth to more 
desirable locations.  In addition, development along the Bay is restricted by the McAteer-Petris 
Act and the Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC). 

41-20 Should a single track section eventually be proposed for double tracking along the SMART cor-
ridor in the future, the planning and design of any such improvement will be subject to applicable 
CEQA review requirements and, if federal dollars are used, NEPA requirements as well. 

41-21 The DEIR analyzes the reasonably foreseeable environmental impacts of the proposed project, 
which would involve weekday service only.  If increasing weekday service or adding weekend 
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service were proposed in the future, such an increase in service may be exempt from CEQA 
under Public Resources Code section 21080(b)(10).  However, the determination of the appro-
priate level of environmental review would be made if and when an increase in service is proposed. 

41-22 SMART will conduct the appropriate level of environmental review if and when any service or 
operational changes are proposed. 

41-23 Any rail alignment fills placed that resulted in consolidation and subsequent settlement of Young 
Bay Mud were placed during construction of the rail line in the late 1800s and early 1900s.  
Therefore, settlement (and any differential settlement) is now essentially complete.  Only if 
significantly thick fills were to be placed in Young Bay Mud areas would such settlement be of 
concern.  There may be minor fills placed in Young Bay Mud areas for planned new sidings 
(such sidings are planned in Young Bay Mud areas in San Rafael and south of the Petaluma 
River Bridge) or for shoulder restoration and bike paths.  These settlements are long-term 
(slowly occurring) in nature and may result in minor differential settlement.  This phenomenon 
can be monitored and rectified, if needed, during normal periodic maintenance.  In the unlikely 
event that substantial settlement occurs, resurfacing portions of the rail line with ballast would 
remedy the problem. 

41-24 The potential for erosion impacts and mitigation measures for erosion are discussed under Long 
Term Impacts (Impact G-3 and Mitigation Measure G-3 on page 3-17). 

41-25 It is unclear what document the comment is referring to; these page numbers and table are not 
part of the DEIR.  Adverse floodplain impacts from the proposed project are addressed in Impact 
WR-5; impacts would be minor with implementation of adequate design and engineering 
controls, as required in Mitigation Measure WR-2.  During final design, SMART will perform 
additional hydrological studies as outlined in the US Department of Transportation Order 5650.2 
and implement adequate design and engineering controls.  The size of each culvert will be 
based on site-specific engineering review.  See response 6-7 for further discussion. 

41-26 The referenced table is not in the DEIR.  As noted on DEIR page 1-2, a number of technical 
studies were prepared for the proposed project and incorporated by reference (p. 3-3), including 
a Hydrology and Water Quality Assessment Report.  The report includes a segment-by-segment 
analysis of each waterbody crossing.  In addition, Appendix A of the document identifies all 
waterbodies, the current conditions of crossings such as elevation and station numbers, and the 
proposed type of crossing (if any).  A copy of the Hydrology and Water Quality Assessment 
Report is available by contacting SMART.  See responses to Comment Letter 6 (State Water 
Resources Control Board) for additional information. 

During the final project design, should the disposal of fill material be necessary, it will be done in 
accordance with BCDC requirements designed to minimize impacts on Bay resources.  See 
response 7-1. 

41-27 For each type of bridge and culvert crossing, see response 41-26.  In addition, project 
construction will occur in compliance with applicable local, state and federal regulatory 
requirements using best management practices (BMPs) to minimize construction impacts. 
Preliminary engineering drawings for bridge and culvert crossings are in Working Paper #5, 
available for review in the SMART office. 

A number of issues must be considered during the hydraulic design of culverts, including 
allowable headwater; type of flow control (inlet control versus outlet control); permissible barrel 
and outlet velocities; location and orientation of the barrel(s); use of improved inlets; potential for 
siltation and abrasion of the culvert barrel; inlet and outlet protection for scour control; debris 
control; and any necessary fish passage criteria. 

During construction, excavations may encounter shallow or perched groundwater, which may 
require dewatering.  Impacts on biological resources, including aquatic organisms, from in-
stream construction are addressed in DEIR Section 3.9.7, Impact BR-2.  DEIR page 2-67 states 
that small and medium size bridges would be repaired in place and existing structures would be 
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replaced within the original footprint to minimize the physical effects at water crossings.  See 
also response 1-5 regarding stream crossings. 

41-28 See response 41-11.  As described on DEIR pages 3-30 and 3-31, the proposed project includes 
approximately 125 acres of new paved areas, spread over a distance of 70 miles.  This includes 
approximately 100 acres of proposed bicycle/pedestrian pathway and 25 acres of parking within 
the proposed stations and maintenance facility.  These new impermeable areas are identified in 
the preliminary design elements for the proposed project (see DEIR Chapter 2). 

Water quality impacts would be minimized through implementation of BMPs during construction 
and development of proper drainage and stormwater collection facilities.  Mitigation Measures 
relative to the BMPs identified in Mitigation WR-1a include structural treatment controls.  
Structural treatment controls are engineered facilities designed for the treatment of storm water 
runoff, which  use infiltration, retention/detention and biofiltering techniques to remove pollutants.  
Vegetated swales and buffer strips, infiltration systems, bioretention systems, extended 
detention basins, ponds and constructed wetlands, media filtration systems, and oil/water 
separators are examples of structural treatment controls for storm water quality. They reduce the 
concentration of suspended solids, particulates, nutrients, metals, organics, and/or bacteria 
through filtration, absorption, and microbial decomposition of pollutants.  The type of structural 
treatment controls will vary throughout the SMART corridor depending on local conditions. 

41-29 As noted in response 41-26, the hydrology technical report includes a segment-by-segment 
analysis of each waterbody crossing of areas within the 100-year flood hazard zone that may be 
inundated during the 100-year (or greater magnitude) storm event. Development of the 
discussion in Impact WR-5 and Mitigation Measure WR-2 was based on the analysis contained 
in the hydrology report.  Appendix A of the hydrology document also identifies areas of the rail 
corridor that experience flood impacts and the recommendations for addressing 100-year flood 
events.  It should be noted that existing wood trestles will be replaced with concrete bridges, 
which provide more opening for water flow.  Also, the final design may consider lengthening the 
bridges to provide more area for water flow. 

DEIR Section 3.2 describes the stability of the rail line and structures.  During final design a site-
specific geotechnical Investigation report will be prepared, consistent with standard practices.  
Based on the study, recommendations for seismic design parameters per UBC code and flood 
impacts will be incorporated into the project design.  The report also will include a rail structure 
stability analysis based on a 100-year flood event. 

41-30 The ongoing maintenance of the railway corridor and facilities is in accordance with its current 
limited use.  Under the proposed project, rail improvements and use will expand and mainte-
nance costs have been factored into the overall project operating costs.  (See Master Response 
N.)  Annual maintenance would likely involve removing debris from within the culvert, at the 
culvert entrance, and/or immediately upstream of the culvert.  See also response 10-10 and DEIR 
Impacts WR-3 and WR-4 regarding both beneficial and adverse project effects on future 
flooding.  In a few areas, the rail bridge(s) will be raised higher than existing conditions so that 
the potential for future flooding would be reduced.  It should also be noted that the recent storms 
in winter 2005-2006 were unusually concentrated events. 

41-31 The entire ROW has been surveyed and all vegetation types were mapped as part of this project.  
Typed aerial photos are available for review at the SMART office.  Because the Project Area’s 
length-to-width ratio is 5,000:1, more than 200 11x17 aerials are required to show vegetation 
details.  Because the proposed bicycle/pedestrian pathway alignment designs are preliminary, 
individual trees along the 70-mile corridor have not yet been mapped.  Impact BR-8 analyzes the 
potential loss of trees and Mitigation Measure BR-6 requires a tree survey prior to construction to 
identify trees that can be avoided; the measure also provides for the replacement of removed 
trees.  Impact BR-3 analyzes the disturbance to nesting birds, and Mitigation Measures BR-3a 
and BR-3b provide appropriate mitigation. 

It should be noted that very few large trees exist in the current railroad ROW.  Vegetation has 
been routinely cut and trimmed as part of ongoing operations and maintenance.  Moving the 
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path to avoid existing vegetation will be feasible in segments where the ROW is wider and train 
speeds are slower.  However, not all vegetation will be avoided. 

41-32 32a. See responses 1-2 and 14-23. Regarding separating impacts from the various project 
elements, all wetlands that would be affected are mapped.  However, the impact footprint is not 
separated by activity (i.e., bicycle/pedestrian pathway, station, crossing structure, siding and 
spurs are located within the same footprint).  Project impacts are generally considered as a 
whole, consistent with CEQA, rather than segmenting impacts. 

32b. “Narrow areas” refers to seasonal wetlands in the SMART corridor that occur in a narrow, 
linear path along either side of the railroad bed.  The width of this wetland swath varies from one 
to 20 feet, occasionally wider.  In many areas, especially north of Petaluma, a narrow coastal 
freshwater seasonal wetland parallels the tracks for miles and never increases over three feet in 
width. Many of these “narrow areas” are ditches and drains caused by development of the 
original railroad grade. 

32c: Wetland functions are defined as a process or series of processes that take place within a 
wetland.  These include the storage of water, transformation of nutrients, growth of living matter, 
and diversity of wetland plants, and they have value for the wetland itself, for surrounding eco-
systems, and for people.  Wetlands are perhaps best known for their habitat functions, which are 
the functions that benefit wildlife (Novitzki et al, 1997). 

An example of high-value wetlands along the SMART corridor is the coastal salt marsh through 
the Novato Narrows.  This wetland provides habitat for the State- and federally endangered salt 
marsh harvest mouse and California clapper rail and the State-threatened California black rail.  
The bicycle/pedestrian pathway is not proposed through the Novato Narrows, so impacts on this 
high-value wetland habitat are avoided. 

Low-value wetlands provide less habitat value and less function.  Approximately 81% of wetlands 
that would be affected by the project (24.5 of 30.1 acres, revised DEIR table 3.9-6) are freshwater 
seasonal wetlands that are essentially drainage ditches that parallel the railroad grade.  Con-
struction of the bicycle/pedestrian pathway on one side of the ROW will require filling of these 
ditches, many of which are less than two feet wide. 

41-33 See response 1-2.  Wetlands impacts are detailed in the DEIR in Table 3.9-6 (see minor revisions 
to this table in FEIR Chapter 4).  Impacts are detailed in BR-2 and BR-5. 

41–34 Design for the Marin Civic Center Station is shown on DEIR page 2-47. No tidal wetlands occur 
in the proposed station footprint.  Coastal brackish marsh occurs in the ROW northeast of Civic 
Center Drive on the east side of the railroad grade (Preliminary Wetlands Delineation Report, 
polygon 20-BM-28 =0.709 acre); however the project would not affect this wetland. 

The North Novato Station parallels Binford Road. Impacts on sensitive vegetation types that 
would be affected by construction are included in Table 3.9-6.  Specifically, the parking lot 
constructed along the west side of Binford Road would affect wetlands polygons 29-SW-724 
(0.06 acre coastal freshwater marsh), 29-FM-136,137 (0.03 acre coastal freshwater marsh), and 
the northern half of 29-SW-726 (0.03 acre coastal freshwater marsh). 

41-35 Siding track is no longer proposed at Gallinas Creek from MP 21 to MP 22.06.  DEIR Section 2.5.6 
is revised with corrected siding track locations.  See Chapter 4 of this EIR for revised text. 

The pathway is proposed on the west side of the tracks north of Gallinas Creek.  No tidal wet-
lands would be affected; however the pathway may affect freshwater seasonal wetlands that 
parallel the railroad grade (polygons 22-SW-049,22 22-SW-053, and 22-SW-05, which total 0.2 
acres). 

41-36 See response 41-35 for Gallinas Creek and 41-37 for Miller Creek. 

41-37 Miller Creek (MP 22.09) is a perennial stream located in San Pablo Bay that consists of black-
berry scrub and is steelhead trout habitat (not coho salmon habitat).  At the crossing, 23-PC-058, 
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is 0.05 acre of Perennial Watercourse (of which, at most half would be affected).  South of Miller 
Creek there is 0.23 acre of riparian woodland on the east side of the tracks, which would not be 
affected by the project. 

The methodology for quantifying potential impacts on riparian areas at proposed crossings is 
conservative;  for stream crossings, the impact footprint is assumed the entire right-of-way width 
for the length of the new crossing (structures suspended over water are considered as footprint 
by CDFG and ACOE).  With implementation of Mitigation Measures BR-2a, 2b, and 2c, actual 
impacts would be much less. 

41-38 Novato Creek is a perennial/tidal stream located in the San Pablo Bay with coastal brackish and 
freshwater marsh.  There is an abundance of Coastal Freshwater Marsh and Coastal Freshwater 
Seasonal Wetland near the creek crossing, both inside and outside of the ROW.  The trail would 
be built west of the tracks over less than 0.1 acre of perennial watercourse (27-PC-121=0.083 
acre) and less than 0.1 acre of riparian scrub (27-RS-118=0.093 acre).  The pathway would join 
an existing pathway immediately north of Novato Creek, further minimizing impacts. 

41-39 Mitigation Measure BR-5a provides performance criteria for avoidance of wetlands and restoration 
of lost wetlands, and describes the elements of a habitat restoration plan.  During final design of 
the proposed facilities, permanent loss of wetland resources would be avoided on a site-specific 
basis.  Final design of the project would include siting and placement of proposed facilities away 
from wetland resources to the extent feasible; retaining walls in lieu of cut and fill wherever prac-
tical; protective fencing for wetland areas; and culverts and ditches to restore natural hydrology. 

As described in Mitigation Measure BR-5a, based on the final design plans for the proposed 
SMART facilities, a habitat restoration plan would be developed and implemented to address the 
permanent loss of wetland resources.  Wetland resources must be replaced at a minimum 1:1 
ratio of acres of these habitats permanently lost.  Wetland resources could be replaced by onsite 
restoration, off-site restoration, or through purchase of credits in an agency-approved mitigation 
bank.  Onsite restoration of wetlands and riparian habitats would take place along the undeveloped 
portions of the ROW and avoid the placement of wetland resources within urban areas.  Resto-
ration efforts would focus on areas where current conditions are degraded due to erosion, unstable 
slopes, or abundance of invasive exotic plant species.  Resource agencies will make the final 
determination on precise locations of wetland replacement.  As noted in Mitigation Measure 
BR-5a, elements of the restoration plan would include slope stabilization, control of invasive 
weeds, and reestablishment of appropriate native vegetation.  Performance standards that are 
accepted by the resource agencies for site revegetation shall be specified in the plan and could 
include a minimum 80% success rate of plants reestablished or acres restored.  The restored 
areas shall be monitored for a minimum of three years and remedial measures taken, such as 
replanting vegetation or enhancing additional areas, if the performance standards are not met. 

41-40 See response 41-38.  The bicycle/pedestrian pathway alignment was designed to avoid sensitive 
habitats such as the salt marsh at the Novato Narrows.  Per section 3.9-6 of the DEIR, 86% of 
habitat that would be directly affected by the project is non-sensitive (ruderal, urban developed, 
blackberry scrub, mixed scrub, non-native grassland and vineyard). 

41-41 See responses 41-35, 41-38, and 41-40.  The proposed siding has been relocated.  The minimal 
amount of impact in this location does not warrant moving the proposed project facilities out of 
the existing SMART corridor. 

41-42 With mitigation, there would be no net loss of wetlands from this project.  There are many loca-
tions on-site where wetlands could be restored and created to mitigate those affected by the 
project.  Of the 635 acres in the SMART ROW, 274 acres would not be developed. Wetland 
restoration on undeveloped segments of the ROW would include both creation and expansion of 
wetland acres (Mitigation Measure BR-5a).  Areas where narrow seasonal ditches hold flowing 
water could be graded to encourage the development of water-quality functions associated with 
higher-value wetlands.  Water-quality functions of wetlands include the trapping of sediment, 
pollution control, and the biochemical processes that take place as water enters, is stored in, and 
leaves a wetland.  Grading would be used to widen the currently narrow ditches.  Grading will 
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reduce flow velocity and improve the role of wetlands as groundwater recharge or discharge 
areas, and the influence of wetlands on atmospheric processes. 

41-43 Onsite restoration in the vicinity of impacts is the preferred mitigation approach for the proposed 
project.  Onsite restoration of wetlands in the 274 acres of non-developed segments in the 
SMART ROW is expected to mitigate nearly all permanent impacts on wetlands. 

41-44 Per Mitigation Measure BR-5a, wetland resources shall be replaced at a minimum 1:1 ratio of 
acres of these habitats permanently lost.  Resource agencies will make final determinations on 
the exact ratio of wetland replacement required during their permit process.  Protocol and recon-
naissance wildlife and plant surveys were conducted for this project and no endangered species, 
except for anadromous fish, were identified in the ROW.  Construction would permanently affect 
some areas that provide marginal habitat for some endangered species, such as California tiger 
salamander.  Vernal pools are locally unique biological communities that potentially support 
sensitive plants (addressed in Impact BR-10) and the federal animal Species of Concern, Cali-
fornia linderiella (addressed under Impact BR-11).  Within the project corridor, a single vernal 
pool occurs south of Windsor between Shiloh Road and Aviation Boulevard (MP 60.7) and several 
pools occur north of Santa Rosa between Fulton Road and Dennis Lane (MP 57.6–57.9).  Imple-
mentation of a habitat restoration plan or off-site compensation for vernal pools, pursuant to the 
provisions of Mitigation Measures BR-5a and BR-5b, would reduce this impact to a less-than-
significant level. 

41-45 There are over 270 acres in the SMART corridor that would not be developed.  Onsite mitigation 
that is proposed under Mitigation Measure BR-5a would be implemented in these non-developed 
portions.  Given the presently degraded wetland conditions along the corridor, it is anticipated 
that onsite mitigation opportunities are sufficient to offset nearly all project-related impacts.  Miti-
gation Measure BR5b (off-site mitigation) is included in case acres fall short or agencies mandate 
mitigation/compensation that cannot be accomplished onsite. 

41-46 Vernal pools were mapped at two locations within the SMART corridor.  A single pool occurs 
south of the City of Windsor between Shiloh Road and Aviation Boulevard.  Several pools occur 
north of the City of Santa Rosa between Fulton Road and the intersection of Barns Road and 
Dennis Lane (Appendix H, page 4-5).  Under the worst-case scenario analyzed in the EIR, 
construction of the bicycle/pedestrian path would remove approximately 0.4 acre of vernal pool 
habitat under either rail alternative.  The project was designed to minimize impacts on vernal 
pools and further avoidance may be possible during final engineering design.  Vernal pools are 
locally unique biological communities that potentially support federal- and state-listed plant and 
animal species, and are protected by federal and state regulations and local planning policies. 

41-47 62 bridges along the existing rail line would require replacement or rehabilitation.  All riparian 
habitat is mapped and are available for review at the SMART office.  Habitat is also mapped 
electronically and available on the SMART website.  In most cases, existing timber trestles 
would be replaced with concrete spans supported on concrete pilings.  Some smaller bridge 
crossings would be replaced with box or pipe culverts. 

Riparian vegetation would be affected by new crossing structures.  It was determined that a total 
of 4.8 acres of riparian habitat would be affected using a conservative assumption (see response 
1-6 regarding project impact assumptions).  Most crossing footprints will result in less loss than 
identified in the DEIR, because stream banks will be protected and vegetation will be restored 
within the ROW following construction.  Many crossings that currently include piers will be replaced 
by spans, which would decrease in-stream structures.  Opportunities for onsite restoration exist, 
but would be limited to the SMART ROW since adjacent properties are not controlled by SMART.  
All impacts on riparian vegetation from crossings would be mitigated on-site. 

41-48 See response 1-3. 

41-49 The project would not create a wildlife movement barrier for the entire corridor.  The safety struc-
ture would only be constructed where the proposed bicycle/pedestrian pathway is adjacent to the 
tracks.  Much of the ROW parallels Hwy 101, which is an existing barrier.  Also, many segments 
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of the ROW, especially through urban areas, are fenced on both sides.  One of the principal 
migration corridors identified is the Sonoma Mountains - Burdell Mountain linkage area located 
between southern Petaluma and northern Novato; effects in this area are expected to be relatively 
minor because the proposed bicycle/pedestrian pathway and associated safety structure would 
bypass the marshlands between Petaluma and Novato (DEIR page 3-180); therefore, the project 
would not create a barrier to this migration corridor. 

Two locations were identified where the safety structure could create a barrier; however, 
mitigation is proposed that would reduce the impact: 

• Rural lands between Cloverdale and northern Santa Rosa where the ROW is at least 0.25 
mile from Highway 101; and 

• Between Main Gate Road (MP 23.6) and Smith Ranch Road (MP 21.0) in Marin County. 

Migration barrier effects are more commonly associated with urban development or freeways 
that do not have culverts or bridges. This project would not create a continuous barrier; however, 
wildlife biologists and engineers collaborated to design the structure for minimal impact on wild-
life movement.  No previous application of gaps has been found; therefore, monitoring proposed 
in Mitigation Measure BR-14 should provide data to determine the effectiveness of the gaps. 

Please note that the Biological Resources Technical Report Section 5.3.3 addresses the wildlife 
barrier in more detail. 

Mitigation Measure BR-7 has been revised and expanded to include placement of wildlife tunnels 
(undercrossings); see response 1-6.  These tunnels, in addition to gaps in the safety structure, 
will facilitate movement of species across the ROW. 

41-50 Potential habitat for Pt. Reyes bird’s beak, soft bird’s beak and California cord grass was identified 
in salt marsh located between Petaluma and Novato, and estuary margins near San Rafael.  
Surveys of salt marsh habitats were conducted at the seasonally appropriate time but no popu-
lations of sensitive salt marsh species were located (Biological Technical Report, page 5-19).  
No pathway or siding is proposed at the Novato Narrows or estuary margins near San Rafael, so 
potential impact is considered very low. 

41-51 Tables 3.9-4 and 3.9-5 identify which special-status fish species are present in which streams.  
Constructing new stream crossings would result in temporary impacts confined to relatively small 
areas, and would potentially affect only a small number of individuals of these species.  There 
would be no permanent adverse modification of these species’ habitat because new bridge 
structures and improvements to existing bridges would not substantially alter river flow or hinder 
fish passage once construction is complete. Implementation of Mitigation Measures WR-1a and 
b (see DEIR Section 3.3) and BR-2a-c to protect stream habitats and BR-9b to protect salmonids 
would reduce this impact to a less than significant level. 

41-52 In addition to documenting the requirement for consultation with USFWS, NOAA Fisheries and 
CDFG, the DEIR proposes specific mitigation measures for state- and federally listed species 
that could be affected by the project.  For example, Mitigation Measure BR-10a proposes mit-
igation for California tiger salamander that includes exclusion fencing, seasonal work windows, 
vehicle checks, work during rain events, and habitat compensation. 

41-53 Garcia and Associates conducted a detailed habitat study for California tiger salamander 
(Ambystoma californiense) (CTS) along the proposed SMART corridor.  This study supple-
mented a previous site assessment report dated December 19, 2003 and follows the USFWS’s 
direction from a discussion on January 22, 2004.  The aim of this study was to characterize and 
map potential breeding (aquatic), upland, and dispersal habitats for CTS along the SMART 
corridor.  These data provided a baseline to assess potential project effects on CTS and to 
develop appropriate site-specific avoidance and mitigation measures in future consultation with 
USFWS. 
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In general, the CTS habitat types found within the corridor consist of potential breeding sites and 
potential dispersal areas.  Suitable breeding habitats within the ROW consist mostly of narrow 
seasonal ponds and ephemeral pools that collect surface runoff in the low-lying areas on either 
side of the railroad grade.  These are mapped as blue polygons on habitat maps that are available 
for review at the SMART office.  There are also several larger ponds and pools located adjacent 
to the ROW that could provide suitable breeding sites. 

In general, there is no suitable upland habitat within the project corridor because the “upland” 
component of the ROW consists of a gravel railroad grade, which does not provide a suitable 
substrate for underground burrows.  The low-lying areas adjacent to the grade also do not 
provide suitable estivation habitat because these areas lack evidence of burrows and are likely 
too wet during the rainy season to support burrowing animals.  However, suitable upland habitat 
was observed in several areas adjacent to the ROW; these areas are indicated by green arrows 
on the habitat maps. 

Much of the corridor is mapped as potential dispersal habitat because it is located near areas 
considered as potential breeding or upland habitats.  No attempt was made to infer specific 
linkages between potential breeding sites and upland habitats because there was insufficient 
information regarding where these habitats exist outside the project study corridor.  It is also not 
known to what extent the existing railroad track is a barrier to CTS dispersal.  The track may 
block movement across the corridor, but there are many places where small gaps between the 
track and railroad bed could allow passage of migrating salamanders. 

This study identified potential breeding and dispersal habitats for CTS within the SMART corridor, 
and potential upland habitat adjacent to the corridor, in several segments between northern 
Petaluma and Windsor.  In particular, potential CTS habitats were found on relatively undeve-
loped lands between the northern end of Rohnert Park (north of Commerce Boulevard) and 
Todd Road south of Santa Rosa, and between the northern edge of Santa Rosa (Barnes Road) 
and Mark West Creek south of Windsor.  Potentially suitable breeding habitat and adjacent 
upland habitat were also identified in a short segment within the town of Windsor, and in a 
segment between northern Petaluma and southern Penngrove, which is outside the mapped 
potential range of CTS. 

Implementation of the proposed project, particularly construction of a bicycle/pedestrian pathway 
and new stream crossings within the ROW, would likely affect some of this potential CTS habitat 
and could affect CTS individuals.  This data was presented to the USFWS to provide information 
for future endangered species consultation between USFWS and the Federal Transit Authority, 
and to provide a basis for developing appropriate, site-specific avoidance and mitigation measures.  
Mitigation is included in the DEIR that is expected to avoid or reduce impacts on CTS to less 
than significant.  (See Mitigation Measure BR-10a.) 

41-54 Section 5.5.2 (pages 5-31 and 5-32) of the Biological Technical Report provides further details 
about northwestern pond turtle (NWPT).  NPT are known to occur in the project area.  During the 
field surveys for this project, NWPT were observed on several occasions.  Potential impacts and 
mitigation is addressed in Impact BR-15 and Mitigation Measure BR-11 of the DEIR. 

Mitigation Measure BR-11 is revised to state that pre-construction surveys for pond turtle shall 
occur no more than 14 days (rather than 21 days) prior to construction. 

41-55 Most potential impacts on tidal marsh habitat are avoided by locating the pathway along Highway 
101 through the Novato Narrows.  Response 41-65 addresses specific salt marsh acres in the 
vicinity of Gallinas Creek.  Aerials with mapped wetlands in the SMART corridor, including 
Gallinas Creek, are available for review at the SMART office.  Clapper rail and black rail are not 
likely to nest within the ROW because humans and feral animals currently use the existing 
railroad grade to move through the wetlands.  Similarly, salt marsh harvest mouse is unlikely to 
be present within the ROW during construction. 

41-56 Table 5.5-2 of the Biological Technical Report includes special-status animal species with poten-
tial to occur in the smart study area.  Appendix B of that report lists wildlife species that were 
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observed during field surveys.  Impact BR-3 and Mitigation Measures BR-3a and BR-3b address 
nesting birds. 

41-57 Mitigation Measure BR-14 recommends surveys at least twice per year.  Typically, these surveys 
involve traveling the ROW and recording mortality.  The California Department of Fish and Game 
commented on the DEIR (see Comment Letter 1) and also consulted directly with the EIR 
biologists; no negative comments were received regarding the adequacy of Mitigation Measure 
BR-14. 

41-58 Short-term construction disturbances and noise effects on wildlife are addressed in Impact BR-16.  
Birds are not likely to breed or nest near the rail currently since it is an existing, disturbed cor-
ridor that humans and feral animals use to move through the wetlands and urban areas.  Therefore, 
the likelihood of noise disturbance to birds is very low. 

Long-term impacts on wildlife from train pass-bys and horns are not expected to be significant.  
The study of animal response to noise is a function of many variables including characteristics of 
the noise and duration, life history characteristics of the species, habitat type, season and 
current activity of the animal, sex and age, previous exposure and whether other physical stressors 
(e.g. drought) are present (Manci, et al., 1988).1 

Behavioral responses vary among species of animals and birds and among individuals of a 
particular species.  Variations in response may be due to temperament, sex, age, and prior 
experience with noise.  Minor responses include head-raising and body-shifting. More disturbed 
mammals will trot short distances; birds may walk around flapping wings. Panic and escape 
behavior results from more severe disturbances (National Park Service, 1994).2 

Habituation resulting in short term effectiveness of a hazing technique or device is a factor that 
has been frequently observed in studies of their effectiveness (Bomford and O’Brien 19903).  
Birds can quickly learn to ignore a repeated stimulus if it occurs regularly without reward or 
punishment and may habituate to such noises within as little as 1 hour (Bomford and O’Brien 
1990).  The rate at which birds habituate to a noise seems to depend on species as well as the 
situation and environmental conditions (Bomford and O’Brien 1990, Salmon et al. 19914).  In 
assessments of the effectiveness of propane exploders for dispersing waterbirds on the Beaufort 
Sea Coast, birds habituated to the exploders in 3 days (Sharp 19785 19876). 

For the proposed SMART project, most of the rail corridor is located along road and highway 
corridors, and the noise effect on wildlife from train pass-bys would not be substantially different 
than for a truck passing by on the highway.  The highest dBA disturbance from a typical DMU at 
its highest speed (79 mph) is 92 dBA at 50 feet. This is no more than 5 dBA above noise gene-
rated by a passing truck.  Daily noise exposure at distances greater than 25 feet from tracks 
would be less than 60 dBA from passenger service.  Crossing horn noise would exceed 92 dBA; 
however, this effect would occur in urban areas and cross streets where baseline noise levels 
are higher and wildlife densities are lower.  DEIR Impact BR-19 is modified to clarify potential 
impacts of noise on wildlife during railway operations; see revised text in Chapter 4 of this FEIR. 

                                                      
1 Manci, K. M., D. N. Gladwin, R. Villella, and M. G. Cavendish, 1988.  Effects of aircraft noise and sonic booms on 
domestic animals and wildlife: A literature synthesis.  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  National Ecology Research 
Center, Ft. Collins, CO NERC-88/29.  88 pp.  
2 National Park Service, 1994.  Report to Congress, Report on effects of aircraft overflights on the National Park System. 
3 Bomford, M., and P. H. O'Brien, 1990.  Sonic deterrents in animal damage control: A review of device tests and 
effectiveness.  Wildlife Society Bulletin.  18:411-422.  
4 Salmon, T. P., and R. E. Marsh, 1991.  Effectiveness and cost of minimizing bird use on agricultural evaporation 
ponds.  Final report to California Department of Water Resources, Contract No. B-57211.  University of California, 
Davis, CA.  118p 
5 Sharp, P. L., 1978.  Preliminary tests of bird-scare devices on the Beaufort Sea Coast.  LGL Limited, Edmonton, 
Alberta, for Canadian Marine Drilling, Ltd., Calgary, Alberta 
6 Sharp, L., 1987.  Chasing birds from oil spills — two experiments. Coastal Zone ‘87, pp 1-15. 
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41-59 Lighting could potentially affect nesting birds.  Per Biological Technical Report page 6-9, the 
potential for birds to nest near the ROW is low due to the presence of feral animals and humans.  
Regardless, Mitigation Measures BR-3a and BR-3b would limit the potential impacts from 
lighting by placing seasonal restrictions on construction activities.  Passenger service would 
operate primarily during daylight hours, so impacts from headlights of passing trains in rural 
areas where wildlife could be negatively affected is very low. 

41-60 SMART will maintain those portions of the pathway that are located on SMART property or 
within the SMART right-of-way.  Details on overall project maintenance have been added to 
Chapter 2, Project Description (see FEIR Chapter 4 for revisions). 

41-61 Fencing currently exists along much of the ROW boundary. In urban areas, fencing separates 
family backyards and industrial yards from the ROW. In rural segments, agricultural fields and 
pasture lands are fenced. Therefore, it is not anticipated that there would be a potentially 
significant impact on wildlife or sensitive habitat due to illegal access by people and dogs. Also, 
see response 41-17. 

41-62 The Project Description (Section 2.9) in the DEIR is revised to include signage. 

41-63 SMART will maintain those portions of the pathway that are located on SMART property or within 
the SMART right-of-way, but will coordinate with local jurisdictions on maintenance and enforce-
ment issues, particularly for parts of the pathway developed by other agencies. 

41-64 Cumulative impacts were evaluated by considering past, present and reasonably foreseeable 
projects that are in the vicinity of the SMART project.  The list of cumulative projects is in Section 
3.1 of the DEIR.  All potential impacts from those projects that could combine with impacts from 
the SMART project were considered.  Section 6.6 of the Biological Technical Report provides 
detailed analysis, which is summarized in the DEIR pages 3-186 and 3-187. 

Urban in-fill is defined in the DEIR as “mostly or entirely surrounded by existing urban 
development.”  There is very little potential for sensitive species to occur in locations of urban in-
fill along the SMART corridor. 

41-65 See response 14-20 regarding impacts at McInnis Park and DEIR Section 3.7, which assessed 
noise levels at nearby parks.  At ¼ mile distance from the tracks, no significant noise impacts 
would occur.  In quiet conditions, individual train pass-bys would be audible.  No tidal wetlands in 
McInnis Park would be affected by the bicycle/pedestrian pathway construction.  At the east 
edge of the Park, the pathway is proposed on the west side of the tracks where there are no tidal 
wetlands.  South of the Park at Gallinas Creek, a bicycle/pedestrian pathway crossing would be 
constructed over tidal wetlands.  Potential fill includes 0.22 acre of coastal salt marsh and 0.08 
acre of open water.  The EIR includes measures to mitigate fill of wetlands. 

41-66 See Master Response D regarding revised Express Bus Alternative assumptions. 

41-67 The parallel bicycle/pedestrian pathway is a key element of the project as it provides pedestrian 
and bicycle access to all 14 rail stations and helps reduce reliance on the automobile, thus 
providing a project benefit.  Because all potential impacts to wetlands and wildlife have been 
reduced to less than significant, evaluation of an alternative without the bicycle/pedestrian 
pathway is not required. 

Comment Letter #42 – Marin Citizens for Effective Transportation 

42-1 See response 9-1 regarding recirculation of the DEIR. 

42-2 See Master Response A.3 and C.  The mid-day ridership has been revised. 

42-3 Train meets would be scheduled and controlled by the dispatcher and would in many cases 
occur at station areas where trains are dwelling.  Furthermore, passenger rail sidings are 
designed to accommodate the full length of the trains and would allow passing with minimal 
delays.  Experts in rail planning have indicated that no adjustment to the reverse peak direction 
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travel times is necessary and therefore none was made in the model.  (John Schumann, LTK 
Engineering.)  It should be noted that Amtrak’s Pacific Surfliner corridor, which runs frequent 
service, uses single-tracking south of Irvine and operates at maximum speeds of more than 90 
mph. 

42-4 The MTC model has been calibrated to, and therefore uses, costs for all modes in 1990 dollars.  
To convert to current (i.e., 2005) dollars, multiply these values by 1.56, based on the Bay Area 
Consumer Price Index (CPI).  For example, if a fare is shown as $1.00, it would be approximately 
$1.56 in current dollars.  The actual fare would be rounded to the nearest five or ten cents. 

42-5 On-board survey data of similar commuter rail operations indicates that the majority of commuter 
rail riders are not former bus riders.  Information from ACE and Metrolink passenger rail systems 
indicated that as much as 80% formerly drove alone. (Schiermeyer, 2002).  See Master Response 
H regarding impacts on transit. 

42-6 A discussion of project costs in the environmental document is not required by CEQA.  However, 
for informational purposes, Master Response N provides additional information on project costs. 

42-7 The SMART shuttle ridership figures have been revised; the earlier shuttle ridership estimate in 
the DEIR did not restrict the shuttles to SMART travelers.  (See Master Response B for addi-
tional information.)  The statement is incorrect that the model was rejected by the FTA in Santa 
Clara County. 

42-8 See Master Response B for clarification of assumptions regarding shuttle bus routes.  Costs of 
the shuttles have been included in the Draft 2006 Expenditure Plan.  CEQA does not require 
identification of funding sources in an EIR. 

42-9 The assumptions and model results for the Express Bus alternative were carefully reviewed in 
response to numerous comments.  See Master Response D for a detailed description of assump-
tions and reasoning for this alternative, as well as clarification of model inputs and results.  
Several corrections have been made to the model for this and other alternatives, as outlined in 
Master Responses A.2 and D. 

42-10 See Master Responses A.3 and C.  Information on mid-day ridership has been revised. 

42-11 The shuttle ridership under the proposed project has been revised—to 500 to 600 riders per day.  
See Master Response B for additional information.  This EIR has been prepared to meet the 
requirements of CEQA.  The FTA modeling requirements are inapplicable. 

42-12 See Master Response D for additional information about the Express Bus Alternative 

42-13 See Master Response N.  Generally SMART will compete for rail capital funding sources, not 
resources set aside for bus operations. 

42-14 A matrix of station-to-station ridership is provided in Master Response C (Table C-1). 

42-15 Origin-destination (OD) matrices by time period have been provided in Table C-1 in Master 
Response C, for 2025.  The OD matrices for startup (2010) ridership would be similar to this 
table. 

42-16 See response 10-2 regarding the selection of sites for measurement of ambient noise.  Readings 
were taken over a 24-hour period to establish the existing daily noise profile.  The hourly mea-
sures noise level for the entire 24-hour period may be found in the Noise Technical Study.  The 
noise criteria uses an Ldn metric, which applies a 10 dBA penalty to noise that occurs before 7 
a.m. to account for the additional sensitivity of people during nighttime hours. 

42-17 Acceleration noise is dependent on the train throttle setting.  Acceleration in the corridor would 
generally be at a moderate throttle setting, as evaluated.  “Wheel squeal” is not typical for straight 
trackway alignments at constant train speeds, but could occur in areas with curve radii of less 
than 1,000 feet; this could be eliminated through rail or vehicle design or track lubrication with 
biodegradable materials.  The proposed project includes very few, if any, curves that would 



  Chapter 3: Comments and Responses on Draft EIR 
   

Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit 3.3-652 FEIR 
  June 2006 

generate wheel squeal.  As part of the proposed project, some curves will be straightened.  
Also, curves will have “super elevation” (i.e. banked curves) incorporated into the design which 
helps reduce squeal. 

42-18 The properties experiencing impacts are those located in the nearest proximity to the railway 
grade crossings listed in DEIR Table 3.7-5 (now Table 3.7-6).  Figure 3.7-6 in the Draft EIR 
showed a schematic of the impact assessment at a railroad crossing.  In the FEIR, the schematic 
has been replaced with an example of the actual calculated impact area for one of the crossings.  
This type of calculation was completed for each crossing. 

42-19 Noise exposure of typical operations is shown in Figure 3.7-4.  The assumptions regarding train 
speeds are described on page 3-134 of the DEIR.  See response 42-16 regarding the daily noise 
profile. 

42-20 Noise levels inside the DMU rail cars have been measured between 68 and 78 dBA.  These levels 
are typical of levels in transit vehicles, and similar to levels inside of an automobile traveling on 
the highway. Interior noise levels often may be reduced through insulation and choice of mate-
rials used for interior finishing; these issues will be addressed during vehicle specification. 

42-21 Noise data used in the analysis was provided by a manufacturer of DMU vehicles (Colorado Rail 
Car Company).  Testing of the DMU specifications, including noise levels measured during actual 
vehicle operations, is conducted by the FRA prior to approving the operation of the vehicles. 

42-22 This EIR has been prepared to meet the requirements of CEQA; the FTA “New Starts” require-
ments are inapplicable.  At the beginning of the study, SMART considered, but later rejected, a 
joint EIR/EIS document.  Nevertheless, to preserve the option of applying for FTA funding, it was 
thought desirable to use a model that FTA recommended.  See Master Responses A.2 and E 
regarding revised highway configuration assumptions. 

42-23 The DEIR did not assume that off-peak trains must “pull over” for peak direction trains and that 
off-peak trains thus will be delayed.  First, there really is no peak and off-peak direction under 
the proposed project.  Trains provide service in both directions from Cloverdale to Larkspur and 
vice versa and to and from intermediate destination stations, including Novato North, Petaluma, 
Rohnert Park and Santa Rosa. 

As for meets between trains in opposing directions, these are scheduled at six specific locations 
on the SMART rail line.  Sections of double track are provided at each place to accommodate 
meets: 

• North of Anderson Drive in San Rafael (8 meets per day, 1.1 mile double track) 
• Just south of the South Novato station (8 meets per day, 1.1 mile double track) 
• About 2.7 miles south of the Petaluma station (8 meets per day, 1.2 mile double track) 
• South of South West Blvd in Cotati (8 meets per day, 0.65 mile double track) 
• About 2.3 miles north of Jennings Road station (8 meets per day, 1.4 mile double track) 
• At the Healdsburg station (4 meets per day, 0.3 mile double track) 

In most cases, as noted above, double track sections extend well beyond the scheduled meet 
locations so that if one train is running a little late, it will not delay the train it is meeting.  Actual 
operating experience elsewhere indicates single track operations, in concert with the analyzed 
service assumptions, can be operated with a high degree of reliability.  See Master Response P 
regarding single track operations. 

42-24 See Master Response J regarding reliability and P regarding safety. 

42-25 The 30-minute peak headway for the proposed project was established in early planning studies, 
and confirmed in the most recent operations planning work, as a reasonable fit between offering 
service that commuters will find convenient and the projected demand for that service along the 
SMART corridor.  Clock headways (intervals that are evenly divisible into 60 minutes) are con-
sidered globally as a “best practice” because they offer passengers the regularity of a memory 
schedule: a vehicle leaving any given station at the same minutes past the hour every hour that 
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service is provided.  In addition to AM and PM peak commuter service, SMART’s schedule 
includes a midday round trip over the entire line to provide midday emergency “get home” capa-
bility for regular rail riders. .See Master Response N for discussion of project costs. 

42-26 See Master Response A.3. 

42-27 See Working Paper 5 for information on a prototypical schedule. Please note that a prototypical 
schedule was used to determine impacts and may not be the final schedule.  The final schedule 
will be prepared and approved by the SMART Board of Directors as part of the Rail Start-Up 
Plan to be developed in advance of service start-up.  Working Paper 5 is available for review at 
the SMART District office, the Marin Civic Center Library and MTC Library. 

42-28 See Master Response D. 

42-29 See Master Response R.  Given SMART’s statutory powers outlined in AB 2224, no approvals 
are required from the City of Larkspur to operate rail service along the railroad right of way with 
service to a station also located on the railroad right of way.  However, SMART is committed to 
working with each local jurisdiction to address its concerns. 

42-30 See response 42-29; see also Master Response R regarding the selection of Larkspur as the 
southern terminus of the rail line.  The Larkspur Station not only provides an important connec-
tion to regional ferry services and the Marin Airporter, but also is an important destination in 
itself.  There are large employment concentrations at the Larkspur Landing area and San Quentin 
Prison.  A Cloverdale to San Rafael alternative would not be substantially different than the MOS 
Alternative, which analyzed service from Windsor to San Rafael. 

42-31 Park-and-ride would be an important access mode to the system, which is why it was included 
wherever physically possible and compatible with the General Plan of the city in which the sta-
tion was located.  There is no reason to test ridership without adequate park-and-ride.  It was 
infeasible to include park-and-ride at either Larkspur or Santa Rosa Railroad Square.  However, 
park-and-ride has been added in the ridership estimates for downtown San Rafael (see Master 
Response A.3). 

42-32 The length of the shuttle route would be adjusted to assure that a complete ‘circuit’ can be made 
in 25 minutes, even during peak hours.  See Master Response B for additional clarification of the 
proposed shuttle system. 

42-33 CEQA requires analysis of the whole project, rather than segmenting it into two separate proj-
ects – rail project versus pathway.  The proposed bicycle/pedestrian pathway is considered an 
integral part of the proposed rail system, and will also serve as an emergency and maintenance 
access for the system.  The pathway will enhance access to SMART stations and extend the 
range of rail services into local neighborhoods not served by feeder or local bus service.  The 
pathway will also likely increase the number of local and inter-city trips made by bicycle or walking 
rather than driving, helping to relieve traffic congestion and offer mobility options.  General esti-
mates of pathway usage have been developed in Master Response L, but it is important to note 
that potential usage is not assumed in calculating ridership for the proposed project. 

Further evidence of the important role of walking and bicycling for rail commuter service can be 
seen by the accommodations for and volumes of bicyclists and pedestrians on both the Caltrain 
Peninsula Commuter Rail Service and BART systems.  These modes are considered integral 
parts of these rail transit and commuter services, and one of the most cost-effective means of 
extending transit service compared to building parking structures and lots and providing feeder 
bus service.  While some segments of the pathway may be expensive, the integrity of the system 
depends on its connectivity and consistency, rather than a series of short, disconnected 
segments. 

42-34 As described in response 10-3, the FRA will only grant a Quiet Zone designation when supple-
mentary safety measures are in place.  See Master Response Q regarding details of Quiet Zones.  
Quiet Zones are proposed to address train horn noise only.  Noise from other train operations 
were determined to be less than significant, as discussed under Impact N-2. 
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42-35 Chapter 4 of the DEIR discusses comparisons between the proposed project and the Minimum 
Operable Segment (rail), Express Bus, and No-Project alternatives. 

While it is plausible that a second or third worker may commute a greater distance, the EIR 
preparers are not aware of any research to support this theory, nor has the commenter cited 
any; accordingly, it would be too speculative to make that assumption.  With the revised traffic 
data (see Master Response E, the reduction in CO2 emissions in 2025 as a result of the project 
is now about 1 percent rather than 0.8 percent as stated in the DEIR.  The comment is correct 
that the difference in projected CO2 emissions between the alternatives is small.  Regarding the 
standard deviation of testing equipment, the instructions manual for the Teledyne Instruments 
Model 360U carbon dioxide analyzer indicates that the standard deviation is +/- 0.5 percent of 
the reading. 

42-36 The DEIR does evaluate the benefits of adding another mode of transit.  In particular, the modes 
of transit evaluated in the DEIR are the proposed rail project, and the Express Bus Alternative.  
The document does, to the extent feasible, quantify the benefits of these alternatives in Section 
4.4 beginning on page 4-20 and Section 4.6 beginning on page 4-39. 

The comment also suggests that there are transit alternatives for the corridor that are superior to 
the proposed project in that they are both more effective in reducing traffic congestion and are 
less expensive.  A key factor in assessing the alternatives is Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT).  
Although none of the alternatives would substantially improve traffic levels of service on Highway 
101, the proposed project results in the lowest VMT.  See Master Response E.1 for additional 
discussion. 

The focus of a CEQA analysis is on environmental impacts, not on project costs as a deter-
mining factor in selecting the environmentally superior alternative.  For more information of the 
Express Bus Alternative, see Master Response D. 

42-37 The final design of any proposed on-road portions of the SMART bicycle/pedestrian pathway 
(Class II bike lanes) will be conducted by local agencies and will conform to Caltrans require-
ments and local traffic and safety needs.  Extensive research on bicycle and pedestrian safety 
has been conducted nationally by agencies such as the Highway Safety Research Center and in 
local bicycle plans; a separate study is not required for this document to satisfy the requirements 
of CEQA.  There is no evidence to suggest that bicyclist or pedestrian safety will be significantly 
impacted by providing on-road facilities in the form of bike lanes, routes, or sidewalks. 

While a significant portion of the users on the pathway may be recreational users, this will not 
impact commuter’s ability to use the pathway during commute hours.  All transportation systems, 
including commuter rail, ferries, and highways, are used extensively for discretionary or non-
work trips. 

42-38 The proposed project is designed, in part, to serve key employment clusters.  According to 
ABAG, using 2000 census tract information, those census tracts served by SMART stations 
contained 52% of all the jobs in Marin and Sonoma County (or 185,011 / 355,603) in the year 
2000.  That percentage is expected to rise to 57% (284,706 / 501,800) by 2030, according to 
Projections 2005.  (ABAG 2005 Projections were examined since they not only involved an 
examination of census tracts, but also areas within ½ miles of proposed SMART stations.  This 
type of information was not available until very recently.) 

The proposed project would not create socioeconomic impacts on low income workers who rely 
on bus transit, as local bus service would not be adversely affected by the proposed project (see 
also Master Response H regarding impacts on regional bus service).  The proposed project 
enhances the public transit system and this enhancement would, if anything, provide benefits to 
low-income workers trying to access jobs by transit. 

Naturally, there are some sub-regions not directly served by the proposed project, such as the 
southern-most areas of Marin County, the Sonoma Valley and Russian River area in Sonoma 
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County, and coastal areas in both counties.  However, a substantial number of jobs in the two 
county areas are located along the Highway 101 corridor. 

Moreover, recent work by ABAG has concluded that 24% of the jobs in those aforementioned 
census tracts directly served by SMART fall within a ½ mile radius of the proposed station (or 
44,924 / 185,011).  That share is expected to rise to 30% by the year 2030 according to ABAG 
Projections 2005.  Consequently, the proposed project is well suited to serving significant 
numbers of employees in both counties. 

Moreover, the job clusters served by the project, in many cases local central business districts, 
are diverse economic areas with firms of all sizes, as well as public sector and non-profit 
employers. 

In addition to directly serving many key employment areas, the proposed project will provide the 
means to reach less proximate areas.  It will be closely integrated with other local transit sys-
tems, will provide shuttles at certain stations (as described in DEIR Section 2.5.5), and may 
attract other private and public shuttles, as has occurred in San Mateo and Santa Clara Counties 
with Caltrain service.  The proposed rail service will also allow bicycles on-board and will include 
bicycle racks and lockers at stations. 

42-39 As the comment notes, Measures A and M provide funds for local bus systems, not for inter-
county services.  See Master Response A.4.  The authors are unsure what is meant by “reduc-
tions resulting from a decline in the economy.”  All market economies (local, state and national) 
go through cycles.  According to ABAG’s most recent Projections, both counties’ economies 
have recovered from the recession of 2001-02, and now have slightly more jobs than they did in 
2000. 

42-40 See response 42-33 and Master Response L.  The majority of new and existing rail and transit 
systems in the United States today include both bicycle and pedestrian facilities and other 
elements.  While difficult to quantify and model, these modes provide critical connections at both 
ends of commute trips that reduce the need for costly parking lots and transit service. 

Although the comment is correct that there are other funds for bicycle and pedestrian projects, 
the SMART project make a major commitment to funding a north-south bicycle/pedestrian 
pathway through the two counties.  The $25 million awarded to Marin County as part of the Non-
Motorized Pilot Project was one of four awarded nationally, and is not unlikely to be replicated 
locally in the future. 

VMT for various project alternatives is shown in DEIR Table 4.2-1.  Slight corrections to estimated 
VMT have been made (see Master Response E and FEIR Chapter 4).  See Master Response L 
regarding the ability to estimate bicycle and pedestrian use. 

42-41 See Master Response D regarding revised Express Bus Alternative assumptions. 

42-42 The commenter disagrees with the stated objectives of the project.  As stated in the DEIR, a pri-
mary objective of the project is to utilize an existing, publicly-owned railroad right-of-way to pro-
vide an alternative mode of transportation to automobile travel on Highway 101 that will accom-
modate a portion of the projected travel demand.  While some members of the public may dis-
agree, the value of utilizing the NWP right-of-way for passenger rail service is recognized and 
supported by the adopted general plans of virtually all of the jurisdictions along the rail corridor.  
The EIR authors respectfully disagree with the conclusion that (as stated in the comment) “Alter-
native modes are not a benefit in and by themselves.”  Alternative modes (1) provide options for 
those without a vehicle available to them, and may allow a household to own fewer vehicles; (2) 
support energy security, by providing a mode that is far more energy efficient than driving alone, 
especially in cases where gasoline supplies could be limited (e.g., a cutoff of supplies as occurred 
in 1973-74); 3) provide a basis for developing higher density transit- and pedestrian-friendly 
development near station sites; 4) provide alternatives for those who are too young or old to 
drive — especially important in the Bay Area, where 20% or more of the population will be over 
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age 65 by 2025.  See also Master Response E.1 regarding regional system benefits from transit 
improvements even if Highway 101 congestion does not show significant improvement. 

42-43 Although SMART has various capital funding sources currently allocated to the project, inclusion 
in the RTP is contingent on a dedicated local funding source which is being sought via the pro-
posed SMART District sales tax measure. If voters approve a sales tax increase for this purpose, 
the financial constraint would be removed.  SMART’s Draft 2006 Expenditure Plan assumes local, 
regional, state and federal funding for the project over a 20-year period; however, this EIR has 
been prepared for use by California agencies only.  A separate NEPA document (EIS) will be 
prepared to access federal funds. 

42-44 The statement that EPA is currently considering new emissions standards for locomotives is 
correct.  However, the EPA’s adoption of new standards is not the basis for the DEIR’s conclu-
sions regarding project impacts from DMU emissions, as the comment appears to assume.  See 
response 42-45 for additional discussion. 

42-45 The comment is correct that no new emissions standards for locomotives have been released; 
however, that is not the basis for the determination that DMU emissions of NOx and diesel PM 
will be less than significant.  Rather, whether or not the EPA adopts new emissions standards for 
locomotives, SMART has committed to the use of currently-available emissions control technol-
ogies (or soon to be available as a result of EPA’s Clean Diesel Trucks and Buses Rule) and low 
sulfur fuels that can realistically achieve 85% reduction in emissions.  See the environmental com-
pliance measures on page 2-69 of the DEIR and the discussion on page 3-68.  The Clean Diesel 
Trucks and Buses Rule, adopted by EPA in 2001, requires the use of low sulfur fuel starting in 
2007, which will make that fuel readily available for use with emissions control technologies in 
the proposed project. 

42-46 The table is clearly noted as being “in-vehicle travel time,” i.e., the time spent actually riding on a 
train or express bus.  Access time to or from stations is important, but will vary significantly 
depending upon each rider’s starting and ending points. 

42-47 The referenced DEIR section (Section 5.3) mentions the location of homes and businesses near 
rail stations as a potential outcome, based on other similar projects and ABAG projections. 

See response 42-38 regarding recent data from ABAG’s Projections 2005, which indicates that 
the basic pattern of job distribution in the two counties will not change, and if anything, may grow 
more rapidly along the Highway 101 corridor than in other areas. 

Although the DEIR acknowledges that commuters and businesses may locate closer to rail 
stations, which would further reduce travel time, the modeling of the project does not assume 
that trend in projecting ridership. 

42-48 Table 5.1-2 in DEIR Appendix I is illustrative of the overall travel time, including access, wait, 
transfer, and in-vehicle times.  Appendix I Table 5.1-2 has been revised to reflect results of the 
new model run prepared for this FEIR; see Chapter 4 of this FEIR.  The requested additional 
breakdowns would unnecessarily complicate the table and would be difficult to show for all of the 
possible permutations of riders’ access and egress modes.  Not every trip uses a shuttle (in fact, 
most would not).  Also, travel times to and from stations would vary greatly.  It is difficult to 
generalize to the degree requested in the comment. The Express Bus and proposed project 
primarily provide point-to-point service to long distance travel that require fewer stops and 
transfers; these alternatives generally result in faster travel times compared to the No Project for 
longer distance trips.  One reason that the Express Bus (and proposed project) travel times are 
no faster than No Project in some instances has to do with how the model finds the “best” transit 
path.  When there is more than one transit route between two points, the model looks at both the 
frequency and running times and tends to favor higher frequency service.  See revised Appendix 
I Section 5.1 in Chapter 4 of this FEIR. 

42-49 See Master Response J regarding rail reliability.  Shuttle routes would be adjusted to assure that 
a complete ‘circuit’ can be made in 25 minutes, even during peak hours.  Schedule padding will 
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be added as needed to assure reliability.  See Master Response B for additional clarification of 
the proposed shuttle system. 

42-50 The DEIR makes no claim that transit-oriented development (TOD) is an exclusive benefit of the 
proposed project.  The proposed project would not preclude other transit systems in Marin and 
Sonoma Counties from encouraging TOD as well.  Rail station sites in the proposed project were 
selected in close collaboration with local jurisdictions.  They represent locally preferred locations 
for multi-modal transit nodes and are typically identified in local General Plans. 

Regarding the prospect of developing TOD around bus stops, it should be noted that: the Cali-
fornia Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has defined Transit-Oriented Development as 

“a moderate to high density development located within an easy walk of a major transit stop, 
generally with a mix of residential, employment and shopping opportunities designed for 
pedestrians without excluding the auto.  TOD can be new development or reconstruction of 
one or more building whose design and orientation facilitate transit use.” 

Very few existing bus corridors in Marin and Sonoma County contain the types of “major transit 
stops” in the Caltrans definition.  With a few exceptions, the stops that exist do not represent 
significant public investments.  Consequently, such facilities may not have a large influence on 
the local land market. 

The impact of rail stations on local traffic conditions has been analyzed in DEIR Section 3.6.5 
and further clarified in Master Response E.2.  See Master Response I regarding assumptions 
about TOD and ridership projections. 

42-51 Large portions of the right of way have been maintained over the years (meaning that vegetation 
has been cut and/or removed), preventing the establishment of large mature vegetation.  The 
potential impacts on soil stability are fully disclosed in the DEIR (see DEIR Section 3.2 and 3.3.  
The requested comparison is not required under CEQA; the purpose of CEQA is to assess the 
potential significant adverse impacts of the project and this assessment is in DEIR Chapter 3. 

42-52 Comment noted.  The EIR evaluates the environmental impacts of the proposed project and 
alternatives to the project; an EIR is not the appropriate document for an evaluation of the 
advantages or disadvantages of postponing the project until 2025. 

42-53 See response 42-43. 

42-54 The Express Bus Alternative was based on the Marin/Sonoma Express Bus Study (June 2002), 
which in turn, considered the Marin Transit Futures study.  See page 1-4f of the Marin/Sonoma 
study, which was prepared subsequent to the two studies cited in the comment.  The MTC 
March 29, 2000 Rapid Bus Proposal included conceptual designs for enhanced express bus 
services in a number of Bay Area corridors, including those with existing rail service.  The MTC 
concept included three “Major Bus Hubs” in Larkspur, San Rafael, and Santa Rosa, along with 
10 improved bus stops.  The concepts outlined in the MTC proposal for the Highway 101 corridor 
were much less developed than those outlined in the Marin/Sonoma Express Bus Study, upon 
which the Express Bus Alternative in the DEIR was based.  Also, see Master Response D. 

42-55 The model used the most recent RTP available at the time the study was begun.  The RTP 
included certain transit service assumptions that had been adopted by MTC, which is the region’s 
designated metropolitan planning organization.  As noted in the comment, ridership to the East 
Bay has increased rapidly in the recent past, and is currently served by buses every 30 minutes, 
consistent with the transit “pulse” (timed transfer) in downtown San Rafael.  The San Francisco 
transbay commute, as figures from Golden Gate Transit show, has been at best a static, and in 
some instances a declining, ridership market.  The Sonoma-Marin market, in contrast, has been 
growing substantially in the past two decades.  Although the comment is correct in stating that 
the study area for the analysis of transportation impacts included Marin and Sonoma Counties 
only, the model includes the entire Bay Area — as far south as Gilroy.  See Master Response D 
regarding the rationale for the design of the Express Bus Alternative. 
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42-56 Maurice Palumbo, Principal Planner, Golden Gate Transit, confirmed that the statement in the 
DEIR is correct.  (Personal communication, April 25, 2006.)  In addition, the 2004 Golden Gate 
Transit Short Range Transit Plan, (page 2-40) noted that no new service is proposed for the 
Larkspur Ferry system from 2005 thru 2014.  Based on this information, the WTA forecasts 
assumed no major increases in Larkspur Ferry service.  Although the WTA studies analyzed 
alternative schedule assumptions for ferry systems in the Bay Area, Steve Castleberry, WTA’s 
Executive Director, confirmed that no major service expansions have been assumed for the 
Larkspur Ferry system. (Personal communication, 6/19/06.) 

42-57 Express Bus Alternative ridership was modeled.  The section referenced in the comment is the 
discussion of the proposed project, not the alternatives.  DEIR Appendix I included ridership for 
all alternatives.  Please see revisions to Appendix I in FEIR Chapter 4. 

42-58 Pursuant to CEQA, an EIR provides an analysis of the potential direct and indirect environmental 
impacts of a proposed project; economic and social effects that are not related to physical 
impacts need not be evaluated.  Accordingly, the equity analysis of potential riders suggested by 
the commenter is not required. 

42-59 The recalibration was performed by estimating an increased bus-to-rail transfer penalty to avoid 
having the model overestimate transfers between bus and rail, based on survey data from Caltrain.  
These are transferable behavioral parameters and it is not necessary for the Caltrain operations 
to be identical to the SMART operation for this to be valid.  These penalties “penalize” the trans-
fer between modes and tend to result in lower (more conservative) rail ridership than would be 
the case if the penalties were not added. 

42-60 The model was recalibrated to address three main items: 1) short trips, 2) transfers, and 3) the 
drive access time in relation to the total transit time.  The intent was to improve the model’s 
ability to replicate data observed in the region.  The calibration was an iterative process to match 
observed data for the base year.  The observed data obtained from the Caltrain On-Board Survey 
was used to compare trip length and number of transfers.  However, the Caltrain data did not 
include any specific data on time spent driving to rail versus the total length of trip, so for that 
element the San Diego data was utilized (see response 42-61).  The resultant calibration was 
verified by having the number of short trips, number of transfers and portion of drive access time 
better match the observed than prior to the re-calibration. 

42-61 The value was based on the San Diego-Oceanside commuter rail (The Coaster).  Operating char-
acteristics of that operator can be found on the web at www.sdcommute.com.  The line is similar 
in operation to SMART, being a long-distance commuter rail system.  It is not necessary that the 
two systems be absolutely identical in all respects in order to derive a behavioral variable such 
as a travel time penalty. 

42-62 The sentence cited in the comment was an explanation of the result of recalibrating the model to 
better forecast the proposed project’s ridership (see response 42-60).  These changes were 
made to better reflect actual ridership experience in other rail transit systems and result in a 
more conservative forecast.  The earlier patronage work by Schiermeyer and Wilbur Smith were 
sketch planning techniques intended to give a “quick response” to patronage questions.  They are 
not comparable to the more elaborate network forecasting techniques used in the MTC/VTA 
model.  Likewise, WTA is using an elaboration of the regional model for their own purposes, 
which is not directly comparable to the MTC model. 

42-63 Master Response D describes the Express Bus Alternative in more detail.  The reasons that the 
SMART alternatives did not extend to San Francisco and the East Bay are described in Master 
Response D and Chapter 4 of the DEIR.  GGT already provides service to the East Bay from the 
downtown San Rafael station, at 30 minute intervals (at the ‘pulse’ of the downtown San Rafael 
Transit Center). 

42-64 See response 42-23 for peak vs. off-peak train operations and single track operations.  As 
reverse commute (reverse peak direction) buses do not have the benefit of HOV lanes in Marin 
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County (HOV lanes there operate only in the peak direction), it is likely that buses would get 
stuck in traffic, lengthening their travel time and increasing vehicle requirements. 

42-65 The DEIR has been corrected, and should read that the shuttles will operate on a 25 minute 
“cycle” as required by the train schedules (except no mid-day shuttle will be provided).  See also 
Master Response B. 

42-66 The comment is correct that shuttle routes are designed to deliver rail patrons to and from major 
employment and activity centers; accordingly, the text cited has been rewritten to say, “These 
shuttles may incidentally serve the local populace living near a station, but are primarily designed 
to serve the work end of the trip.” (new wording underlined).  The update of SMART’s annual 
operating costs for the Expenditure Plan Draft 2006 assumes 9 routes x 8 hours of service per 
day x 255 days of service per year, for a total of 18,360 hours of service annually and an annual 
cost of $1.3 million to operate the proposed shuttle service.  Also, see Master Response B. 

42-67 TAZ zones listed in DEIR Appendix I Table 5.1-1 were not the only ones evaluated. The text 
clearly indicates that these are merely a selection of high population and job concentration 
zones.  All 1,199 zones in the MTC/VTA model have been evaluated.  The values shown are for 
specific zones only, for example, zone 1019 in the table represents northeast Santa Rosa city 
and the adjacent urban area, generally north of Chanate Road. 

42-68 DEIR Appendix I Table 5.1-2 has been revised.  The reason the Express Bus Alternative does 
not significantly reduce travel time in the zones noted is that none of its 14 routes provide a 
direct access between these three specific zones.  Northbound travel times in the DEIR table did 
not improve because that table was for the AM peak period, when it was assumed that new 
express buses would be operating southbound only.  See new text accompanying Appendix I 
Table 5-1-2 in Chapter 4 of this FEIR for additional explanation of the results shown in the table. 

42-69 Because the original model run for the DEIR had assumed longer headways and uni-directional 
(peak direction) service for the Express Bus Alternative, it had a much more modest impact on 
regional transit ridership (between the North Bay counties and the 7 other Bay Area counties).  
This was likely due to the fact that it didn't provide as good "feeder" service to the other inter-
county routes (e.g., ones that go to San Francisco).  The greater number of transit trips outside 
the North Bay for the proposed project is likely due to increased transfers between rail and 
transit services (bus, ferry) that serve the remainder of the Bay Area.  The table shows linked 
trips, meaning a trip using a shuttle and transferring to rail is counted as only one transit trip.  
However, because the original model run assumed riders could use the shuttles without 
transferring to rail, this table also erroneously included some shuttle-only trips (only for the first 
column, within/between Sonoma and Marin Counties); this has been corrected in the more 
recent forecasts.  The estimate of higher ridership with the MOS than the proposed project has 
also been corrected.  Also, the No Build Alternative did not include the same increase in 
“background” bus services as the other alternatives, which has been corrected to make it 
commensurate with the other Build alternatives.  See Master Response A.3 and A.4.  The re-run 
of the model resulted in modest changes in the rail ridership forecast, which did not change the 
DEIR’s conclusions regarding the significance of the proposed project’s environmental impacts.  
See Master Response C.  The trip numbers for rail are not an indication of growth inducement, 
since the model loads the same person trip table for all alternatives. 

42-70 This was a modeling issue that has been corrected.  The model was allowing shuttle riders to 
board and alight the shuttle system without using the rail system, resulting in the shuttle ridership 
exceeding the rail system ridership.  This has been corrected in the latest model runs.  See 
Master Response B. 

42-71 DEIR Appendix I Table 5.4-5 has been corrected; there is no longer an assumption of mid-day 
shuttle service.  See Master Response B regarding shuttle service and Master Response C 
regarding revised ridership projections. 

42-72 The ridership forecasts have been re-evaluated in response to numerous comments.  See 
Master Response C.  As noted earlier, the shuttle ridership was overstated because there was 
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no prohibition against non-rail passengers using the shuttles.  DEIR Appendix I Table 5.4-1, 
which has been revised (see Chapter 4 of this FEIR), shows the number of passengers (pas-
senger trips) walking to each station, in the columns labeled “Peak Walk” and “Off-peak Walk.” 

42-73 See response 42-54 and Master Response D. 

42-74 The MTC March 29, 2000 Rapid Bus Proposal included conceptual designs for enhanced 
express bus services in a number of Bay Area corridors, including those with existing rail 
service.  The proposed project does not preclude the implementation of those enhancements.  
The MTC concept included three “Major Bus Hubs”, in Larkspur, San Rafael and Santa Rosa, 
along with 10 improved bus stops.  The concept outlined in the MTC proposal for the Hwy 101 
Corridor were less developed that those outlined in the Marin / Sonoma Express Bus Study, 
upon which the alternative in the DEIR was based.  For more information on the Express Bus 
Alternative, please see Master Response D. 

42-75 See Master Response O regarding freight operations.  Cumulative impacts have been assessed 
in the appropriate issue areas in DEIR Chapter 3.  See additional clarification in text revisions in 
FEIR Chapter 4. 

42-76 SMART has received no proposals for excursion service and therefore cannot forecast the type 
of equipment that such a proposal will include or the times of operation.  If excursion service 
were considered in the future, it would have to comply with all mitigation measures, as well as 
the CPUC, FRA and FTA requirements. 

42-77 DEIR Section 5.3 documents the potential for growth-inducing effects. 

42-78 The premise of this comment is that improvements in mobility and reductions in travel time will 
lead to population growth and development in peripheral areas (in this case Mendocino County).  
The growth is said to lead to sprawl which is suggested to have significant negative impacts that 
outweigh project benefits.  Section 5.3.2 discusses the potential growth-inducing impacts of the 
proposed project, consistent with the requirements of CEQA, and acknowledges the potential for 
some shift in future growth within Mendocino County closer to Cloverdale to take advantage of 
the proposed project.  However, given projected ridership developed from regional growth 
projections, the extent of any development that would result from the proposed project would not 
be substantial, and therefore would not change the DEIR’s conclusions regarding the project’s 
air quality impacts. 

42-79 Transit trip length, but more specifically passenger miles, is a useful proxy for the benefits 
achieved by transit.  However, it can be a misleading indicator without other collateral information; 
for example, a transit line with only two stops (e.g., Cloverdale and Larkspur) would have a very 
long average trip length (in this example, 70 miles), but would not carry many passengers.  
Adding stops increases ridership, but will slow the overall (schedule) speed of the system, 
making it less competitive with auto travel times.  The Express and Super-Express Bus systems 
have a few stops and therefore cater to very long commute trips.  See also Master Response D. 

42-80 The comment is unclear, and no page reference to the DEIR is given; a response is not possible. 

42-81 The sentence cited is from the description of existing transit operations in DEIR Section 3.6 and 
was not the basis for input to the model regarding mode shares for the proposed project.  It should 
be noted that the shuttle proposed for the Larkspur station could provide service closer to the ferries, 
with a stop located approximately 650 feet (less than a 3 minute walk) from the ferry dock. 

42-82 For proposed passing siding locations to be used for regularly scheduled meets between SMART 
passenger trains running in opposite directions under normal operating conditions, see response 
42-23.  For locations of additional existing sidings that may be pressed into use for passenger 
train meets under abnormal (i.e., emergency) operating conditions, see response 43-42. 

42-83 See Master Response L.  Factors that will influence usage levels at any specific location include 
(a) land use type and density, (b) connectivity and access, and (c) quality of the connecting 
bicycle and pedestrian system. 
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42-84 This discrepancy has been corrected in the revised tables referenced.  As shown in the revised 
tables, both mixed flow and HOV lanes in segments 8 and 9 operate at LOS F in 2025.  It should 
be noted that in Segment 8, the v/c ratio appears to be worse for the HOV lane (1.14) compared 
to the mixed flow lanes (1.10); however, this is because the CAPACITY for HOV lanes is set, by 
policy, at 1,750 vph, not 2,000.  If the capacities were equal (which they are in reality), then the 
v/c ratio would be LOWER in the HOV lane, i.e., 0.998. 

42-85 The two columns in DEIR Appendix I Table 5.2-2 are mutually exclusive, that is, they can be 
added to get a total. 

42-86 DEIR Appendix I Table 5.4.1 should say “boardings and alightings.”  There is a difference for two 
reasons: first, because Table 5.4-3 includes everyone who drives to the first place they board a 
transit vehicle, whereas Table 5.4-7 includes only those who drive to a station; second, because 
“Drive” access includes auto drop off (i.e., kiss and ride).  The table was adjusted slightly, to 
assume a somewhat lower rate of carpooling for direct station access trips (5%, rather than the 
10% originally shown in the table), based on survey data from BART’s Concord station. 

42-87 See Master Response C. 

42-88 Comment noted.  It should be noted that bicycle trips tend to be relatively short, generally three 
miles or less, and do not make a substantial difference in modeling results. 

42-89 The comment is essentially correct: it is passenger-trips, although the term passengers and 
passenger trips are often used interchangeably.  See Master Response C. 

42-90 This is not a comment on the adequacy of the EIR.  See Master Response N for information on 
project costs. 

42-91 All references to transit trips and passenger trips refer to linked trips, unless the terms “boarding” 
or “alighting” are used (they refer to unlinked trips).  See Master Response C for additional 
clarification. 

42-92 Table 3.6-7A has been revised.  See Master Response A.2 regarding corrections and clarifica-
tions to Highway 101 lane configurations.  Highway improvements are expected to provide some 
improvement in traffic congestion at locations in which they occur, e.g., Highway 101 between N. 
San Pedro Road and the Greenbrae interchange (Sir Francis Drake Boulevard).  However, there 
are some areas that experience traffic congestion today that are not planned to be widened in 
the future, and these would experience worsening congestion in the future.  As a general conclu-
sion, the percentage increase in jobs in the two counties (which is a principal cause of peak hour 
traffic congestion) will be greater than the percentage increase in capacity on Highway 101. 

42-93 Caltrans and California Transportation Commission policy is that HOV lanes must be considered 
as part of any freeway widening project.  HOT lanes were studied several years ago (by MTC) 
and did not receive wide support.  The HOV lanes proposed are included in the RTP and help 
complete a regional system of HOV lanes, per MTC policies. 

Comment Letter #43 – Marin Conservation League 

43-1 See response 42-42 regarding project objectives. 

43-2 See response 42-49. 

43-3 See response 42-50. 

43-4 The EIR evaluates bus and rail ridership without TOD as a baseline (see Master Response A), 
and provides an analysis of the additional ridership in Master Response I. 

43-5 See response 42-31. 

43-6 See response 42-32. 
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43-7 See response 42-33. 

43-8 As part of the final engineering phase of the proposed project, detailed vehicle specifications will 
be prepared that address location and size of restrooms, bicycle parking and refreshments.  
Commuter rail projects generally seek to avoid standing loads on rail vehicles as the distances 
traveled are longer. 

43-9 See Master Response Q for a detailed discussion of Quiet Zones. 

43-10 Wheel-rail interaction noise accounts for much of the noise measured for DMU units as detailed 
in Table 3.7-4.  The exact values for each component noise source are not available. 

43-11 See response 42-16.  The details regarding noise impacts are presented in the Noise Study 
Technical Report and summarized in the Draft EIR. 

43-12 A discussion of project costs in the environmental document is not required by CEQA.  However, 
for informational purposes, Master Response N provides additional information on project costs. 

43-13 See response 42-34.  The Draft EIR concluded that if Quiet Zones are not implemented, the 
noise from train horns would be a significant and unavoidable impact. 

43-14 See response 42-35. 

43-15 See response 42-36. 

43-16 See response 42-37. 

43-17 See response 42-37. 

43-18 See response 42-38. 

43-19 Growth inducement is addressed in DEIR Chapter 5. 

43-20 See Master Response A.4 regarding revised No Project assumptions.  See also response 42-39. 

43-21 See response 42-40. 

43-22 See response 42-40. 

43-23 See Master Response D.  Some of these suggested routes involve a different market than has 
been identified in the purpose and need for this project.  Measure A and M funding is primarily 
designated for local, not intercounty, transit services.  See Master Response A.4. 

43-24 For purposes of CEQA, the No Project Alternative is the scenario in which the proposed project 
would not be built.  Delaying implementation of the project for 25 years is equivalent to the project 
not being built in the foreseeable future.  Given this comparison, the No Project Alternative would 
not achieve the same level of consistency with local general plans as the proposed project.  
While it could be argued that the Express Bus Alternative would not preclude development of the 
proposed project, in comparison to the proposed project it would not fulfill the local general plan 
policies regarding future rail service. 

43-25 In reality, the impact analysis evaluates the proposed project in 2025, based on ABAG projec-
tions for that year.  Delaying implementation of the project until 2025 is equivalent to the No 
Project Alternative in the interim years.  Delaying the proposed project would result in sub-
stantially increased construction costs and a delay in achieving the environmental benefits 
identified in the DEIR. 

43-26 See Master Response D for additional information on the Express Bus Alternative.  See Master 
Response H regarding impacts on other transit services. 

43-27 See Master Response M regarding use of the rail right-of-way as a busway. 
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43-28 See Master Response C and E regarding revised traffic modeling and ridership and revised 
comparison of alternatives in FEIR Chapter 4.  The proposed project would have lower overall 
VMT, compared to other alternatives, so the referenced statement remains true. 

43-29 See Master Response D regarding revised Express Bus Alternative assumptions. 

43-30 See response 42-40. 

43-31 See response 42-42. 

43-32 The EIR is not the appropriate document for a discussion of public concerns regarding capital 
and operating costs. 

43-33 Passenger rail service is highly regulated by federal and state agencies, including the Federal 
Railroad Administration and the California Public Utilities Commission, with respect to public 
safety.  DEIR Section 2.9 sets forth detailed security and public safety measures that are pro-
posed as part of the project.  In addition, DEIR section 3.12 establishes significance criteria for 
assessing public safety impacts, analyzes the proposed project’s potential impacts according to 
these criteria, and concludes that all identified impacts would be less than significant.  Given the 
level of federal and state regulation and the project’s commitment to ensuring public safety, an 
objective establishing a “level-of-safety standard” is not warranted. 

43-34 See Master Response O regarding freight sidings.  Proposed passenger rail sidings are listed in 
DEIR Chapter 2 by milepost (see revised mileposts in FEIR Chapter 4) and shown in figures in 
DEIR Appendix E (see revised figures in FEIR Chapter 4).  Sidings construction and operation 
were factored into the overall impact analysis in DEIR Chapter 3 (e.g. biological disturbances, 
noise, air emissions, etc.).  It should be noted that idling at the sidings is not proposed.  The 
schedule allows for trains to meet at the siding locations and pass by each other without delay. 

43-35 See Master Response O regarding freight service.  Cumulative impacts associated with freight 
were included in DEIR Chapter 3 in the issue area discussions.  Further clarification is provided 
in several issue areas in FEIR Chapter 4. 

43-36 Project benefits are outlined in DEIR Section ES.7, and include benefits to water resources, air 
quality, parks and recreation, and land use and planning, in addition to the transportation 
benefits of the project.  Many of these beneficial effects will benefit all residents of Marin and 
Sonoma Counties, not just those who choose to ride the train. 

43-37 Other rail transit empirical experience and field observations support 20-30 seconds as an ade-
quate allowance for exchanging passengers at station stops.  SMART is using the upper bound 
of this typical range.  In regard to passengers using mobility aids, guidance issued by the U.S. 
Department of Transportation in September 2005 establishes that “the norm for new commuter...
rail stations is a platform running the full length of the passenger boarding area...that permits level 
boarding to all accessible cars of trains...”  With such a design approach, passengers using mobility 
aids should not require longer than other passengers to board or alight from trains. 

43-38 The Novato Creek bridge will be completely replaced.  See also response 10-10. 

43-39 Washout repairs will be part of the overall trackwork rehabilitation and trackwork repairs have 
been factored into project costs.  See DEIR Impact WR-3 regarding potential future flooding and 
the reduction in flooding expected with implementation of the project.  The FRA Class 4 standard 
is a safety requirement that relates to the condition of the track.  Class 4 is a very high standard 
that must be met in order to operate the train at the proposed speeds. 

43-40 Approximately 22,355 tons of subballast and 222,180 tons of ballast have been estimated for 
this project.  Crushed rock ballast and timber crossties will likely be delivered to the project 
corridor primarily by rail (due to lower costs and accessibility), although some truck delivery 
could also occur.  The source of the ballast has not been determined at this time but there are 
local sources in Sonoma and Mendocino Counties that could be used.  Any impacts associated 
with quarry operations would be addressed by the permit/environmental review process for the 
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individual quarry.  Because the railway will be used to transport a substantial amount of the 
project materials, the impact on roadways would not be significant.  Furthermore, the impact on 
roadways would be minimized because road travel is distributed among many roads along the 
70-mile corridor. 

43-41 Concrete ties are not part of the proposed project (see DEIR Section 2.9 page 2-69).  Disposal 
of old ties is addressed in revised Mitigation Measure HM-1. 

43-42 The commenter questions the adequacy of passing sidings and requests further information/
analysis regarding abnormal operations and locations of sidings other than those planned to be 
used during normal scheduled operation.  For the latter, see response 42-23.  Additional sidings, 
where passenger train meets are not regularly scheduled but that may very occasionally be used 
when the regular schedule is disrupted due to an emergency, are as follows: 

• MP 14.9, Larkspur station; end terminal layovers and midday train storage (engines off) 
• MP 30.4-31.7 (“Burdell”); existing siding 
• MP 37.4-38.3; existing sidings south end of Petaluma 
• MP 39.0-39.5; existing siding north end of Petaluma 
• MP 53.5-54.0 (“Santa Rosa”); existing siding 
• MP 62.4-62.9 (“Windsor”) 
• MP 66.6-67.4 (“Bailhache”); existing siding 
• MP 67.7-68.2 (“Healdsburg”); existing yard tracks 
• MP 71.9-72.5 (“Lytton”); existing siding 
• MP 75.8-77.1 (“Geyserville”); existing siding 
• MP 84.9-85.3 (“Cloverdale”); existing sidings 

When an abnormal operating condition occurs, one or more of these sidings – to the extent they 
are not occupied by freight cars or trains – might be used for meets between passenger trains 
operating off their normal schedules.  Any use of freight sidings by passenger rail service would 
be controlled by SMART’s central dispatch. 

43-43 It is correct that the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act does not, as yet, include Marin and Sonoma 
Counties.  The statement (Geology Section 3.2.1, Regulatory Setting) was intended only to 
provide general information regarding State of California guidance publications. 

43-44 The comment references additional historic earthquakes that are not listed in DEIR Table 3.2-2.  
However, the addition of these earthquakes would not change the impact analysis.  The historic 
earthquakes in the region greater than Magnitude 5.0, listed in DEIR Table 3.2-2, are considered 
sufficient to adequately assess impacts.  Not listed is the March 30, 1898 earthquake that 
resulted in damage at Mare Island.  The earthquake had a Modified Mercalli (MM) intensity of 
VIII with an estimated Richter Magnitude (M) of 5.1.  Other notable earthquakes felt in the North 
Bay Region include two MM intensity IX to X (M7) earthquakes on April 19 and April 21, 1892 
that were centered in Solano and Yolo Counties.  A MM intensity VII (M6) earthquake on Feb-
ruary 29, 1888 was centered in Petaluma. A MM intensity VII to VIII (M6) earthquake on August 9, 
1893 was centered in Santa Rosa. 

43-45 Earthquake-induced settlement typically occurs in loose, sandy sediments, not Young Bay Mud.  
Failure and apparent “settlement” of railway embankments overlying Young Bay Mud in 1906 
more than likely were not settlement, per se, but “sloughing” or shallow land sliding of the 
embankment adjacent to a free face or slope.  See Slope Stability Impact G-7 and Mitigation 
Measure G-7 on page 3-19 in the DEIR. 

The displacement of the drawbridge over Petaluma River at Black Point during the 1906 earth-
quake is considered to be a lateral structural failure rather than earthquake induced settlement.  
The bridge was open at the time of the earthquake, and was thrown off its center 2 feet to the 
east, and 1 foot to the north by the lateral earthquake force.  This was a 220 foot-long steel 
structure on four concrete–filled iron caissons founded on piles. 
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43-46 Mitigation measures for Impact G-4 have been expanded to include post-earthquake inspections. 
See Chapter 4 of this FEIR for specific text changes.  Also, the DEIR environmental compliance 
discussion in Section 2.9 is expanded to clarify that the rail line will be inspected during and after 
major storm and/or flooding events, as is the current practice. 

43-47 Liquefaction potential is adequately addressed and in sufficient detail in the Draft EIR Section 
3.2.6.  In that section, several references are made to the Russian River area as being an area 
likely to be impacted by the liquefaction phenomena. 

43-48 The DEIR addressed the issue of potential impacts on wetlands as well as habitat values (see 
DEIR Section 3.9.7) and included technical appendices for sensitive plant species (Appendix F), 
sensitive wildlife species (Appendix G), and wetlands (Appendix H). 

43-49 The proposed project is the reuse of an existing rail system so most of the concerns raised in 
this comment are not applicable.  The current rail system is considered the “baseline” condition 
of the project including the existing wetlands, which in some cases were created during the 
establishment of the rail system back in the late 1800s.  No new stream channelization will 
occur, as existing bridges and trestles will be replaced within existing footprints.  Permanent 
alterations of terrain that would affect watershed hydrology are minimal.  The proposed project 
would have a negligible impact on peak flow rates or flood volumes.  Instead, the proposed 
project would involve re-construction of some drainage facilities to improve hydrologic conditions.  
See also response 10-10. All impacts on water and biological resources have been evaluated 
and summarized in DEIR Sections 3.3 and 3.9 and found to be less than significant with 
identified mitigation measures. 

43-50 See responses 6-1, 6-2 and 6-7 regarding hydrologic and wetland studies that were conducted 
on the proposed project during preparation of the DEIR.  See DEIR Section 3.9 and supporting 
technical appendices (F, G and H) for details on potential impacts on sensitive species and 
recommended mitigation measures. 

Also, as indicated in the wetlands technical report (DEIR Appendix H), during final design SMART 
will continue to consult with the appropriate reviewing and permitting agencies to review areas of 
agency jurisdiction and potential resource concerns, and to obtain applicable permits.  Agencies 
that will be contacted include the San Francisco Bay Development and Development Commis-
sion (BCDC), the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), the US Army Corps of 
Engineers (ACOE), US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and CDFG. 

43-51 See response 10-10. 

43-52 The commenter’s claim regarding “drastic alteration” of the floodplain, streams, and water quality 
is not consistent with the DEIR findings, which are based on numerous technical studies (see 
response 6-1).  See prior responses to the commenter’s specific concerns. 

43-53 Sea level may rise with or without the proposed project and the project is not expected to make a 
substantial contribution to any flooding that may occur as a result of rising sea level.  This is not 
a significant concern within the time frame assessed in the DEIR (2025). 

43-54 Where replacement of the railroad ties is necessary, several alternatives are available for offsite 
disposal and/or recycling.  The most likely disposal scenario is transportation of the old ties via 
railroad cars to a chipping/processing plant where the ties will be chipped and sold for use in 
alternative power generation or recycled for use in landscaping.  If used for alternative power, 
the power generation plants are equipped with special scrubbers to remove the creosote while 
burning, to prevent the release of creosote during the burning process.  If the ties are recycled 
and used in landscaping, there would be little concern for mobility of the creosote as this com-
pound is not considered mobile.  DEIR Mitigation Measure HM-1 is modified accordingly to 
reflect this information. 

43-55 As described in DEIR Section 3.9 (Biological Resources), some loss or alteration of vegetation 
will occur within the corridor.  The loss or alteration of mature vegetation may also result in 
destabilizing the underlying soil.  As described in Mitigation Measure WR-1a, SMART will 
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implement BMPs to minimize erosion and sedimentation in order to maintain soil stability equal 
to what naturally occurs with the growth of mature vegetation. 

43-56 See response 42-43. 

43-57 See response 42-45. 

43-58 The CO2 emissions were calculated using information from the Federal Transit Administration’s 
Reporting Instructions for the Section 5309 New Starts Criteria.  However, as the commenter 
has pointed out, there was an error in the calculations of annual CO2 emissions from DMUs.  
The amount of annual emissions failed to include the fact that the trains would be operating 5 
days per week for 52 weeks per year.  Revised text and tables can be found in Section 4 of this 
Final EIR.  It is important to note that the overall results as presented in the DEIR did not sub-
stantially change due to this calculation error.  The error caused the DEIR to show a higher 
reduction (about 0.1%) for the proposed project.  It should be noted that the CO2 analysis has 
been further revised in the FEIR due to changes in assumptions regarding control technologies 
on the DMUs and changes in motor vehicle miles traveled.  The reduction in CO2 emissions as a 
result of implementation of the proposed project would now be 1.0% as indicated in the FEIR. 

43-59 See response 42-81. 

43-60 See Master Response R. 

43-61 Service changes by SCT is not proposed as part of the project, although the DEIR acknowledges 
that SCT staff has indicated a willingness to consider alterations to routes and schedules to make 
better connections with rail service (p. 3-113).  Most of the stations in Sonoma County would rely 
on park-and-ride, auto drop-off, walk, or bicycle access.  In addition, major employers may pro-
vide shuttles from the stations to their workplace. 

43-62 See response 42-83. 

43-63 See response 42-57. 

43-64 See response 42-58. 

43-65 See response 42-27.  Regarding comments on the funding plan, see Master Response N.  Early 
start times are typical for transit serving commuters.  The 5:47 AM southbound arrival at San 
Rafael shown in the prototypical schedule would be consistent with other Bay Area rail services.  
The first Caltrain for San Francisco (6:01 AM arrival) leaves San Jose at 4:30 AM; the first ACE 
train leaves Stockton at 4:20 AM (San Jose arrival at 6:30 AM). 

43-66 See responses 42-54 and 42-55. 

43-67 See response 42-56. 

43-68 See response 42-43.  There is no requirement of consistency to MTC’s 2001 RTP.  The 2001 
RTP was amended in 2005 to include the SMART proposed project. 

43-69 See Master Responses A.3 and A.4. 

43-70 The VMT and VHT charts are shown in DEIR Table 4.2-1, in the project alternatives chapter. 
DEIR Chapter 3 addresses impacts of the proposed project; Chapter 4 assesses impacts of the 
alternatives and compares them to the proposed project. 

43-71 The referenced tables have been revised; however, no HOT lanes have been proposed. 

43-72 See Master Response A. The model has been rerun and the table corrected. 

43-73 See Master Response R. 

43-74 The DEIR noted this as a possible impact.  Public documents indicate the Route 75 has one of 
the highest subsidies per passenger of any of GGT’s commute express services.  A survey of 
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ridership on Route 75 is not necessary to the analysis of the impacts of implementing passenger 
rail service. 

43-75 The EIR authors are unclear as to the source of, “Statements have been made that local bus 
operators would provide shuttle service to SMART train stations.”  Several local bus services 
currently serve (or pass near) proposed station sites, and some passengers might avail them-
selves of this service.  The expected number of such passengers is small and to the extent that it 
impacts local transit operators, does so favorably.  The actual walking distance questioned is 
approximately 500 feet, which is less than a three-minute walk at typical walking speeds.  See 
Master Response B regarding shuttle services. 

43-76 The comment is correct, and the footnote to Table 3.6-11 has been corrected to show two cur-
rent bus trips serving the Cloverdale Station.  However, the remainder of the comment is not 
correct.  Passenger surveys have shown that most SCT riders are making trips for non-commute 
purposes.  SMART is generally a faster mode for longer distance trips than the bus.  As the com-
menter notes, there are many intermediate stops served by SCT Route 60 that would not be 
served by SMART. 

43-77 This question would be appropriately answered by MCTD, not SMART.  There is no requirement 
or assumption in the EIR that MCTD should change its services to its disadvantage to accom-
modate SMART.  The authors have not researched the potential socioeconomic profiles of 
riders, as that is outside the purview of an EIR. 

43-78 Two shuttles per hour would not interfere with auto traffic in the vicinity of train stations.  Appropriate 
shuttle waiting areas have been designated at each station with shuttles.  The station plans have 
been designed to accommodate auto drop off and pick up vehicles, to the extent practical.  See 
Master Response B for additional information. 

43-79 The proposed rail system cannot serve every type of trip; however, it is oriented toward providing a 
viable, attractive and convenient alternative for those needing to travel during peak hours along 
the 101 Corridor.  See the purpose and need discussion within the DEIR.  It also provides an 
opportunity for “the grandchildren” to get around on their own, even if they are too young to drive. 

43-80 Noise analysis was calculated for a 2025 operating condition.  Maintenance, including rail 
grinding and wheel truing, would be performed as warranted to maintain track conditions, so the 
difference in noise as the track ages should not be substantial.  The assessment assumed that 
the background sound environment would remain similar to existing levels, and projected the 
project noise exposure to evaluate where impacts would occur.  As noted in the DEIR, train horn 
noise could result in a significant adverse impact if Quiet Zones cannot be implemented. 

43-81 Federal criteria for the evaluation of noise from transportation projects do not establish any 
criteria for assessment of noise effects on wildlife.  Aside from those areas identified with 
potential impacts on residents, the project would not change the noise environment to the extent 
that substantial effects on wildlife would be expected to occur.  See response 41-58. 

43-82 Direct and indirect energy analyses were performed for four alternatives: No-Project, Proposed 
Passenger Rail Project, Proposed Rail Minimum Operable Segment Alternative and Express 
Bus.  The comparison of alternatives is in DEIR Chapter 4.  See revisions to the alternatives 
comparison, based on revised transportation results (VMT) in FEIR Chapter 4. In both the DEIR 
and the revisions, the proposed project consumes the least amount of energy. 

As discussed in Section 4.1.3, a larger set of alternatives was initially considered as part of the 
study.  Several of these alternatives (e.g., use of monorail, light rail, shorter operating segments, 
etc.) were subsequently dropped from further analysis due to their technical infeasibility and/or 
high construction cost.  As a result, none of the dropped alternatives underwent a detailed 
evaluation for their environmental impacts, including energy consumption. 

43-83 DEIR Section 3.8 provides a comparison of the miles per gallon consumption of fuel for both diesel 
and biodiesel DMUs.  The DEIR relies on the energy consumption rates for different modes 
published in the Department of Energy’s (DOE) Transportation Energy Data Book: Edition 16.  
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The method for estimating direct energy consumption was based on FTA’s Reporting Instruction 
for the Section 5309 New Starts Criteria.  The consumption rates, listed in DEIR Table 3.8-2, are 
reported in BTUs/Vehicle Mile and then multiplied by the estimated number of passenger, bus 
and rail miles traveled under each alternative.  The advantage to using the DOE’s published 
consumption rates is that they are based on average fuel efficiency values for very large fleets 
of automobiles, buses and railcars.  Therefore, individual differences in vehicle fuel consumption 
tend to be canceled out. 

Language has been added to DEIR Section 3.8.4 to clarify that the comparative mile per gallon 
figures provided for DMUs running on both diesel and biodiesel were for single cars only.  Fuel 
consumption would increase proportionally for each additional car. 

Fuel consumption was determined via the formal FRA vehicle testing process and from 
revenue service operation data of the single-level DMU at the South Florida Regional 
Transportation Authority. 

The DMU consumption rate specified in the DEIR assumes that the DMU is not shut off while in 
the station, but that it will be shut off overnight when not in use or when idling for extended time 
periods. Idling will be limited to no longer than 15 minutes.  Idling will affect the DMU’s operating 
fuel efficiency and resulting energy consumption, although it is difficult to quantify and would 
depend on the length of idling time.  Once rail service is initiated, SMART will collect and report 
annual operating statistics include hours and miles of service, fuel consumption and on-time 
performance. 

The DMU’s third engine, which serves as a generator, is included in the overall DMU consump-
tion rates.  When used on its own, the fuel consumption of the third diesel engine averages two 
to three gallons/hour, though consumption varies depending on the load.  Noise impacts are 
addressed in DEIR Section 3.7.  See response 42-20. 

43-84 The energy section analyzes fuel consumption, measured in BTUs.  The analysis assumes that 
all BTUs have an equal impact only in regards to fuel consumption.The sources of energy for the 
manufacture of materials and construction of transportation infrastructure may vary depending 
on the manufacturer and contractors.  For the purposes of this report, it is assumed that fossil 
fuels are the source of all indirect energy consumption.  If alternative energy sources were an 
option in the future, the projected energy consumption related to fossil fuel use for each alter-
native would be reduced. 

43-85 The typo is in the Maintenance estimate for transit buses.  The number that should have been 
reported is 185, not 1851; however, the analysis has been updated since publication of the DEIR 
and Transit Bus Maintenance is now reported as consuming 189 billion BTUs.  See corrected 
Table 3.8-4 in FEIR Chapter 4.  In addition, Total Barrels of Oil and Change in Barrels of Oil are 
now both reported in thousands of barrels.  This should clarify how the change in barrels of oil 
was calculated. 

43-86 As noted in DEIR Section 3.8.6, Impact E-1 is less than significant; accordingly, no mitigation is 
required.  Mitigation Measure E-1, which includes using energy efficient measures at rail stations 
and reducing idling of construction vehicles, are recommended to further reduce a less-than-
significant impact.  With respect to long-term energy consumption, the Draft EIR also concludes 
that this would be a less-than-significant impact and no additional mitigation is required.  It should 
be noted that SMART proposes to limit idling of trains during layovers to 15 minutes, which could 
further reduce energy consumption beyond the levels identified in the Draft EIR. 

43-87 See response 9-18 in regard to revisions to the traffic assumptions and subsequent revisions to 
the air quality section. 

A 20% blend of biodiesel was chosen as that is the highest fuel blend that the DMUs can handle 
without major modifications to the engines. 

The commenter is correct that Table 3.5-5 includes a typographical error regarding CO emissions.  
The total amount of CO for the project should have been 27,258 and not 277,258; the correct 
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number was used in the analysis.  The table has since been further revised as a result of new 
traffic data.  See revised table in Chapter 4 of this FEIR. 

43-88 The DEIR and Biological Technical Report both document the importance of vernal pools as 
ecosystems.  On DEIR page 3-179, “Vernal pools are locally unique biological communities that 
potentially support sensitive plants (addressed in Impact BR-10) and the federal animal Species 
of Concern, California linderiella (addressed under Impact BR-11).”  In addition, biologists 
consulted the Santa Rosa Plain Vernal Pool Ecosystem Preservation Plan (CH2M Hill 1995) 
prior to and during field surveys (Biological Technical Report, page 4-2).  The Biological 
Technical Report (page 5-10) also noted, “Because they are often hydrologically isolated and 
provide unique habitat conditions, vernal pools and other seasonal wetlands can be essential 
habitats for locally endemic and rare species.”  Avoidance of impacts under the No Project 
alternative is clearly stated in DEIR Chapter 4, Section 4.3.2. 

43-89 See response 1-3 regarding extent of oaks that would be affected by the project. 

43-90 See responses 1-2, 41-43 and 41-44. 

43-91 The safety structure is not designed to restrict the intrusion of dogs into sensitive habitat. Dogs 
would be subject to leash laws of the local jurisdictions.  Mitigation for potential impacts on 
wildlife movement is addressed in response 41-49. 

43-92 Mitigation Measure BR-10b does not state that permanent loss of CTS breeding habitat cannot 
be avoided.  It is provided as a secondary mitigation measure in the unlikely event that full 
avoidance cannot be achieved through implementation of Mitigation Measure BR-10a.  Detailed 
mitigation is recommended in Mitigation Measure BR-10a (further described in the Biological 
Resources Technical Report) that would avoid and lessen impacts to less than significant. 

43-93 See responses 1-2, 1-4, and 41-46. 

Preliminary reviews of the SMART project identified 12 sites, covering 3.2 acres, where condi-
tions appear to be suitable for vernal pool restoration and/or enhancement.  These sites are 
located between MP 51 and MP 63 (see table below).  They are dominated with herbaceous 
vegetation, underlain with poorly draining soils, adjacent to compatible land uses, and within 6 
miles of the pools that would be affected. 
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Candidate Locations for On-site Vernal Pool Mitigation 
 

ID 
Vegetation 
Type 

Mile 
Post Soil Type Drainage Class Hydric Acres Status 

51-001 RUD 51 
CLEAR LAKE CLAY, PONDED, 0 TO 2 
PERCENT SLOPES Poorly drained All hydric 0.2305 possible candidate 

56-003 RUD 56 
CLEAR LAKE CLAY, PONDED, 0 TO 2 
PERCENT SLOPES Poorly drained All hydric 0.1198 possible candidate 

56-004 RUD 56 
HUICHICA LOAM, PONDED, 0 TO 5 
PERCENT SLOPES 

Moderately well 
drained All hydric 0.4413 unsuitable 

57-009 RUD 57 
CLEAR LAKE CLAY, PONDED, 0 TO 2 
PERCENT SLOPES Poorly drained All hydric 0.2517 possible candidate 

57-010 RUD 57 
HUICHICA LOAM, 2 TO 9 PERCENT 
SLOPES 

Moderately well 
drained Not hydric 0.8077 possible candidate 

58-012 RUD 58 
HUICHICA LOAM, PONDED, 0 TO 5 
PERCENT SLOPES 

Moderately well 
drained All hydric 0.1090 possible candidate 

58-013 RUD 58 
HUICHICA LOAM, 2 TO 9 PERCENT 
SLOPES 

Moderately well 
drained Not hydric 0.4145 unsuitable 

60-015 RUD 60 
CLEAR LAKE CLAY, PONDED, 0 TO 2 
PERCENT SLOPES Poorly drained All hydric 0.3503 good candidate 

60-019 RUD 60 
HUICHICA LOAM, PONDED, 0 TO 5 
PERCENT SLOPES 

Moderately well 
drained All hydric 0.5896 unsuitable 

61-020 RUD 61 
HUICHICA LOAM, PONDED, 0 TO 5 
PERCENT SLOPES 

Moderately well 
drained All hydric 0.0794 good candidate 

61-028 RUD 61 
HUICHICA LOAM, PONDED, 0 TO 5 
PERCENT SLOPES 

Moderately well 
drained All hydric 0.2807 unsuitable 

61-034 RUD 61 
HUICHICA LOAM, PONDED, 0 TO 5 
PERCENT SLOPES 

Moderately well 
drained All hydric 0.4817 possible candidate 

61-036 RUD 61 
HUICHICA LOAM, PONDED, 0 TO 5 
PERCENT SLOPES 

Moderately well 
drained All hydric 0.1779 possible candidate 

61-039 RUD 61 
HUICHICA LOAM, PONDED, 0 TO 5 
PERCENT SLOPES 

Moderately well 
drained All hydric 0.7515 possible candidate 

62-045 RUD 62 
HUICHICA LOAM, 2 TO 9 PERCENT 
SLOPES 

Moderately well 
drained Not hydric 0.9418 unsuitable 

62-046 RUD 62 
HUICHICA LOAM, 2 TO 9 PERCENT 
SLOPES 

Moderately well 
drained Not hydric 0.6881 unsuitable 

63-048 RUD 63 
HUICHICA LOAM, 2 TO 9 PERCENT 
SLOPES 

Moderately well 
drained Not hydric 0.0424 good candidate 

63-055 RUD 63 
HUICHICA LOAM, 2 TO 9 PERCENT 
SLOPES 

Moderately well 
drained Not hydric 3.0136 unsuitable 

63-055a RUD 63 
HUICHICA LOAM, 2 TO 9 PERCENT 
SLOPES 

Moderately well 
drained Not hydric 0.0332 good candidate 
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At these sites, individual site prescriptions would be developed based on specific soil and hydro-
logic conditions.  Further investigations would confirm underlying soils, map local hydrology and 
identify potential watershed areas.  These data would then be used to first prioritize all of the 
sites for enhancement or pool creation, and then develop site specific prescriptions on the highest 
ranking sites up to the area required to mitigate vernal pool impacts associated with the project.  
Site specific prescriptions would quantify and delineate grading and landshaping requirements to 
recreate or enhance ponded conditions. 

Grading would follow the site prescriptions and take place during the dry season.  The pools 
would then be inoculated with material from the pools that would be filled during project con-
struction, but before the raining season.  Vegetation monitoring would take place on an annual 
basis until the mitigation sites achieve adequate cover with species typical of vernal pools.  
Monitoring would take place for a minimum of three years 

43-94 There is a very slight potential that wildlife, particularly nesting birds, could be affected by vegetation 
maintenance within the ROW.  For example, mowing grass adjacent to tracks could directly affect 
an active nest.  See responses 41-58, 41-59 and 56-41, which address the low occurrence of 
nesting birds and wildlife within the existing ROW due to the presence of people and feral animals.  
Also, routine maintenance of vegetation (including trimming, mowing and use of herbicides) is a 
current activity that further discourages nest building and reduces the potential for direct effects 
on birds. 

Emergency repair work following events such as floods, earthquakes or landslides could also 
affect wildlife within the corridor.  For example, winter repair of a crossing structure damaged 
during a flood could impact sensitive fish species.  Typically, state and federal resource agencies 
allow immediate action to make emergency repairs.  Once the emergency is abated, SMART 
and agencies would evaluate whether the action affected a sensitive resource and then deter-
mine an appropriate course of action, as needed, to mitigate the impact. 

43-95 The biological resources analysis included a detailed evaluation of potential adverse effects.  
Due to the fact that mitigation measures are available that are feasible and effective, impacts 
can be classified as significant, but mitigable.  Also, see responses 41-43 and 41-44. 

43-96 Growth inducement issues are fully addressed in DEIR Section 5.3. 

43-97 The benefit of transit oriented development (TOD) as articulated in the DEIR is not dependent 
upon residents abandoning auto use all together.  Residents of TOD are statistically more likely 
to use transit (both rail and buses) and are more likely to make walk and bike trips.  A study 
conducted by Robert Cervero and Hollie Lund (Lund and Cervero, 2004) from the University of 
California, Berkeley, examined a variety of rail systems and concluded that residents of TODs 
were more likely to use those rail systems.  See also Master Response I regarding the effect of 
TOD on ridership. 

43-98 The potential growth-inducing impacts of the proposed project are addressed in DEIR Section 
5.3.  As noted in DEIR Section 3.11 on page 3-199, both the Novato and San Rafael general 
plans contain policies that encourage high-density transit-oriented development in the vicinity of 
transit facilities (Novato) and rail stations (San Rafael). 

43-99 With regard to requirements of federal agencies, SMART will be designed and operated in 
conformance with applicable federal law and implementing regulations of the Federal Railroad 
Administration (FRA).  None of the issues raised by the commenter would adversely affect 
SMART’s ability to provide passenger rail service given current project assumptions. 

43-100 For additional information about the potential delay for emergency vehicles see Master 
Response E.3. 

43-101 DEIR Impact V-2 does address lighting from stations, parking lots and maintenance facilities.  
Light and glare impacts were carefully evaluated and found to be less than significant.  DEIR 
Section 2.9 lists environmental compliance measures regarding reduction of light and glare.  
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Trains will not have rotating lights.  Train lighting would not be a stationary source, and would not 
represent a substantial source of light and glare. 

43-102 The alternatives provide different average speeds and service levels compared to the project.  
For example, the Express Bus Alternative provides more point to point service compared to the 
Project alternative, but with less frequency in most areas.  Additional information on the Express 
Bus Alternative is provided in Master Response D. 

43-103 See response 42-74. 

43-104 See response 42-75. 

43-105 See response 42-76. 

43-106 See DEIR Section 5.3 for a full discussion of growth-inducing issues. 

43-107 ABAG population and employment projects are widely and routinely used by transportation 
planning organizations throughout the Bay Area as inputs in transportation models.  In fact, the 
MTC regional travel forecasting model is based on ABAG projections.  These projections are 
also considered standard inputs by higher levels of government.  For example, to apply for 
Federal Transit Administration funding a project must, at a minimum, make use of the regional 
agency's (i.e., ABAG) projections. 

These projections tend to be fairly accurate.  For example, the 1992 population projections for 
the year 2000 in Marin and Sonoma Counties were 250,402 and 455,305 respectively for a total 
of 705,707.  The 2000 Census later showed the population to be 246,045 in Marin and 458,614 
in Sonoma for a total of 704,659; very close to the projection earlier in the decade. 

Moreover, future growth in these counties in the next 25 years represents a fraction of the base 
population.  Consequently, small variations in assumptions about future growth rates do not 
create very different population projections or ridership model outcomes.  Ridership projections 
are affected much more by the size of the existing base populations, which is a known quantity. 

43-108 Information regarding ambient air quality in 2025 (without the project) is provided in DEIR Section 
3.6.4 to allow direction comparison to 2025 conditions with the project.  The discussion of air 
quality in the No-Project alternative discussion in DEIR Chapter 4 refers to the appropriate 
information in Chapter 3.6 and did not need to repeat it. 

43-109 Indirect energy consumption is calculated by multiplying a manufacturing consumption rate by 
the number of passenger vehicle-miles, not the number of passenger vehicles that SMART 
riders will own and use.  This consumption rate is recommended in the FTA’s Reporting Instruc-
tion for the Section 5309 New Starts Criteria.  Additionally, the consumption rate assumes that 
fewer vehicle-miles traveled will cause automobiles to last longer, and therefore SMART riders 
would replace cars less frequently. 

43-110 See response 42-40. 

43-111 The first sentence on page 4-20 notes that “the No-Project Alternative would not be fully con-
sistent with the transportation element of regional and local plans in Sonoma and Marin Counties.”  
The next sentence goes on to state that “since this [No-Project] Alternative would not support 
opportunities for transit-oriented land use development around transit stops, it would be incon-
sistent with General Plans.”  In response to the comment, a more accurate second sentence 
would state that since this [No-Project] Alternative would support few opportunities for transit-
oriented land use development around transit stops, it would not be fully consistent with General 
Plans.  See also response 42-50. 

43-112 The term “sprawl” has two distinct, but commonly understood definitions.  The first refers merely 
to the geographic expansion of the built environment.  Growth management tools such as open 
space preservation, very low density zoning, and urban growth boundaries can limit this 
expansion, as noted in the comment. 
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However, “sprawl” has a second meaning that describes a particular type of development, 
sometimes referred to as “conventional” or “auto-oriented” development.  This development 
type’s defining characteristics include, according to its critics: a tendency toward extreme and 
unnecessary segregation of land uses, inefficient use of land, and regulations and standards that 
elevate the convenience and mobility of the automobile over other considerations including aes-
thetics and pedestrian convenience and safety.  By this definition, “sprawl” refers to a particular 
character of development. 

The growth management tools referenced in the comment have a limited ability to influence the 
character of the built environment.  However, the presence of major transit stations can influence 
the character of development.  Because they add value to surrounding land by providing another 
source of mobility, they encourage lower parking ratios.  The reduced number of parking spaces 
makes it correspondingly easier to achieve successful downtown infill development and other 
types of development with designs that differ from conventional “sprawl”. 

Research has shown that transit use is higher and VMTs lower for residents who live within 1/2 
mile of major transit stations.  (See the MTC Study, Characteristics of TOD and Non-TOD 
Residents, presented on November 23, 2005.)  Source: http://www.abag.ca.gov/jointpolicy/
Characteristics%20of%20TOD%20Residents.pdf) 

The potential benefit of transit stations to both urban design quality and regional growth man-
agement is recognized at the regional level in the Bay Area, and at the local jurisdictional level in 
both Marin and Sonoma counties, which is why they tend to be supported in local General Plans. 

43-113 See Master Response B.  MCTD bus service does not provide the same service as the proposed 
SMART shuttles. 

43-114 The Express Bus Alternative is structured to fulfill the same purpose and need as the proposed 
project, that is, to serve trips between (and within) Marin and Sonoma counties.  The commenter 
is referring to a different market than SMART is intended to serve.  See Master Response D. 

43-115 While it is true that bus engines will have a shorter replacement time than the DMU engines, it is 
not currently possible to know how efficient any new bus or DMU engines would be.  Discussions 
can only be based on standards already in place or ones approved to be implemented in the 
future.  Emission factors used for the analysis of buses come from the EMFAC2002 emission 
factor model, which takes into account future bus fleet turnover and the effect of new regulations.  
The DMU emission factors are based on current approved EPA standards.  See also response 
42-45 regarding assumptions about DMU emissions. 

43-116 See response 42-46. 

43-117 A Cloverdale to Petaluma commuter rail alternative has never been considered in any of the four 
previous NWP planning studies over the last 20 years and was not proposed as part of the 
formal scoping phase of the project. A key reason this alternative was not considered is that it 
would not provide an alternative mode of travel thru the congested Novato Narrows area, nor 
would it provide alternative modal choices for Marin employees or residents.   

43-118 See response 42-47. 

43-119 See response 42-78. 

43-120 See response 42-78. 

43-121 See responses 20-27, 20-29, 20-30, and 20-31. 

43-122 Maximum speeds were analyzed, to evaluate a worst case scenario in terms of safety 
considerations.  Acceleration and deceleration are factored into the noise analysis.  See DEIR 
Section 3.7. 

43-123 The figure number correction is noted. 
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43-124 Both AM and PM peak period networks have been considered.  For transit, the PM peak ridership 
has been estimated using factors applied to the AM peak ridership that account for the greater 
social/recreational use in the PM peak – this reflects widespread practice in transportation model-
ing and provides a reasonable estimate of daily ridership.  It should be noted that the mid-day 
path-building assumption is quite conservative, and assumes that people can only walk, but not 
drive, to stations in non-peak hours. 

43-125 See response 42-59. 

43-126 See response 42-60. 

43-127 See response 42-61. 

43-128 See response 42-62. 

43-129 See Response 10-25. 

43-130 There are two Novato stations; their combined ridership is approximately 276 passengers per 
day.  This is in line with Novato’s population relative to the rest of the corridor. 

43-131 See response 42-63. 

43-132 See response 42-64. 

43-133 See response 42-65. 

43-134 See response 42-66. 

43-135 See response 42-66. 

43-136 See response 42-66 

43-137 See response 42-67. 

43-138 See response 42-68. 

43-139 See response 42-48.  The impact of transfers is included in the travel model utilized.  These 
transfers are heavily penalized (i.e., additional time added to overall trip time, reducing attrac-
tiveness of the mode), compared to in-vehicle travel time. 

43-140 See Master Response B.  As the shuttles are an integral part of the proposed SMART service, 
there is no reason to prepare new travel forecasts without them. 

43-141 DEIR Appendix I Table 5.2-1 shows the daily transit ridership generated in Sonoma and Marin 
Counties by all operators, including SMART, Golden Gate, MCTD, and Sonoma County Transit.  
The 4,756 ridership figure cited was for SMART rail only.  The ridership numbers have been 
revised; see Master Response C. 

43-142 See response 42-69. 

43-143 VMT is a good measure needed for air quality, energy, and noise impacts.  Vehicle hours of 
travel (VHT) are generally a better indicator of congestion; VHT has also been shown in the 
tables in the report.  The comparison between DEIR Appendix I Tables 5.3-1, -2 and Table 5.4-1 
is not meaningful, as one shows the total boarding riders (unlinked trips) and the other shows 
trips through a specific area (Novato Narrows).  Please note also that the 2000/01 bus network 
does include services to the Cities of Sebastopol and Sonoma that were cut in the early 2000s.  
The authors disagree that a reduction of 0.35% reduction in VMT is not significant; given the 
very large VMT generated on Highway 101, even very small changes in VMT can be meaningful.  
See Master Response E.1 for additional discussion. 

43-144 See response 42-70.. 
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43-145 The table noted has been revised; see Chapter 4 of this FEIR.  As Highway 101 is presently 
(and will continue to be) highly congested, any reduction in volumes due to the project will likely 
be replaced by other drivers who formerly used parallel routes.  Because of this, overall system-
wide measures, like VMT and VHT, are more meaningful for assessing the benefits of the project.  
In an overcongested situation, using a capacity restrained traffic assignment method, the free-
way volumes are not likely to change much—they will almost always be near capacity.  See 
Master Response E.1 for additional information. 

43-146 See response 42-71. 

43-147 The DEIR ridership projections have been subjected to additional review, and revised figures are 
included in the document. See Master Response C. 

43-148 See response 42-73. 

43-149 See response 42-79, and Master Response D. 

43-150 Typically, the one hour VMT (or VHT) is greater than 1/4th the 4-hour value; therefore the data in 
the two tables cited are not directly comparable.  The AM peak hour VMT typically represents 
33.4% of the 4-hour peak VMT, and the PM peak hour represents 32.3% of the 4-hour peak VMT 
(cf. Appendix I Table 5.6-1).  Because average speeds are slower in the one hour peak than the 4-
hour peak, the percent of VHT is higher: 46.4% in the AM peak hour, and 38.3% in the PM peak 
hour.  This is inherent in the term, “peak.”  Tables 4.2-1 on page 4-9 and Appendix I Table 5.6-1 
have been revised and corrected; see Chapter 4 of this FEIR. 

43-151 See response 42-80. 

43-152 See response 9-1. 

Comment Letter #44 – Marin County Bicycle Coalition 

44-1 The SMART Board of Directors endorsed the concept of the Phase II bicycle/pedestrian pathway 
recommendations from the Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC).  However, only 
Phase I was recommended by the Board of Directors for inclusion in the SMART project descrip-
tion.  Only Phase I was included in SMART’s Expenditure Plan in 2004.  Preliminary engineering 
and environmental analysis has only been conducted on Phase I.  SMART has committed to 
work with MCBC or other third party sponsors of individual segments of Phase II as the planning 
and design work of those segments might occur. 

44-2 The final engineering phase of the project will include the development of detailed DMU vehicle 
specifications.  SMART is committed to maximizing bicycle storage capabilities on the DMUs, as 
well as at station locations. 

44-3 The project impacts are generally considered as a whole, consistent with CEQA.  However, the 
majority of work required for the rail facility will take place on the existing railway and stations will 
be developed in disturbed urban areas; construction of the bicycle/pedestrian pathway will require 
some disturbance of previously undisturbed areas.  Therefore, the majority of the construction 
impacts are due to the pathway. 

44-4 The comment is correct that any motor vehicle trips eliminated by bicycle use or walking would 
help to reduce air pollutant emissions.  The bicycle/pedestrian pathway included in the project 
would support the increased use of non-motorized modes of transportation; however, it is not 
possible at this time to estimate the amount of reduction in vehicles miles traveled and air pol-
lution emissions from use of the proposed pathway. 

44-5 See Master Response L. 

44-6 Assessment of habitat acres and other biological resources affected does not distinguish 
between project components; however, most of the acres that would be affected are from the 
footprint of the new bicycle/pedestrian pathway. 
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44-7 Comment noted.  See Master Response L.  Although the pathway would likely reduce overall 
VMT, this was not factored in to the traffic modeling as it is not possible to accurately predict 
pathway use. 

44-8 The comment regarding concurrence that the proposed project pathway is consistent with local 
plans is noted.  The list of applicable plans attached to the comment will be maintained in the 
public record. 

44-9 The DEIR findings concur that potential safety impacts on pedestrians are less than significant.  
The proposed project includes an extensive list of safety measures that will be incorporated into 
project design. 

44-10 The beneficial visual effects of the pathway are noted. 

44-11 Assessment of impacts does not distinguish between type of activity; the project is considered as 
a whole. 

44-12 The DEIR project description describes the bicycle/pedestrian pathway in numerous places and 
the pathway is listed under DEIR Section 2.1, Project Objectives. 

44-13 Increased use of bicycle and pedestrian modes could reduce the need for travel most, as the 
comment notes, where shorter trips are involved.  See Master Response V. 

44-14 Bicycles will be allowed on the trains.  The amount of bicycle storage will be determined during 
final project design. 

44-15 See response 44-1. 

44-16 See response 44-1. 

44-17 The reference to planning documents is noted.  While it may not be exhaustive, the description 
of Phase 2 of the bicycle/pedestrian pathway implementation on page 2-14 of the DEIR is 
correct. 

44-18 No mid-block crossings are proposed on streets with coordinated signals. 

44-19 See 41-15. 

44-20 See response 43-37. 

44-21 Transportation Authority of Marin (TAM) adopted the following pathway alignment after preparation 
of the SMART project DEIR. The pathway alignment from North San Pedro Road (MP 18.7) to 
Mission Street (17.1) over Lincoln (Puerto Suello) Hill is currently being finalized by TAM.  The 
route runs as a Class II pathway along North San Pedro Road eastward to Merrydale Road, and 
then follows Merrydale Road southward to the end of Merrydale Road where the pathway turns 
into a Class 1 pathway.  The Class 1 pathway then continues southward between Highway 101 
and Los Ranchitos Road and enters a short tunnel under the Lincoln Avenue off-ramp. After the 
tunnel, the pathway continues between Highway 101 and the SMART track with a sound wall 
separating the railroad and the pathway and a chain link fence separating the pathway and High-
way 101.  At Linden Lane, an ADA connection is made for both bikes and pedestrians.  The path-
way continues past Linden Lane in the same manner adjacent to Highway 101 until it turns into 
Stevens Place and runs along the west side of the existing sound wall to Mission Street. SMART 
will incorporate the TAM pathway alignment into its final project design. 

44-22 The clarification about one way travel in each direction on Class II pathway facilities is noted. 

44-23 Working Paper #5: Detailed Project Design Options (Chapter 4: Bicycle/Pedestrian Path, Figure 
4.3-1, p. 4-1) shows the proposed cross-section of the bike path, which has an 8-feet wide travel 
way and 22-feet wide shoulders, per Caltrans requirements.  Caltrans does not require walking 
paths per se, but the shoulders can be used by pedestrians. 
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44-24 The setbacks shown in DEIR Table 2.5-4 reflect input from the BPAG along with other technical 
research and input provided by the consultant team.  The minimum setback of 15 feet is 
consistent with that identified by the BPAG. 

44-25 The comment regarding pathway setbacks is noted.  The CPUC regulations are noted on DEIR 
page 2-17. 

44-26 The safety structure is proposed due to safety considerations rather than due to specific regu-
latory requirements. 

44-27 Some of the discrepancies identified in the Excel table (provided with the comment) are due to 
timing (for example, publication of the DEIR pre-dates publication of the CalPark Hill Tunnel final 
recommendations) or can be found in the DEIR and technical appendices (discussion of pathway 
bridge over Gallinas Creek is in Working Paper #5: Detailed Project Design Options, Chapter 7: 
New Bridges). These minor discrepancies do not alter the impact analysis and will be resolved 
during final design. 

44-28 The proposed bicycle/pedestrian pathway will cross from the east side of the tracks to the west 
side at Rush Creek Place.  From that point, it will continue on Redwood Boulevard to its terminus 
on the west side of U.S. 101, and continue as a pathway from that point north. 

A Phase I option for the pathway along with railroad tracks through the Novato Narrows was 
studied carefully, but finally rejected when it was determined that most of the pathway would 
have to be on fill or on a structure through very sensitive wetlands.  Given (a) the cost and 
impacts of having to build a lengthy structure in wetlands, (b) the remoteness of this area, (c) the 
fact that a new parallel bike path was being proposed by Caltrans along U.S. 101, and (d) the 
opportunity for a future recreational path along the levees, a Phase I option along the tracks was 
rejected. 

44-29 Preliminary plans presented by Caltrans to the BPAG identified the planned bike path along U.S. 
101 as likely to be on the west side of U.S. 101.  This is why the Phase I alignment stays on the 
west side from the Novato North Station northward. 

44-30 While the rationale for providing a segment of pathway on the east side of the tracks north of the 
Novato North Station makes sense from a local connectivity perspective, the lack of right of way, 
lack of connectivity to the Phase I alignment on the west side of U.S. 101, and need to modify 
the U.S. 101 under-crossing exclude this option from the SMART Phase I plans.  However, this 
opportunity could be pursued by the City of Novato as part of its bicycle plan update process, in 
coordination with SMART. 

44-31 The alignment from MP 25.6, where the pathway crosses the tracks from the west to east side, 
is off the SMART ROW on an existing Bay Trail segment to a connection to Hamilton Drive and 
Bel Marin Keys Drive—which has Class II bike lanes.  There is no proposed Phase I pathway 
south of Hamilton Drive within the SMART right of way.  As noted, a pathway connecting to the 
South Novato/Ignacio Station on the east side of the SMART right of way would require the 
purchase of property and reconfiguration of parking lots.  Given cost constraints and the pres-
ence of parallel bike lanes, SMART cannot justify the expense of this option.  However, the City 
of Novato may wish to pursue this option in coordination with SMART. 

44-32 At the time the SMART bike path alignment was being planned, the City of Novato indicated that 
there were active plans for the development of the parcel between Hanna Ranch Road and 
Vintage Oaks.  The City has identified a bikeway and trail connection through these parcels as 
part of its internal planning efforts.  Given the constrained right of way and wetlands through this 
segment on the SMART corridor, it is logical to utilize planned trail and bikeway improvements to 
be built as part of future developments.  SMART will coordinate with the City to find the best 
available option through this area as development plans emerge. 

44-33 While a continuous path through Novato would be preferable to a combination of on- and off-
road facilities, physical and right of way constraints make an off-road option extremely expensive.  
Given that the City of Novato has developed one of the most comprehensive bike lane systems 
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in Marin County, and its streets provide sidewalks in the corridor, these on-road options were 
utilized where needed to avoid very constrained segments. 

44-34 The right of way in this area is very narrow (60 feet), leaving a mere 15 feet along the western 
edge of the SMART corridor to provide a bike path.  The conclusion that the path could be at 
least partially located off the SMART right of way in this area, was based on a combination of 
factors, including: (a)  avoidance of environmental impacts on the wetlands along the existing 
drainage ditch in this area, (b) maximizing the setback from pathway to tracks in an area where 
trains will be moving very fast, and (c) presence of large undeveloped parcels in the area that 
have or had development proposals which would allow a local agency to require the dedication 
of 5 to 10 feet of land along the SMART corridor for the path. 

44-35 There is not sufficient right of way to locate the bike path on the east side of the right of way 
between North Hamilton Parkway and Roblar.  The right of way is only 50 feet wide, leaving only 
10 feet for a pathway.  The parcel on the west side of the right of way north of North Hamilton 
Parkway had physical constraints up to the property line.  A residential neighborhood on the east 
side of the right of way means that any expansion of the pathway would require taking portions 
of backyards. 

44-36 All existing and new pathways will conform to the standards identified in the DEIR.  Costs for 
upgrading the existing pathway along Civic Center Drive have been included in the project cost 
estimates. 

44-37 See response 44-21.  At the time the DEIR was released the final pathway alignment along the 
Gap Closure Project had not been developed by TAM.  The project description (DEIR pages 
2-23 and 2-24) has been updated to reflect TAM’s current alignment.  With regard to the request 
to amend the project description to include a Phase 2 pathway segment from the top of Puerto 
Suello Hill to North San Pedro Road, please refer to DEIR Section 2.5.2.  Phase 2 pathway 
recommendations are not part of the proposed project. 

44-38 See response 44-37. With regard to environmental review of the new pathway, the implementing 
agencies, in this case, TAM and Caltrans, would be responsible for CEQA compliance. 

44-39 The name of the pathway is noted. 

44-40 The pathway is located on the east side of the future SMART tracks between Andersen Drive 
and Larkspur Landing according to the latest plans being developed by TAM (May 2006), 
although this has not been finalized.  Between Andersen Drive and 2nd Street, the Phase I 
alignment utilizes Andersen Drive.  Phase II is not a part of the proposed project. There are no 
current plans or studies showing the feasibility of a bike path between Irwin and Mission as 
suggested.   

SMART cannot place the passing siding on the west side of the existing mainline as part of the 
current plan due to a major drainage channel located adjacent to and parallel to the existing 
mainline track.  Also, a major portion of the proposed siding already exists on the east side. See 
response 44-37 for information related to Phase 2 pathway comments. 

44-41 See Master Response U regarding bicycle parking. 

44-42 There is not sufficient land area within the SMART right-of-way to provide a bike station at the 
Larkspur Ferry Station.  Bicycle parking will be provided consistent with the table in Master 
Response U, and is indicated in the revised station concept in Chapter 4 of this Final EIR.  
SMART will work with the City of Larkspur and other stakeholders to refine the provisions for 
bicycle parking during the final design of the station. 

44-43 See Master Response U and response 11-2. 

44-44 The proposed under-crossing of 3rd Street (p. 2-48) is designed strictly to provide access 
between the Bettini Transit Center and SMART station, for pedestrians and bicyclists walking 
their bicycles, and not for through bicycle traffic.  The amount of pedestrian traffic, side conflicts, 
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visibility and other factors would make this unsafe for bicyclists.  The facility is also very short 
and has stairs or elevators at each end. 

44-45 The DEIR is referring only to the termination of the SMART pathway.  As noted, this pathway will 
eventually connect to the Central Marin Ferry Connector Project. 

44-46 SMART will contract for shuttle services.  Although the specific shuttle contractor or shuttle vehicle 
is not known at this time, it is SMART’s intent to maximize bicycle storage on rail vehicles, at rail 
stations and on shuttle vehicles. 

44-47 See Master Response R regarding Larkspur Ferry Station revisions. The revised station concept 
indicates bicycle/pedestrian access consistent with this comment. 

44-48 At the time this response was prepared, the most current alignment of the pathway from Andersen 
Drive to Larkspur, all within the CalPark Tunnel project, assumes the pathway is to be placed on 
the east side of the track.  As design work is on-going, SMART will defer changes to the pathway 
until plans are finalized. 

44-49 The impact analysis does not isolate the specific impacts of bicycle bridges.  The DEIR does 
state that most of the impacts are related to pathway bridges and fill sections.  While there may 
be some flexibility in the design (and impact) of some of these bridges, SMART is requiring a 
15.5 feet wide structure in some cases in order to allow access by its maintenance equipment. 

44-50 See response 44-2. 

44-51 The page reference in the comment refers to the proposed rail maintenance facility, not to path-
way maintenance access.  With regard to on-going maintenance of the trackway and pathway, 
routine maintenance would be scheduled so that the pathway has minimal disruption. 

44-52 Since the Puerto Suello Hill Tunnel is a single-track tunnel, the DEIR is referring only to 
electrical, mechanical, and ventilation improvements to that facility. 

44-53 The final design of on-street bikeway segments will be developed by local agencies, which may 
select a variety of designs and treatments to accommodate bicycles. 

44-54 The proposed project includes approximately 125 acres of new paved areas, spread over a 
distance of 70 miles.  This includes approximately 100 acres of proposed bicycle/pedestrian 
pathway and 25 acres of parking within the proposed stations and maintenance facilities.  
Hydrology impacts from the proposed project are discussed on page 3-32 of the DEIR. 

Given that pathway construction would occur at the same time the stations are to be built, it is 
difficult to isolate specific construction-related hydrologic impacts associated with these indi-
vidual construction activities. As a result, the hydrology analysis and mitigation measures are 
based on an assessment of the overall project, including the bicycle/ pedestrian pathway, 
stations and other project elements. 

44-55 See response 44-54. 

44-56 Most anticipated hazardous materials impacts would be as a result of encountering contaminated 
materials during rehabilitation of the railway bridges or activities associated with development of 
the railway infrastructure (i.e., railway maintenance yards and train stations, improvement to 
track bed). There is also the potential for encountering hazardous materials in the rail ROW 
where the bicycle/pedestrian pathway would be located.  Contamination is related to previous 
historic activities within the rail ROW.  DEIR Section 3.4.6 is modified accordingly to reflect this 
information. 

44-57 The construction activities described in Impact HM-4 would apply to both the bikeway and the 
railway. Construction of the bikeway (e.g., grading, paving, etc.) would require the use of 
equipment and vehicles that use hazardous materials such as fuels and solvents.  Little of the 
operations activities and associated impacts identified in Impact HM-4 would be due to operation 
and maintenance of the bikeway.  See response 44-56. 
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44-58 Air quality impacts associated with the bicycle/pedestrian pathway would be from construction of 
the pathway (Impact AQ-1).  Best management practices (BMPs) will be used to substantially 
reduce any dust and construction equipment exhaust emissions for both pathway and the rail-
way construction.  All air quality impacts are reduced to less than significant with proposed 
mitigation measures. 

44-59 See response 44-4. 

44-60 The ‘Novato Bikeway Connector Project’ referenced in the Marin County Transportation Vision 
Plan (2003) for Northern Marin most likely refers to the bikeway connection between Novato and 
Petaluma. 

44-61 The correct author of the 1994 North-South Bikeway feasibility study, Marin County, is noted. 

44-62 See response 44-14. 

44-63 Discrepancies between tables may be due to different segment definitions, differences in mapping, 
changes in segment plans since the DEIR was published, or other reasons.  Segment lengths 
and other elements are likely to change through the final design phase as well. 

44-64 The Caltrans Narrows project will accommodate bicycle crossings of Highway 101 via new 
interchanges. 

44-65 See Master Response L. 

44-66 Comment noted. 

44-67 The title and status of Marin County’s plan update is noted. 

44-68 DEIR Table 3.6-6 includes information on motorized modes only. 

44-69 The bicycle use is noted; this does not change the impact analysis in DEIR Section 3.6. 

44-70 DEIR Table 3.6-12 shows estimated motorized vehicle parking use at the proposed stations.  
See Master Response U regarding bicycle access and parking at stations. 

44-71 CEQA requires the impact analysis to consider the project as a whole.  Also, because construction 
activity for both the bikeway construction and railway construction may occur at the same time, it 
is not possible to accurately quantify the impact of each separately. 

44-72 The impact refers primarily to the rail project, although the multi-use path may also have a bene-
ficial impact, albeit difficult to quantify. 

44-73 The text has been amended to reflect the additional detail provided in the comment. See Chapter 4 
of this FEIR for text revisions. 

44-74 The majority of construction noise would be associated with rail and station construction, as the 
majority of the construction activity would be associated with that construction. 

44-75 The EIR preparers agree that the bicycle is the most energy efficient form of mechanical transport.   

44-76 All three of the non-wetland water habitats (open water, perennial and seasonal) would be affected 
by bikeway crossing structures. 

44-77 Assessment of habitat acres affected does not distinguish between type of activity; however, most 
of the acres that would be affected are from the footprint of the new bicycle/pedestrian pathway. 

Impacts were calculated with the conservative assumption that all land between the railroad 
grade and the outer edge of the pathway or ROW (whichever is greater) would be affected.  The 
estimate did not assume a boardwalk design (see below).  Actual acres affected would likely be 
less, and this would be determined after more detailed designs are completed. 
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During preliminary design, the bicycle/pedestrian pathway advisory group worked with wetlands 
biologists to identify opportunities to reduce impacts.  They discussed opportunities to move the 
pathway to the west or east side of the railroad grade to avoid wetlands, but these transitions 
were limited to existing road crossings. 

Avoiding the Novato Narrows by moving the pathway onto existing streets reduced much of the 
potential impact on the highest value wetlands in the corridor. 

Regarding elevating the pathway, the U.S Army Corps of Engineers considers any structures 
over wetlands as fill.  Shade, especially from short structures, would substantially reduce habitat 
values of those wetlands. One of the primary benefits of raised structures is to maintain the 
hydrologic function of tidal wetlands. Along the SMART corridor, the existing railroad grade acts 
as a levee, so raising the adjacent pathway would be of little benefit to hydrologic function. 

44-78 Assessment of vegetation type acreage affected by the project did not distinguish between 
project components; however, most of the acres that would be affected are from the footprint of 
the new pathway adjacent to the railway. 

44-79 Specific locations for onsite wetland mitigation have not been identified.  Precise locations will be 
determined during the permit phase of the project. 

44-80 See response 44-78. 

44-81 See response 44-78. 

44-82 See response 44-78. 

44-83 See response 44-78. 

44-84 See response 44-78. 

44-85 Comment regarding correction noted.  The comments that portions of the Bay Trail have been 
adopted by cities and counties and that some parts of the Bay Trail are along the SMART are 
noted. 

44-86 The construction activities described in Impact PR-1 would apply to both the rail improvements 
and bicycle/pedestrian pathway construction.  The impact analysis considers the project as a 
whole, as required by CEQA, and does not segment the evaluation into individual components 
along the corridor.  Construction of the pathway will require grading, and paving, all of which will 
contribute to the impact.  Note that Impact PR-1 was determined to be less than significant. 

44-87 The pathway may provide economic benefits, however the focus of the CEQA analysis is not on 
economic issues. 

44-88 The comment regarding the North-South pathway is noted. 

44-89 There are numerous locations where minor amounts of additional right of way would be needed 
to accommodate the proposed pathway.  See the DEIR Appendix E figures (reprinted with slight 
revisions in FEIR Chapter 4) for an indication of where the pathway will be on or adjacent to the 
existing rail right of way. 

44-90 The acquisition information in Table 3.11-5 is for Phase 1 only. 

44-91 Lighting is not currently included in the cost estimates for the SMART bike path.  The vast 
majority of existing bike paths in Marin County and the Bay Area are not lighted.  In Marin, only 
one short stretch of pathway (on Corte Madera Creek) is lighted.  Lighting is already typically 
provided where it is needed most—at street crossing locations.  Bicycles are required by law to 
have their own lighting when riding at nighttime, and pathway lighting on all bike paths would add 
considerable cost to the project and could result in unintended negative impacts to adjacent 
residential and environmentally-sensitive areas. 

44-92 In response to comments, this information has been included in Master Response P. 
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44-93 See comment response 44-91. 

44-94 Assessment of affected cultural resources did not distinguish between structure types; however, 
most of the acres that would be affected are from the footprint of the new pathway. 

44-95 Comment noted.  The EIR authors believe the information presented in the DEIR is adequate to 
explain the environmental advantages of the proposed project. 

44-96 The proposed project has already incorporated some of the Bicycle Pedestrian Advisory Group 
recommendations and SMART will further consider these recommendations during final design. 

44-97 The authors are aware of these documents.  However, the extensive effort required would prob-
ably not yield new useful information that would assist decision makers (voters) at this time; the 
environmental impacts of the proposed project can be adequately analyzed without sophisticated 
modeling of bicycle travel demand.  See Master Response L. 

Comment Letter #45 – MarinInfo.org 

45-1 The comment does not document the basis for the cost estimates provided.  Consistent with 
CEQA, the EIR is focused on the potential for significant adverse environmental effects, not on 
project costs.  The transportation analysis in both the Draft and Final EIR did not find that the 
Express Bus Alternative would reduce traffic congestion more than the proposed project.  In fact, 
the results of the detailed analysis are that the proposed project results in the lowest vehicle 
miles traveled of any of the alternatives analyzed. 

45-2 See response 45-1; a cost comparison is not required under CEQA.  See also Master Response 
D regarding the assumptions for the Express Bus Alternative. 

45-3 See responses 45-1 and 45-2; the question is not relevant to the CEQA analysis. 

45-4 See response 45-1; see Master Response D regarding revisions to the Express Bus Alternative. 

Comment Letter #46 – Mendocino County Railway Society 

46-1 See Master Response C regarding revised ridership forecast.  A sensitivity analysis to higher 
gasoline prices has been provided; see Master Response G.  See Master Response H regarding 
the impact of rail on other transit providers.  The comment is correct that the train will be used by 
more than just commuters; however, the frequency of service and timing of the trains would 
likely be most attractive to commuters. 

46-2 SMART’s enabling legislation specifically limits SMART’s authority to Marin and Sonoma 
Counties in the implementation of passenger rail service. 

46-3 The historical information is noted. 

46-4 The historical information is noted. 

46-5 The historical information is noted. 

46-6 The comment regarding railroads being more resilient to earthquake damage than roads or high-
way bridges is noted.This comparison may be based on documented data from earthquakes in 
California that shows roads/bridges were more greatly affected than train lines. 

46-7 A noise barrier is proposed for integration with the park-and-ride facility at Windsor Station.  See 
response 28-9 for further discussion. 

Comment Letter #47 – Montecito Area Residents Association 

47-1 In regard to train speed and speed-related noise passing Linden Lane, the street is 0.6 mile 
(3,200 feet) north of San Rafael station, in a section of line where maximum train speed will not 
exceed 45 mph.  With acceleration of around 1 mile per hour per second (mphps) on the level 
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and recognizing that the northbound direction is upgrade, trains are likely to take at least a full 
minute and about 2,000 feet to reach 45 mph.  Thus, trains may be passing Linden Lane at 
about the maximum speed allowed in the segment: 45 mph.  It should be noted that the DEIR 
concluded that noise impacts from trains operating on the right-of-way would be less than 
significant with or without the reduction in speed (see Impact N-2).  Thus, limiting train speeds 
along this portion of the line is not a required mitigation.  Mitigation measure N-2 has been 
deleted because limiting the speed between the San Rafael Station and Linden Lane to 25 mph 
would restrict normal train operations and is not feasible. 

47-2 See Master Response Q for information on Quiet Zones. 

47-3 The noise impact from train pass-bys would be less than significant even without mitigation. If 
Quiet Zones cannot be implemented, then an unmitigatable adverse impact from train horn noise 
would occur, as disclosed in the Draft EIR.  If Quiet Zones are not implemented, mitigating train 
horn noise through sound insulation of affected uses would likely be economically infeasible, due 
to the length of the rail corridor and the number of crossings at which train horns would have to 
be sounded.  The SMART Board of Directors will determine the feasibility of alternative mitigation 
measures at the time it decides whether or not to approve the project. 

Comment Letter #48 – North Bay Council 

48-1 See Master Response C regarding ridership revisions. 

48-2 Shuttle service is an integral part of the proposed project.  See Master Response B. 

48-3 A discussion of project costs in the environmental document is not required by CEQA.  However, 
for informational purposes, Master Response N provides additional information on project costs. 

48-4 The comment that SMART has an “option value” that cannot be fully quantified is noted. 

Comment Letter #49 – Novato Chamber of Commerce 

49-1 See Master Response C. 

49-2 Several beneficial environmental impacts are identified in the DEIR, however the primary 
purpose of a CEQA analysis is to identify the significant adverse impacts of a proposed project. 

49-3 SMART concurs with the comment that there is no need to recirculate the EIR; see response 
9-1. 

Comment Letter #50 – Petaluma Area Chamber of Commerce 

50-1 The DEIR Executive Summary is not being re-issued, but the comments on the project 
description are noted. 

50-2 See Master Response A.3 regarding the differences between the 2001 and 2005 RTPs 

50-3 See DEIR Section 4.1.3 and Master Response M regarding alternatives eliminated from further 
consideration in the EIR. 

50-4 See response 50-2. 

50-5 See pages 3 through 12 of DEIR Appendix I.  The SMART project’s specific operating charac-
teristics (e.g., headways, travel times, fares) were coded into the model. 

50-6 Yes.  See Master Responses A.2 and C. 

50-7 Yes.  The model was validated to year 2000 actually observed ridership in the Bay Area.  The 
model validation report is available from the Metropolitan Transportation Commission Library, 
101 Eighth Street, Oakland 94607, telephone (510) 817-5836, and is entitled Base Year Vali-
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dation of Travel Demand Models for the San Francisco Bay Area (BAYCAST-90): Technical 
Summary, April 1998. 

50-8 The proposed operating schedule will appeal primarily to commuters, although all types of riders 
may use the service.  Additional mid-day and weekend service is not anticipated at this time due 
to operating cost considerations. 

50-9 The populations of the cities of Sonoma and Napa are fairly small and are not where the majority 
of growth is occurring.  High-speed rail is some time off in the future, will involve different tech-
nology, and is likely to terminate in San Francisco or Oakland. 

50-10 Travel times are calculated based on the distances between passenger stations, speed limits not 
exceeding 79 miles per hour with lower speed limits where required considering the physical 
characteristics of the alignment (i.e., grades, curves, adjacent development), and the perform-
ance capabilities of the proposed diesel multiple unit (DMU) trains.  These components were 
built into a computerized train performance simulation model to produce an estimate of travel 
time under idealized conditions; and this was manually adjusted to provide small time allow-
ances to help assure good timekeeping under sub-optimal, real-world conditions and to provide 
whole-minute (as opposed to fractional minute) departure times at each station.  This process 
resulted in the 93-minute one-way running time, including intermediate passenger stops of 30 
seconds per station (see response 43-37), from Larkspur to Cloverdale. 

50-11 See Master Response P regarding rail safety and Master Response V regarding crossings.  
Each crossing will undergo individual analysis during final design to comply with CPUC safety 
criteria. 

50-12 The proposed Haystack Bridge reconstruction will involve a vertical lift span structure, which lifts 
up to accommodate river traffic.  The span will be wider than the existing bridge so that it can 
accommodate wider barges.  Construction may take up to six months total, but very minimal 
disruption (one to two weeks) should occur to river traffic.  SMART will coordinate construction 
with local shippers. 

50-13 See Master Response B.  The activity and employment centers that would be served by the 
proposed shuttles are shown in DEIR Table 2.5-6 and include all those listed in the comment. 

50-14 A CEQA analysis does not require a cost benefit analysis as part of the review of environmental 
impacts of a project.  See Master Response N for information on project costs. 

50-15 See response 50-14. 

50-16 See Master Response N. 

50-17 See 2006 Expenditure Plan draft. 

50-18 See Master Response N.  Individual station costs are noted in the detailed Project Cost update 
provided as part of the Expenditure Plan. 

50-19 This question relates to the Expenditure Plan, not the EIR. 

50-20 See response 32-41. 

50-21 See Master Response N for information on project costs.  SMART is required to develop an 
Emergency Response Plan in cooperation with local responders.  On-going security needs are 
funded in SMART’s annual operations and maintenance budget outlined in the Expenditure Plan. 

50-22 Exhaust plumes should be non-existent as electronic engine controls will control fuel injection to 
simultaneously optimize efficiency and meet EPA emissions requirements.  This will eliminate 
the creation of dark plumes.  The DMUs will be fitted with particulate filters.  See DEIR Section 
2.9, Environmental Compliance Measures, page 2-69. 
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50-23 This assessment is correct.  As shown in Figure 3.7-5, individual train pass-bys would result in 
Lmax values of between 70 and 85 dBA at 50 feet (between 62 and 78 dBA at 100 feet).  This 
level is typical of a bus or medium truck. 

50-24 A very low potential for substantial vibration impacts was found, as discussed in Section 3.7.6 on 
page 3-132.  Since the impact is less than significant, no further mitigation is required. 

50-25 The visual impacts of the safety structure are fully addressed in DEIR Section 3.13. 6. The safety 
structure design is based on maximizing safety for pathway users (see DEIR Section 2.5.2). See 
Master Response N for information on project costs. 

50-26 The safety structure height varies from five to eight feet and will also vary in style and design (as 
shown in Figure 2.5-2).  See DEIR Section 3.13.6 for details on potential visual impacts of this 
structure. 

50-27 The final engineering phase of the project will address specific materials and landscaping 
required for the safety structure and station areas. 

50-28 As part of routine maintenance activities, SMART will keep rail facilities free of graffiti. 

50-29 Gaps in the safety structure for wildlife passage will be limited to certain geographical areas.  
The design of the gaps will factor in safety precautions. 

Comment Letter #51 – Rail Passenger Association of California 

51-1 The location of SMART’s Larkspur Ferry station allows a transfer to the ferry for rail patrons, 
which utilizes the rehabilitated CalPark Hill Tunnel and pedestrian/bicycle pathway, while 
addressing the concerns expressed by the Larkspur City Council.  See Master Response R for 
details on the selection of this site. 

51-2 Peak period service, operating at 30-minute headways is a conventional frequency used by 
many passenger rail systems in the United States. 

51-3 The choice of rail station locations was based on many factors including a review of previous 
planning documents, an analysis of surrounding land uses and densities, access to employment 
centers, coordination with the local jurisdiction, the locations of existing and planned bus transfer 
facilities and operational standards related to scheduling and rail travel times. 

Comment Letter #52 – San Francisco Bay Trail 

52-1 The correction regarding adoption of the Bay Trail plan is noted. 

52-2 See response 44-3. 

52-3 See response 1-1 regarding availability of detailed wetland data. See response 44-77 regarding 
assumptions used in estimating impacts on wetlands.  SMART would appreciate pathway design 
input from the San Francisco Bay Trail, during the final engineering design phase of the SMART 
project. 

52-4 A description of the proposed alignment in this vicinity is provided in DEIR Section 2.5.3 on pages 
2-22 and 2-23.  From Bel Marin Keys Boulevard, the bicycle/pedestrian pathway alignment 
is proposed to connect to the Novato South Station on Roblar Drive via a short pathway.  The 
railroad right-of-way in this area was evaluated for its potential to accommodate the pathway.  
It was determined that the existing railroad sidings constrained the available land for the path-
way through this area, and that additional right-of-way from adjacent industrial uses would be 
needed. For that reason, it was determined that existing bike lanes on Bel Marin Keys Boulevard 
provide acceptable connections through this area for the proposed project. 

SMART determined that a minimum setback of 15-feet was acceptable for a bicycle/pedestrian 
path within the SMART corridor.  The CPUC setback is intended for the placement of railroad-
related structures such as crossing gates and signals rather than a public facility.  The impacts 
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on pathway users from wind and flying debris along with train speed and frequency was con-
sidered in the 15 feet setback requirement. 

52-5 See response 44-79. 

52-6 See Master Response O.  Future freight service is not part of the proposed project.  Implementing 
freight service is a separate project that would be undertaken by a different public agency (NCRA); 
accordingly, freight service is considered under cumulative impacts. 

52-7 See Master Response K regarding Appendix C and response 3-9.  The project description in the 
DEIR describes and illustrates the alignment of the pathway in the proximity of the Novato South 
Station; see Figure 2.5-9 in the DEIR (page 2-31).  A revised figure is included in Chapter 4 of 
the Final EIR to provide clarifications regarding other comments. 

52-8 Whether sidewalks will be provided on roadways leading to SMART stations is the decision of 
each local agency. 

52-9 SMART will coordinate with San Francisco Bay Trail staff regarding trail signage. 

52-10 While the SMART pathway is not being planned specifically as a Bay Trail facility, many of its 
segments will serve as elements of the Bay Trail and increase the community’s access to and 
enjoyment of the shoreline. 

Comment Letter #53 – San Rafael Chamber of Commerce 

53-1 The benefits of the project described in the comment are noted. 

53-2 See Master Response A. 

Comment Letter #54 – San Rafael Meadows Improvement Association 

54-1 The project description in the DEIR is supported by numerous technical reports, all of which are 
incorporated by reference and are available for public review at the SMART District office (see 
DEIR p. 3-3).  To include the supporting documents and drawings would have been impractical, 
given that they represent several thousand pages. 

54-2 Highway 101 is the single north/south access route connecting Sonoma and Marin counties with 
the San Francisco Bay area.  Unlike other areas of the Bay Area, the North Bay does not have 
another parallel route.  SMART’s purpose and need statement is stated on page 2-1 of the 
DEIR: “The purpose of the proposed project is to provide an efficient and reliable multimodal 
transit option, consisting of passenger rail service and an ancillary pedestrian and bicycle 
pathway for local and regional travelers in Sonoma and Marin counties, cities and towns.” 

Alternative transit modes such as the proposed project provide options for those without a vehicle 
available to them, and may allow a household to own fewer vehicles; support energy security, by 
providing a mode that is far more energy efficient than driving alone, especially in cases where 
gasoline supplies could be limited (e.g., a cutoff of supplies as occurred in 1973-74); provide a 
basis for developing higher density transit- and pedestrian-friendly development near station 
sites; and provide alternatives for those who are too young or old to drive—especially important 
in the Bay Area, where 20% or more of the population will be over age 65 by 2025.  See also 
Master Response E.1 regarding regional system benefits from transit improvements even if 
Highway 101 congestion does not show significant improvement. See also response 40-17. 

54-3 See Master Response O regarding freight service.  Freight is not part of the proposed project 
and therefore is analyzed as a cumulative project, consistent with the requirements of CEQA. 

54-4 Allowable train speed limits vary from section to section along the line, and were developed as 
noted in response 50-10.  (See also response 42-27). See DEIR Appendix E, SMART Corridor 
Schematics Figures 1-7 for maximum speed limits by track segment 
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54-5 The referenced crossing is an existing private crossing.  Crossing protection equipment will be 
installed at this location, consistent with upgrades being installed at the various private 
crossings.  Each individual crossing will be evaluated during final project design to comply with 
CPUC safety criteria. 

54-6 The site-specific landscape plan will be developed during final project design, consistent with the 
environmental compliance measures outlined in DEIR Section 2.9.  These measures call for use 
of drought tolerant plants and consultation with local jurisdictions and adjacent property owners. 

54-7 See response 42-27.  The SMART service plan analyzed in the DEIR anticipates the following 
numbers of weekday trains in each section of the line: 
• Larkspur-Windsor (except Petaluma): 11 AM peak + 2 midday (1 northbound, 1 southbound) + 

11 PM peak trains 
• Petaluma: 13 AM peak + 2 midday (1 northbound, 1 southbound) + 13 PM peak trains 
• Windsor-Healdsburg: 7 AM peak + 2 midday (1 northbound, 1 southbound) + 7 PM peak trains 
• Healdsburg-Cloverdale: 3 AM peak + 2 midday(1 northbound, 1 southbound) + 3 PM peak trains 

54-8 Intersection crossings are addressed in Working Paper #5 (available for review at the SMART 
District office) and will be refined during the final project design phase. 

54-9 The Marin Civic Center Station is described in DEIR Chapter 2, page 2-47.  Appendix C does not 
contain information on each of the 14 rail stations because several stations, including the Marin 
Civic Center Station, were analyzed in previous planning studies.  See Master Response K for 
clarification of purpose of Appendix C.  Including the planning history of the proposed rail stations 
is not a requirement of CEQA. 

54-10 Figure 2.5-9 is a general corridor map and is not intended to illustrate each individual private 
crossing. 

54-11 The Marin Civic Center station concept shown in Figure 2.5-23 of the DEIR provides more park-
and-ride capacity than the projected demand.  The farthest park-and-ride spaces shown in the 
station concept are only 800’ from the rail platform.  SMART will work with the City of San Rafael 
and San Rafael Meadows residents during the final design and engineering phases to implement 
parking policies that address potential spill-over concerns, if necessary. 

54-12 The project’s potential to cause adverse air quality impacts to neighborhoods and other sensitive 
receptors along the right-of-way is discussed in the DEIR under Impact AQ-6.  The DEIR analyzed 
worst-case scenarios (e.g., intersections and roads with the worst level of service near a train 
station, the most amount of idling at a train station, the closest residences to a train station or rail 
track, etc.), and concluded that all air quality impacts could be reduced to less than significant. 

54-13 The park referred to is assumed to be the Ranchitos Park, also mentioned by the City of San 
Rafael (see comment 14-35).  This park reference has been added to Table 3.5-4. 

It appears that the Terra Linda High School is about ¾ of a mile away from the Marin Civic 
Center Station and thus is not close enough to be considered a sensitive receptor of the project. 

54-14 As shown in Table 3.6-12 on page 3-114 of the DEIR, the Marin Civic Center Station would have 
excess parking for SMART passengers, and therefore there would be no parking impact on 
Merrydale Road. 

54-15 See Master Response E-2 regarding analysis of intersections in the vicinity of train stations.. 

54-16 The key measure of benefit to the highway system is in reduced VMT and VHT, as documented 
in DEIR Table 4.2-1.  Because traffic demand in the corridor exceeds capacity, removing a car 
on Highway 101 may cause another car to divert from a parallel route to take its place.  This has 
the appearance of not having a benefit if only the Highway 101 volumes are measured; but it has 
the benefit of encouraging more traffic formerly using parallel routes to use the freeway.  The best 
measure of this is VMT and VHT.  See Master Response E.1 for additional information. 
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54-17 The experienced noise exposure would be less than severe under the significance criteria as 
shown in Figure 3.7-1.  As such, the impact would occur, but it would be less than significant as 
detailed in section 3.7.4.  Noise exposures experienced in other areas would be less than the 
impact criteria.  The measured noise levels in Table 3.7-3 are averaged over a 24-hour period, 
while the maximum levels shown in Table 3.7-4 are short-term maximum levels that occur for a 
few seconds during an individual train pass-by.  Per FTA criteria, the noise effect of a project is 
related to the existing background level, the number and duration of occurrences of increased 
sound levels over a 24-hour day, and the magnitude of those levels (how loud each one is).  
The values shown in Table 3.7-4 only consider the maximum magnitude of the individual level.  
For each of the measured levels shown in Table 3.7-3, the maximum noise level measured over 
the periods was substantially greater than the Ldn (a measure of the noise level over a 24-hour 
day) that is reported in the table.  As discussed in response  50-23, individual train pass-bys 
would generate noise levels similar to a bus or medium truck. 

54-18 The pedestrian crossing connecting Los Ranchitos Road with Las Gallinas Avenue has been 
evaluated and now appears in Table 3.7-6 (formerly Table 3.7-5). 

54-19 The referenced park is noted for the record; however this does not change the overall impact 
analysis. 

54-20 The correction is noted regarding Coleman Elementary School.  The referenced school would be 
subject to the same safety impacts as identified in DEIR Impact PFS-4. 

54-21 Unfortunately, all transportation modes pose at least some degree of safety risks to those out-
side of the moving vehicles.  The designation of “less than significant” for pedestrian-related 
safety impacts in the DEIR is not intended to trivialize incidents involving pedestrians.  Rather, 
it is an indication of both the low probability of such events, and the ability to mitigate these risks. 

Statistics show that the probability of a pedestrian being struck at a grade crossing is similar to 
the probability of a pedestrian being struck by a car or truck or bus on an equivalent passenger 
mile basis.  For more information on pedestrian crossing safety, see Master Response P. 

In the case of the proposed project, however, a host of safety measures will be included, along 
with a safety-related outreach campaign aimed at youth.  The Operation Lifesaver program, 
which SMART will participate in, is an ongoing program.  For more information about Operation 
Lifesaver, see www.oli.org.  Most new road construction projects in the United States do not 
include similar commitments.   

54-22 See response 54-21 and Master Response P. 

54-23 The chances of a major accident involving derailment of the train are very low.  See Master 
Response P. 

54-24 See response 54-21. 

54-25 See response 54-12. 

54-26 No empirical evidence could be located that validates the comment’s suggestion that the pres-
ence of a bicycle/pedestrian pathway will be conducive to an increase in home invasions or 
crime rates.  The most germane and recent review of the subject, a 1998 report authored by the 
Rails to Trails Conservancy, can be reviewed at the following web address: 

ftp://policy.rutgers.edu/njbikeped/docslib/SafeComm.pdf 

The report concludes that bicycle trails are very safe, especially as compared to some other 
types of land uses.  Moreover, the conversion of a portion of this right-of-way corridor to a 
pedestrian/bicycle pathway will encourage recreational activity, creating a natural surveillance 
that may in fact reduce the likelihood of criminal incidents. 

54-27 See Master Response T. 
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54-28 The SMART Expenditure Plan, updated in 2006, contains information on the annual operating 
and maintenance costs for the SMART Project. 

54-29 Including copies of all scoping comment letters received on an EIR is not required by CEQA or 
the CEQA Guidelines; a summary of comments received is sufficient.  (See CEQA Guidelines 
section 15132(b).)  DEIR Appendix A provides an adequate summary of scoping comments. 

Comment Letter #55 – Santa Rosa Chamber of Commerce 

55-1 DEIR Table 3.6-12 shows that Jennings Avenue station would have up to 630 parking spaces, 
with a parking demand of 225 spaces.  See Master Response A.3 regarding parking at the Santa 
Rosa. Railroad Square station. 

55-2 Excursion service would be permitted on the rail right-of-way; however, no excursion service is 
planned at this time; accordingly, it is not evaluated in the DEIR. 

55-3 DEIR Section 2.5.5 describes the criteria for the selection of shuttle routes.  DEIR page 2-38 
summarizes the four local and regional bus routes that will serve the Jennings Avenue station.  
Prior to the start-up of rail service, SMART staff will work with Santa Rosa CityBus to develop 
compatible schedules, to the extent feasible.  It should be noted that since CityBus uses a 
“pulse” timed transfer system, perfect coordination between services might not be possible. 

55-4 See response 27-1. 

55-5 See Master Response M. 

Comment Letter #56 – Sierra Club Marin Group 

56-1 See response 43-37. 

56-2 See response 43-40.  Provision of construction materials to the site is not a geology issue. 

56-3 See Master Response R with regard to access/impact on the Marin Airporter and modifications 
to Larkspur Station design. 

56-4 See response 43-40.  Most of the questions in this comment are not related to the substantive 
environmental impact issues of the proposed project.  The CEQA analysis is not an economic 
feasibility study.  The exact number of railway ties will be determined during final project design. 

56-5 See response 43-8.  It should be noted that the design of the DMU includes space for an 
operator on both ends of the double-ended car. 

56-6 See Response  #41-23 regarding settlement comments.  Impacts on wetlands from fill are 
addressed in DEIR Section 3.9, Biological Resources.  Flooding did occur on limited segments 
of the ROW during the unusually concentrated winter storms of 2005-2006.  In a few areas, 
including Novato Creek, the rail bridge will be raised higher than existing conditions.  Maintenance 
costs are factored into the overall project operating costs. 

56-7 Proper maintenance should prevent the release of fuel from trains; therefore any residue should 
be negligible and the impact of those residues on water resources would be less than significant.  
The potential release of fuel from daily operations would not create a substantial adverse change 
to the physical conditions affecting water resources. 

56-8 Run off impacts are addressed in DEIR Impact WR-3, which finds that the proposed project 
would have a negligible adverse impact on peak flow rates and would improve hydrologic 
conditions as a result of the drainage improvements.  As discussed in the cumulative water 
resources impact analysis on DEIR page 3-33, the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative 
run off impacts is negligible. 

56-9 See response 10-10 regarding potential flooding.  There are segments of track that are currently 
subject to flooding; this is an existing condition.  Track improvements as part of the proposed 
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project would raise the track in several places, reducing the overall flood risk compared to 
existing conditions.  If the track became flooded, train service would be halted for a short time 
period until the tracks are cleared and inspected.  Substantial settlement is not expected; see 
response 41-23. 

56-10 The DMU vehicles that would operate along the railroad right-of-way include a self-contained 
waste capture system that will regularly be emptied at the SMART maintenance yard using an 
appropriate waste disposal system.  Freight train locomotives have self-contained waste sys-
tems as well.  As a result, there is no anticipated impact on water quality, wetlands, surrounding 
habitat or population residing adjacent to the corridor from train-generated wastes. 

56-11 The passenger trains would not be utilized to transfer garbage to other locations.  If freight trains 
are operated on the line and are utilized to transfer garbage, the material transported would 
contain municipal solid waste (MSW) only.  Redwood Landfill is a Class III disposal facility that 
does not accept hazardous waste.  Sonoma County is also considering outhauling its MSW by 
rail to an out-of-state landfill facility.  Hazardous materials are handled by the County under a 
separate program and are not accepted at any of the disposal facilities under consideration for 
out-of-state disposal of the county’s MSW via rail.  (Klassen, 2006).  See Master Response O 
regarding future freight operations. 

56-12 One of the goals of the air quality analysis is to determine the amount of pollutants that would be 
generated by the project alternatives.  Depending on the pollution source, emissions are calcu-
lated in various ways.  For DMUs, the emissions factors are presented in grams of pollutant per 
gallon of fuel consumed.  However, motor vehicles, such as cars, buses, etc. have emission 
factors presented in grams per mile driven.  While assumptions could be made regarding the fuel 
economy and fuel usages of the buses, it would serve no real purpose in the air quality analysis; 
rather, the analysis of air quality focuses on the relative emissions of the alternatives. 

56-13 As described on DEIR page 2-54, the trains would utilize six passing sidings along the corridor; 
see revised siding location mileposts and schematics in FEIR Chapter 4.  There are no resi-
dences within 70 feet of the siding locations.  It is expected that there would be no more than 8 
meets per day by the passenger trains at each siding location.  Under normal passenger rail 
operations there would not be substantial idling by trains at sidings; trains would be timed so that 
one would slow and enter the siding, the other would pass, and the first one would continue 
through the siding and accelerate away.  There may be idling of 30 seconds to 1 minute on 
occasion, but the operating system is designed to avoid this on a regular basis.  It should be 
noted that SMART has committed to limiting idling of trains operating on the right-of-way to 15 
minutes; consequently, even under a worst-case scenario, idling at a siding would never exceed 
15 minutes.  Freight trains would operate on the right of way during off-peak hours, when the 
SMART trains are not.  At the present time, it is expected that there would be only one roundtrip 
in the project area by a freight train per day.  As a result, the impacts from freight trains at the 
passing sidings would be minimal.  Since there are no residences closer than 70 feet of sidings, 
the impacts would be less than those described in the DEIR for trains traveling on the tracks, 
which was based on a worst-case analysis of residences within 30 feet of the right-of-way; all 
impacts were determined to be less than significant.  Construction of new sidings was factored 
into the impacts on sensitive habitats addressed in DEIR Section 3.9 and on water resources in 
DEIR Section 3.3. 

56-14 See Master Response O. 

56-15 Increased delay at grade crossings is discussed in DEIR Impact T-9 on page 3-121; the air quality 
impacts associated with that increased delay is discussed in Impact AQ-5.  The conclusions 
regarding localized air quality impacts around stations has not changed with the revised traffic 
modeling; see response 8-5 for additional information.  The traffic data used for the proposed 
project includes cumulative development and growth assumptions; therefore, the localized air 
quality analysis of traffic on the local roads and at intersections near the train stations is cumula-
tive in nature.  See Impact AQ-7 regarding cumulative air quality impacts. 
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56-16 See Master Response A.3 regarding the basis for the assumed increase in transit services by 
2025. 

56-17 See response 42-56 regarding the accuracy of the ferry service level assumptions in the DEIR.  
See Master Response A.3 for additional information regarding Larkspur ferry services.  Addi-
tional information requested on ferry services can be found on www.511.org, and in the GGT 
Short Range Transit Plan.  Additional information about the proposed Larkspur station can also 
be found in Master Response R. 

56-18 See response 56-17 above.  If a rail passenger were unable to board the desired ferry departure, 
he or she would have to wait for the next departure, typically 30-40 minutes later. 

56-19 See Master Response A.3 regarding an additional park-and-ride lot near the downtown San Rafael 
station.  Information on ridership station origins and destinations is provided in Master Response C, 
Table C-1.  Comments regarding the fairness of costs to Marin County are not directly relevant 
to the EIR analysis, but rather relate to the merits of the project.  It should be noted that Marin 
and Sonoma voters will have an opportunity to vote on whether to approve a sales tax measure 
to fund the project’s operating costs. 

56-20 The station locations have been based on physical constraints (e.g., locations of access, land 
availability), and the desire to make them convenient to both homes and workplaces.  Accessi-
bility to employment areas was considered for both Marin and Sonoma Counties.  See DEIR 
Section 2.4.6 regarding station selection and planning. 

56-21 The information requested is shown in DEIR Appendix I, Table 5.6-1; a revised table reflecting 
the revised travel forecasting is included in Chapter 4 of this FEIR. 

56-22 The $1 million placeholder is expressed in real, 2004/2005 dollars and was an estimate at the 
time. The Draft 2006 Expenditure Plan has updated this number to $1.3 million. The nominal 
amount would be expected to increase over time, as increases in retail sales over time would 
generate more revenue; accordingly, SMART would not need to “compensate” for escalating 
costs in the future.  For responses to questions regarding shuttle services, see Master 
Response B. 

56-23 See Master Response S regarding Andersen Drive. 

56-24 See Master Response H for additional information on impacts to GGT services. 

56-25 See Master Response C regarding revised ridership estimates.  The questions and comments 
regarding the financial benefits and burdens of rail versus ferries do not address the adequacy 
of the DEIR; no response is required. 

56-26 The questions and comments regarding MCTD’s operations is outside the scope of this document.  
It should be noted that the proposed project does not require MCTD to “focus” its service on the 
rail project.  SMART will work with MCTD to coordinate its service to the maximum degree 
feasible.  No change in the impact significance is necessary. 

56-27 Any increase in fare revenue is generally beneficial to the transit agency.  No change in the 
impacts is warranted. 

56-28 See Master Response A.3 regarding an available park-and-ride lot for rail passengers using the 
downtown San Rafael station.  See Master Response R for additional information regarding 
access to the Larkspur station.  Other comments regarding the pros and cons for Marin and 
Sonoma County residents are not related to the adequacy of the EIR; no response is required. 

56-29 The DEIR states, on page 3-115 in the final paragraph, that a greater presence of transit 
oriented development (TOD) around rail stations by 2025 will likely reduce the percentage of 
those accessing the stations by automobile.  It does not claim that traffic in stations areas will be 
significantly reduced in station areas due to TOD.  See Master Response I for additional 
discussion of TOD in relation to ridership. 
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56-30 See Master Response E.1 regarding why reductions in VMT and VHT are beneficial, notwith-
standing the lack of a corresponding decrease in Highway 101 LOS. 

56-31 See response 56-30. 

56-32 Impact T-6 refers to a beneficial impact to some roadway segments as a result of the project; 
Impact T-5 addresses adverse impacts to other roadway segments.  These impact discussions 
have been revised to address the more detailed intersection analysis prepared in response to 
comments; see Master Response E.2.  Impacts to intersections in downtown San Rafael near 
the proposed rail station are discussed in Impact T-8; the DEIR concludes that these impacts will 
be less than significant with implementation of the environmental compliance and mitigation mea-
sures described, not solely due to the provision of shuttle services.  See Master Response E.2 
for additional information.  TOD was not assumed in the travel forecasting model.  See Master 
Response I for a discussion of TODs and possible impacts on rail ridership. 

56-33 See Master Response B. 

56-34 The DEIR analyzes the environmental benefits and impacts of the proposed project; the ques-
tions in the comment regarding the value of the project to Marin residents in light of these bene-
fits and impacts go to the merits of the project; no further response is required. 

56-35 See Master Response O regarding future freight service.  The cumulative impacts of freight and 
passenger rail service are addressed in the individual impact areas within the DEIR, as supple-
mented and clarified by this FEIR.  However, the focus of the SMART DEIR is the rail project’s 
contribution to any cumulative impact; the contribution that freight service makes to a cumulative 
impact is addressed in less detail, as prescribed by CEQA.  Much of the information regarding 
freight service requested in the comment is not yet available. 

56-36 See Masters Response O and P. 

56-37 Noise levels falling between descriptions generally have characteristics of the two nearest 
descriptions.  For example, according to the table, at 75 dBA, a freight train at 50 feet would be 
somewhat less annoying than a city bus at 50 feet (80 dBA) but more intrusive than a freight 
train idling at a station at 50 feet (65 dBA).  It should be noted that Table 3.7-1 describes typical 
noise sources and is not an analysis of the specific elements of the proposed project. 

56-38 Table 3.7-2 states FHWA noise abatement criteria.  The FHWA does not establish noise abate-
ment criteria for undeveloped lands.  See responses 41-58 regarding evaluation of potential 
noise impacts on wildlife. 

56-39 See response 41-58 regarding noise impacts on wildlife. 

56-40 The analysis was completed for a typical rail condition.  See response 43-80 regarding 
maintenance. 

56-41 Impacts BR-18 and BR-19 (see revised BR-19 in FEIR Chapter 4) address potential impacts on 
wildlife from train operations.  Sensitive wildlife was not observed in the ROW during surveys 
conducted for this project.  It is not expected that noise from passing trains would cause a 
significant impact on wildlife.  See response 41-58 for additional information on noise impacts. 

56-42 Section 3.9.1 of the DEIR lists many regulations that require analysis of impacts on wildlife, 
habitat and endangered species.  Analyses include impacts from any effects, including noise. 
See response 41-58 for additional information on noise impacts. 

56-43 Existing noise levels are shown in Table 3.7-3.  Noise generated by the SMART project at 
various distances from the tracks is shown in Figure 3.7-4.  The dominant sound at higher train 
speeds are rolling sounds.  See response 42-17 regarding “wheel squeal.”  Freight operations 
would be louder than the proposed SMART operations but much more infrequent, and are dis-
cussed under Cumulative Impacts. See response 41-58 for further discussion on wildlife noise 
issues.   
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56-44  Replacing concrete ties and structures with timber ties is proposed as part of the project in DEIR 
Section 2.9 Environmental Compliance Measures.  A train passing over a structure will generate 
more noise than the same train traveling over solid ground.  FTA has found on average a train 
traveling over a bridge generates 4 dBA more noise than the same train traveling at the same 
speed over ballasted welded rail.  There are limited areas of elevated rail along the corridor, and 
speeds would generally be reduced over the elevated structures.  See response 41-58 for 
further discussion of noise impacts on wildlife.  All anticipated significant impacts related to 
noise are identified in the DEIR. 

56-45 See Master Response Q. 

56-46 Liability issues are outside the scope of the analysis of environmental impacts under CEQA.  The 
DEIR acknowledges that implementation of Mitigation Measure N-5 is uncertain and concludes 
that the impact would remain significant and unavoidable if Quiet Zones are not implemented.  
See Master Response Q. 

56-47 See Master Response A.3 regarding the assumption about the modest increase (15%) in transit 
service.  Please note that the No Project Alternative now includes the same assumption as the 
proposed project and the revised VMT and associated energy consumption incorporate that 
assumption.  Therefore, a consistent approach has been used to facilitate comparison of 
alternatives. 

56-48 See response 56-47 regarding the future transit service assumption, which is now the same for 
both the proposed project and No Project Alternative. Please note that using the revised ridership 
forecasts now reflected in the FEIR (see Master Response C), the proposed project will result in 
a decrease of 21,800 barrels of oil in direct energy consumption (as compared with the 2025 
No-Project Alternative) 

56-49 A major shift to non-fossil fuels that would affect projected fuel use is not expected to occur by 
2025.  Therefore, the alternatives analysis is based on fossil fuel use.  It is not possible to predict 
whether a shift would happen, or which sectors would be most affected by such a shift (i.e., rail, 
bus or auto). 

56-50 SMART has developed an additional model run to forecast ridership in the event that gasoline 
rises to $5 per gallon; see Master Response G.  SMART will monitor ridership on a daily basis, 
will provide monthly ridership summaries to the Board of Directors and will develop five year 
service plans that address shifts in forecasted ridership.  SMART is constrained by the total 
amount of rolling stock.  Given current ridership forecasts, SMART could accommodate some 
additional passengers on the proposed rolling stock recommended for this project.  Train service 
will be coordinated with off-peak freight service and controlled by SMART’s dispatch center. 

56-51 A restoration plan has not yet been prepared.  Details will include recommendations from agencies, 
permit conditions, and actions to address site-specific needs.  Restoration of impacted areas 
following construction occurs through both artificial and natural processes.  A target of 80% 
success for planted vegetation is typical.  The restoration program should be successful with 
80+% success of artificial revegetation in combination with natural recovery. 

56-52 Should survival fall below 80%, additional vegetation would be planted.  Restoration activities 
would continue until metrics for success are achieved, even if this goes beyond three years 
following construction. 

56-53 See response 41-49.  The precise placement of the safety structure gaps will be determined in 
consultation with resource agencies, such as CDFG, during their permit process. 

56-54 See response 43-92.  If permanent loss of occupied CTS habitat cannot be avoided, SMART will 
provide compensation through protection and enhancement of CTS habitat within the ROW, 
purchase of off-site mitigation credits, and/or contribution to regional conservation and recovery 
efforts for the species in consultation with the USFWS and CDFG. 

56-55 See response 41-58. 
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56-56 See response 41-58.  The Project Area is an existing railroad corridor.  Most of the habitat 
adjacent to the tracks is disturbed or developed and not suitable for nesting.  No special-status 
animals were observed in the ROW during field surveys conducted for this project.  Presence of 
feral animals and people along the tracks both in urban and rural locations makes it unlikely that 
any special-status animals occur close to the ROW. 

There is a very slight potential that wildlife, particularly nesting birds, could be affected by vege-
tation maintenance within the ROW.  For example, mowing grass adjacent to tracks could directly 
affect an active nest.  Since there is a low occurrence of nesting birds and wildlife within the 
existing ROW due to the presence of people and feral animals, anticipated effects are low.  Also, 
routine maintenance of vegetation discourages nest building and reduces the potential for direct 
effects on birds. 

Mitigation of potential impacts on riparian habitat are addressed in MM BR-1a, BR-1b, and 
BR-2c.  Noise impacts, which are expected to be less than significant, are further discussed in 
response 41-58. 

56-57 Herbicides are rarely used along the existing railroad to manage vegetation.  Mitigation Measure 
BR-15b notes that herbicides would only be applied according to label directions.  Labels specify 
application restrictions that avoid negative impacts on wildlife. 

56-58 Impact BR-18 and Mitigation Measure BR-14 address potential impacts on wildlife from train 
collisions.  Impacts from operational noise on wildlife is detailed in response 41-58, and in DEIR 
Impact BR-19.  Impact BR-9 and Mitigation Measure BR-7 address impacts on wildlife corridors.  
Freight operations may resume, but would not be expected to produce significant cumulative 
impacts.  If reintroduced, freight service would operate north of the Ignacio Wye only, with three 
to six trains per week (see Master Response O).  Because freight trains would travel at lower 
speeds than the SMART trains, collisions with wildlife are expected to be less frequent than with 
passenger trains.  Where both passenger and rail freight would operate, cumulative daily noise 
exposure would be under 60 dBA at 50 feet, which is less than the noise of a passing truck.  
See response 41-58 regarding noise impacts on wildlife.  The additive effect of infrequent freight 
service is not expected to create a significant cumulative impact. 

56-59 Cumulative impacts analysis considers reasonably foreseeable future projects. Of the 29 proj-
ects identified as potential contributors to cumulative impacts, none were restoration projects.  
If, during final design, restoration projects are identified, SMART will coordinate with the appro-
priate agencies. 

56-60 Provision of improved access to some parks during the week, even during the summer, would 
not create a substantial increase in park users to the extent that it would cause substantial 
physical deterioration of park facilities.  This improved access would be a benefit, not an adverse 
effect. 

56-61 SMART will be responsible for maintenance of the portions of the pathway under SMART 
jurisdiction. 

56-62 Liability for the pathway is not related to the CEQA analysis. 

56-63 Consistent with CEQA, growth-inducement is fully addressed in Section 5.3.  CEQA does not 
dictate where in the EIR the growth analysis is included. 

56-64 All potential project development impacts (within and adjacent to the right of way) on wetlands or 
other sensitive habitats have been analyzed and are documented in DEIR Section 3.9.  The 
impact analysis is based on a worst-case analysis, so the actual acreage of disturbance is likely 
to be less than identified in Section 3.9.  See responses 1-1 and 1-2 for additional details. 

56-65 Biological factors were considered for all land acquisitions.  The comment references the land 
use section.  Biological resources are addressed in DEIR Section 3.9. 
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56-66 The comment requests a re-classification of Impact LU-2 from beneficial to less than significant, 
but does not state what adverse land use impact would occur under this impact category to 
justify changing the classification.  The focus of this particular analysis is on the identified ben-
eficial land use effect.  Reducing the need for auto use and increasing transit ridership are 
additional benefits, but they are not the sole focus of this discussion.  The DEIR statement about 
the outcomes of mixed-use development is documented by the many examples throughout the 
Bay Area and elsewhere where walkable communities and downtowns have been established.  
By developing a mix of land uses, there is a higher likelihood of reducing auto trips for jobs, 
errands, and everyday shopping.  The DEIR does not attempt to claim that most TOD residents 
will use the passenger rail service.  For additional discussion of TODs and rail ridership, see 
Master Response I. 

56-67 The comment appears to confuse cumulative effects with growth-inducing effects.  The referenced 
analysis on DEIR page 3-209 addresses cumulative land use impacts.  DEIR Section 5.3 
addresses growth-inducement, consistent with CEQA Guidelines referenced on page 5-3.  The 
comment requests analysis of impacts from potential future unknown changes to local land use 
plans.  It would be speculative at this time to try to anticipate what changes local jurisdictions 
might contemplate.  The comment also requests an analysis of the potential TOD capacity 
around each rail station before significant impacts would occur.  This type of analysis is beyond 
the required scope of this project EIR and is more appropriate at the local general plan level 
when local jurisdictions consider changing the density or type of land uses. 

56-68 Please see Master Response O for general information on freight service and Master Response 
P for freight safety information. 

56-69 Please see Master Response P for information about SMART passenger safety. 

56-70 Please see Master Response O. 

56-71 The commenter may be familiar with the role that the Southern Pacific Railroad played in the 
1906 earthquake, when over half the population of San Francisco was successfully evacuated 
by rail (www.sfmuseum.org/1906/sprr.html).  SMART’s ability to respond to emergency situations 
will be dependent upon the size, scope, location, time of day and other specific impacts of that 
emergency.  An Emergency Preparedness Plan will be developed in cooperation with first 
responders along the corridor as stated in the DEIR (see Section 2.9 Environmental Compliance 
Measures for details regarding the Emergency Preparedness Plan).  The plan will address 
SMART’s assistance capabilities in extreme emergencies, working in cooperation with other 
responders in the event of earthquake, tsunamis, severe weather, fire, flooding, and other 
plagues upon the earth. 

56-72 The “sensitive links” the commenter refers to may include low lying areas susceptible to flooding 
and historic bridge and tunnel structures not built to current seismic standards.  All of these 
project components are being upgraded to modern engineering standards as part of the 
proposed project or as part of the CalPark Hill Tunnel Rehabilitation Project.  SMART will also 
provide drainage facility upgrades along the entire 70 mile right of way including new culverts 
and bridge trestle replacement.  Wildfires are controlled along the rail line by annually cutting 
back low growing grasses – a standard rail maintenance practice. 

56-73 DEIR Section 3.12.3 does include a comprehensive criterion, “creation of a hazardous condition” 
that applies to any type of safety hazard that could occur as a result of the proposed project.  
Conflicts between freight and passenger rail are considered in the cumulative impact discussion 
on DEIR page 3-222.  See Master Response O for additional freight information and Master 
Response P regarding safety. 

56-74 Trains will not be idling at the sidings for a significant period of time, but will occupy the sidings 
only briefly while the train going in the opposite direction passes by; see response 56-13.  The 
visual impact will be temporary and insignificant.  Trains will operate primarily during daytime 
hours; light and glare at sidings will be minimal. 
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56-75 See response 1-3. 

56-76 The bicycle/pedestrian pathway is not proposed to have lighting, except at roadway crossings 
where lighting typically already exists.  See Response 44-91 for additional information. 

56-77 The train headlights are fixed and will not rotate, thus lights will be focused on the rail right of 
way.  Light and glare from train lights on surrounding properties is not expected to cause 
substantial impacts, especially since the lights are not a constant source at a stationary location. 

56-78 The tables noted in the comment have been revised; see Chapter 4 of this FEIR.  The revised 
tables show that even with the completion of the HOV lanes through the Novato Narrows, the 
LOS on Highway 101 under No Project conditions in 2025 would not improve substantially over 
existing conditions and in some cases would worsen.  See Master Response E.1 for further 
discussion.  A discussion of whether or not Marin residents should tax themselves to complete 
the HOV lanes rather than the proposed project is beyond the scope of an EIR document. 

56-79 The study requested is outside the scope of this EIR and is unnecessary for selecting a reason-
able range of alternatives to the proposed project.  See DEIR Section 5.3 regarding potential 
growth-inducing impacts of the proposed project.  The DEIR does not make the claim that “as 
part of the proposed project, per se, growth in the vicinity of the proposed rail stations will be less 
than in the No Project Alternative.”  See DEIR p. 4-19 (Land Use and Planning) for a discussion 
of likely growth and development under the No Project Alternative compared to the proposed 
project.  See Master Response I for additional discussion of TODs. 

56-80 The No Project alternative has been revised to include the same assumptions for bus service as 
the build alternatives.  See Master Response A.3. 

56-81 Although segments of the proposed 70 mile bicycle/pedestrian pathway are being funded by 
others, the SMART project makes a major commitment to completion of a north-south pathway 
in the two counties.  Caltrans construction of the bike path through the Novato Narrows is 
required because it is upgrading the roadway from an expressway to a freeway as part of the 
widening; since bicycles are not allowed on freeways in this Caltrans district, Caltrans must 
construct this facility in order to maintain the existing level of bicycle accessibility. 

56-82 See response 43-107. 

56-83 An improvement in LOS by definition improves traffic flow.  However, air quality may or may not 
improve if LOS on Highway 101 improves.  One reason it might not improve is that motor vehicle 
emissions actually increase as travel speeds increase from about 50 to 65 miles per hour.  So, if 
the LOS improvement was enough to increase the average vehicle speed, the air pollutant 
emissions could go up in that area. 

Transportation improvements associated with the No Project Alternative are described in Section 
3.6.4 of the DEIR and are consistent with MTC's 2001 Regional Transportation Plan.  The air 
quality analysis is primarily derived from the traffic modeling results.  As a consequence, the air 
quality analysis reflects the improvements included in the No Project Alternative.. As noted, 
newer and cleaner vehicles would be part of the No Project Alternative and would help reduce 
air pollutant emissions.  The calculations for the No Project Alternative do include these 
assumptions. 

56-84 The DEIR has not found a significant project impact on habitat and wildlife from noise.  See 
response  41-58 for further discussion.  As stated on page 4-17, none of the noise impacts 
associated with the project would occur under the No-Project Alternative; this would include any 
noise impacts on habitat and wildlife. 

56-85 See response  43-109. 

56-86 See responses 42-40 and 56-81. 

56-87 See response 43-111. 
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56-88 See response 43-112. 

56-89 The comment is noted.  See response 43-101.  Light and glare impacts were determined to be 
less than significant.  This is not a significant issue on which to base the comparison of 
alternatives. 

56-90 The Express Bus Alternative was designed to provide point-to-point service, and therefore would 
not require shuttle services involving additional transfers.  See Master Response D for additional 
information regarding the Express Bus Alternative assumptions. 

56-91 A Novato transfer station in the vicinity of Roblar Drive has been added to the Express Bus 
Alternative.  See Master Response D.  The Marin Transit Vision was not available at the time of 
writing of the DEIR. 

56-92 See Master Response D regarding the design of the Express Bus Alternative. 

56-93 See Master Response A.4. 

56-94 See response 56-81. 

56-95 See response 43-115 in regard to emissions from buses and DMUs in future years.  The aver-
age life expectancy of a bus is 12-18 years.  The average life expectancy of a DMU is at least 
30 years.  It is not known whether future buses will use alternative fuels.  Fuel technology may 
change for both locomotives and buses, but it would be speculative to make assumptions.  It is 
reasonable, for purposes of the CEQA analysis, to use consumption and emission standards 
that are currently available. 

56-96 See responses 42-40 and 56-81. 

56-97 The energy analysis has been updated since publication of the Draft EIR based on revisions to 
VMT (see Master Response E and EIR text revisions in FEIR Chapter 4).  The MOS Alternative 
now requires slightly more indirect energy consumption than the proposed project, 2,767,000 
barrels of oil vs. 2,760,000 barrels of oil.  The primary reason the MOS Alternative requires more 
indirect energy is that people would need to drive automobiles more under the MOS Alternative, 
requiring a higher level of construction and maintenance associated with using automobiles.  The 
revised analysis also shows that the No Project has the highest level of indirect energy consump-
tion for this same reason: without the proposed project, people will be more dependent on auto-
mobiles which are less energy-efficient on a per passenger basis than rail or transit. 

56-98 The Minimum Operable Segment (MOS) Alternative would include rail service in the SMART 
corridor from Windsor Station to the San Rafael Downtown Station. Bicycle/pedestrian pathway 
construction by SMART as a part of this alternative would be limited to the Windsor to San 
Rafael portion of the ROW.  In all other matters this alternative would be identical to the pro-
posed project. Table 6.5-1 of the Biological Technical Report provides differences in habitat 
effects between the two alternatives. 

56-99 See response 43-101 and 56-77. 

56-100 See Master Response E for a summary of clarified LOS analysis.  Regarding the comparison of 
the proposed project to the implementation of HOV lanes, Highway 101 HOV lanes are not part 
of SMART’s proposed project but are assumed in all the EIR alternatives. 

56-101 The DEIR identifies freight service as part of the cumulative project scenario in Section 3.1 and 
freight service is factored in to the cumulative impact analyses for each issue area in DEIR 
Chapter 3, where relevant. However, in response to comments, Master Response O provides 
additional details on expected future operations, given current information from NCRA.  To 
respond to the request for details on potential impacts specifically associated with freight service, 
as a subset of the cumulative scenario, the cumulative analysis of air quality impacts in DEIR 
Impact AQ-7 has been clarified.  See response 23-18 for further information on cumulative air 
quality impacts.  DEIR Section 3.7.7, page 3-140, discusses the cumulative effects of passenger 
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and freight rail operations on the noise environment.  See response 10-4.  As noted on DEIR 
page 3-148, the analysis of energy consumption is cumulative in nature with regards to future 
development in the region and corresponding changes in the regional transportation system.  
While the introduction of new freight service in the SMART corridor would result in an expendi-
ture of energy, the cumulative impact is not expected to be significant due to the relatively low 
intensity of the proposed use, and the potential shifting of freight trips from trucks to trains.  
Safety issues associated with combined freight and passenger rail are addressed in Master 
Response P and DEIR page 3-222.  Given the relatively low frequency of freight service, cum-
ulative effects from freight operations on other issue areas would be negligible. 

56-102 As stated in DEIR Section 5.3, there is the potential for some indirect job growth or shifting of 
growth within the region from outlying areas to urban areas along the corridor.  The referenced 
statement on DEIR page 5-8 is a summary sentence, making the distinction that since there is 
already substantial growth projected for the area, the project is not expected to induce additional 
substantial population or employment growth in the two counties. 

56-103 The statement is not a contradiction, but is identification of one potential outcome of the 
proposed project.  Growth projections for the North Bay indicate that even without the project 
substantial growth will occur; the proposed project may have some influence on where that 
growth occurs.  See also response 42-78. 

56-104 See Master Response M regarding the Sonoma-only rail alternative. 

56-105 Fares are calculated in real, 1990 dollars.  The change in the Bay Area consumer price index 
(CPI) between 1990 and the end of 2005 was approximately 1.56 (so for example, the $5 max-
imum fare cited between Cloverdale and Larkspur is equivalent to $7.80 in current dollars).  The 
fares are assumed to be adjusted upward in the future, based on the Bay Area CPI. 

56-106 DEIR Appendix I Table 5.4-1 has been revised; see Chapter 4 of this FEIR.  The statement about 
95.8% growth refers to a lightly populated area east of Highway 101, and is not reflective of 
Novato’s overall growth.  Novato’s ridership is divided between two stations, which lead to a 
commensurately lower ridership at each station. 

56-107 See Master Response R. 

56-108 Riders may drive and park at some stations, may walk, bicycle, be dropped off by others, or may 
take transit to stations.  Regarding shuttles to Larkspur Ferry, see Master Response B. 

56-109 The shuttles are an integral and feasible part of the proposed project.  The comment does not 
indicate how shuttles would prove to be infeasible and it would be speculative to assume the 
proposed shuttles cannot be implemented.  Since shuttles help reduce the number of automobiles 
accessing the proposed stations, an alternative without shuttles would have greater traffic impacts 
in those areas.  CEQA does not require consideration of an alternative that has greater impacts 
than the proposed project. 

56-110 The text in Appendix I regarding 8,000 trips is incorrect; the number used in the DEIR analysis 
was the 4,756 rail trips projected by the model, as shown in Appendix I Table 5.4-1.  Revised 
forecasting shows a projected ridership of 5,050.  See Master Response C and revised 
Appendix I Table 5.4-1 in Chapter 4 of this FEIR. 

56-111 These ridership figures have been revised; the revised Appendix I Figures 5.4-1 and 2 appear in 
Chapter 4 of this FEIR.  For information on the mid-day ridership, see Master Response C.  The 
original Figure 5.4-1 in Appendix I referred to in the comment showed 1,934 peak period 
boardings, which multiplied by 2 equaled 3,868; with the addition of the original estimate of 905 
mid-day boardings, the total was 4,773.  (The difference between 892 and 905 was due to 
rounding.)  As noted in Master Response C, the mid-day train ridership was unreasonably high; 
these figures have been revised; the current mid-day train ridership is predicted to be 156 
passengers, and the combined peak period ridership – AM and PM – is predicted to be 4,900. 
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56-112 The DEIR modeling assumed that the shuttles were available to non-rail passengers; this has 
been revised in the latest modeling.  The revised shuttle ridership is 500 to 600 trips per day.  
See Master Response B for additional information. 

56-113 See response 56-112. 

56-114 See response 56-112. 

56-115 See response 56-112 regarding shuttle bus ridership revisions.  The revised shuttle ridership at 
Larkspur is shown in Appendix I, Table 5.4-5 (see FEIR Chapter 4), and would be approximately 
100 to 150 boarding passenger trips per weekday.  The revised number of transfers between rail 
and ferry is estimated between 40 and 55 per day. 

Comment Letter #57 – Sierra Club Marin Group (additional comments) 

57-1 A discussion of project costs in the environmental document is not required by CEQA.  However, 
for informational purposes, Master Response N provides additional information on project costs.  
The EIR responses to comments have been prepared and provided to the public well in advance 
of the November 2006 ballot measure. 

57-2 See Master Response O. 

57-3 See response 56-101. 

57-4 Cumulative traffic impacts of passenger and freight service are discussed on page 3-123 of the 
DEIR.  See Master Response O for additional information.  Freight service is far less frequent 
than the passenger service, and would occur at off-peak time periods.  Furthermore, there is no 
freight service proposed south of the Ignacio Wye in Novato (Highway 37); therefore there are 
no freight impacts at all in San Rafael or Larkspur.  See Master Response Q regarding Quiet 
Zones and their application to freight trains.  

57-5 See Master Response O. 

57-6 See Master Response O for information on freight operations. 

57-7 See Master Responses O and P. 

57-8 See response 23-18 for detailed information regarding cumulative air quality impacts from 
passenger and freight operations. 

Comment Letter #58 – Sonoma County Bicycle Coalition 

58-1 See response 44-1. 

58-2 Comment noted. 

58-3 See response 44-4. 

58-4 Pathway benefits are noted. 

58-5 Comment noted. 

58-6 See response 44-4. 

58-7 See response 44-6. 

58-8 Comment noted. 

58-9 See response 44-9. 

58-10 Comment noted. 

58-11 See response 44-12. 
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58-12 See response 44-13. 

58-13 Comment noted. 

58-14 Comment noted. 

58-15 See response 44-1. 

58-16 See response 44-22. 

58-17 See response 44-25. 

58-18 See response 44-28. 

58-19 See Master Response U. 

58-20 See Master Response U. 

58-21 See response 44-46. 

58-22 See response 44-2. 

58-23 Self-policing of the pathway is noted. 

58-24 See response 44-4. 

58-25 See response 44-2. 

58-26 See response 44-70. 

58-27 See response 44-79. 

58-28 See response 44-87. 

58-29 Comment noted. 

58-30 The station designs described in the DEIR and the revised station concepts contained in 
Chapter 4 of this FEIR reflect the recommendations made by the SMART Bicycle Pedestrian 
Advisory Group. 

SMART has studied the capacity for bike stations and other forms of bicycle parking (lockers and 
racks) at all stations (see Master Response U).  The design of bicycle parking, including weather 
protection, will be finalized in the final design of SMART stations with input from local jurisdictions 
and other stakeholders. 

The SMART station concepts attempt to place bicycle parking as close as possible to the station 
platforms taking into consideration the alignment of the bicycle/pedestrian pathway and circulation 
constraints at some stations. 

In response to other elements of the comment, all of the proposed station designs accommodate 
the proper north/south pathway alignment and, at all stations, there have been efforts to accom-
modate safe multi-modal access to the station platforms.  This includes bicycle and pedestrian 
access, and, in all cases, stations are configured to minimize conflicts between autos, pedestrians, 
and bicycles, while prioritizing pedestrian and bicycle access to station platforms. 

The proposed bicycle parking is consistent with the anticipated demand at SMART stations (see 
Master Response U). 

Comment Letter #59 – Sonoma County Fire Chiefs Association, Incorporated 

59-1 The comment regarding hiring a Public Safety Assessment (PSA) consultant to assist in the 
preparation of an Emergency Response Plan is noted.  This plan will be developed in 
cooperation with first responders along the corridor prior to rail start up. 
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59-2 As detailed in DEIR Section 3.4.1, all applicable state and local regulations would be implemented 
as part of this project including preparation and submittal of a Hazardous Materials Business 
Plan to the local Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA). 

59-3 The recommended measures would be part of the Emergency Preparedness Plan.  DEIR Section 
2.9 has been revised to add reference to a construction safety plan regarding fire prevention.  
SMART has committed to work with both counties and local jurisdictional emergency responders 
in the preparation of an Emergency Preparedness Plan. 

59-4 DEIR Section 2.9 states that the Emergency Preparedness Plan will include measures to address 
fire issues.  It should be noted that the proposed modern passenger DMU will have disc brakes 
and will not emit sparks. 

59-5 SMART notes the suggestion that the Emergency Preparedness Plan should include funding 
and training resources.  Training is referenced in DEIR Section 2.9, Environmental Compliance 
Measures.  As cited in the DEIR on page 3-211, SMART will develop an Emergency Preparedness 
Plan, subject to approval by the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) in consultation with local 
emergency service providers.  An emergency response working group, involved in preparing the 
plan, will include representation from Sonoma County emergency responders.  See Master 
Response E.3 regarding emergency vehicle crossings.  See Master Response P regarding 
pedestrian crossing safety and emergency preparedness. 

59-6 DEIR page 3-221 notes that the technical summary of SMART’s emergency response plans will 
be summarized in an Emergency Preparedness Plan, which will be subject to FRA approval.  
This plan will be prepared in concert with an emergency response working group composed of 
SMART, its consultants and emergency responders along the corridor.  (Addition of PSA con-
sultant is noted above.)  This group will be added to assist in the preparation of the plan and to 
review protocols for emergency responses. 

59-7 There are several options for providing emergency access to the right of way.  Specific measures 
will be developed during development of the Emergency Preparedness Plan in consultation with 
local emergency responders. 

59-8 Comment noted.  SMART will coordinate its activities with existing local programs to ensure 
effective safety outreach. 

59-9 Sonoma County’s comment that the Emergency Response Plan should also address agency 
staffing and resources available along the corridor is noted and will be incorporated into the 
scope of the final plan. 

59-10 See Master Response P. 

Comment Letter #60 – Sonoma County Law Enforcement Chiefs Association 

60-1 See Master Response P. 

60-2 See Master Response E.3. 

60-3 See Master Response P. 

60-4 SMART will make its station plans available for review by local law enforcement, along with any 
comprehensive public safety plans.  As stated in the DEIR on page 3-221, SMART will develop 
an emergency preparedness plan, subject to approval by the FRA and in consultation with local 
emergency service providers.  An emergency response working group involved in preparing the 
plan will include representation from Sonoma County law enforcement. 
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Comment Letter #61 – St. Vincent's School for Boys 

61-1 Private crossings are described in DEIR, Section 2.5.6.  Each individual crossing will be 
evaluated during final project design to implement measures in compliance with CPUC safety 
criteria.  Crossings will be upgraded with auto-crossing protection. 

61-2 See response 6-1 and 10-10; the DEIR water resources analysis is based on detailed investi-
gation, which is documented in the Hydrology and Water Quality Assessment Report.  The 
technical report provides a level of specificity needed to determine impact significance and 
evaluate effectiveness of mitigation. 

As part of the proposed project, cross-culverts would be cleared, resized, or reconstructed, as 
necessary, to re-establish hydrologic connections. Compared to existing conditions, this is con-
sidered a beneficial effect (see DEIR Impact WR-3).  It is true that the No Project Alternative 
would not achieve the water resource benefits identified in Impact WR-3.  In the absence of 
drainage improvements, the No Project Alternative would result in the continuation of existing 
conditions with regard to flood flows along the rail corridor.  The benefits of the proposed project 
are weighed against the No Project Alternative in the discussion of the environmentally superior 
alternative in DEIR Section 4.6. 

61-3 See response 61-1. 

61-4 Project engineers indicate that the elevation is higher on the west side than the east side and 
therefore, the west side is better for the pathway to avoid flooding. 

61-5 SMART’s improvements to the railroad right of way for passenger rail service include replace-
ment and upgrades to corridor drainage facilities and the replacement of ageing wooden trestle 
bridges. 

61-6 Comment noted. 

61-7 Provision of a station at this site is prohibited due to specific language in SMART’s enabling 
legislation, AB 2224, which states that, “In Marin County north of San Rafael, the district shall 
locate commuter stations only within areas that are incorporated as of the operative date of this 
part.”  AB 2224 became operative on January 1, 2003. 

Comment Letter #62 – Threshold International Center for Environmental Renewal 

62-1 Comment noted. 

Comment Letter #63 – Transportation Solutions Defense and Education Fund (TransDEF) 

63-1 A primary purpose of CEQA is to identify significant adverse impacts that a proposed project 
may have on the environment, as well as the mitigation measures and alternatives that may 
lessen or avoid those significant effects.  Benefits of the proposed project were described in 
DEIR Section ES.7.  The comment notes additional benefits; several of these are addressed in 
the comparison of alternatives in DEIR Chapter 4. 

63-2 The comment that the scope of the project should be broader is noted.  However it is important 
for the document to inform the public of the scope of the project that is actually proposed at this 
time, as envisioned in SMART’s planning and project development phases.  The projection of 
future project changes that are not proposed at this time would be speculative.  If there are 
future alterations in the project, they will be addressed by supplemental environmental analysis, 
as needed. 

63-3 Comment noted.  The selection of station sites included presentations to local jurisdictions, public 
meetings within the jurisdictions where the stations would be sited and analysis of the land use 
implications of each station.  Following that work, the SMART Board of Directors approved the 
project description for the DEIR that included the list of stations to be analyzed. 
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63-4 TRANSDEF’s request, that an additional alternative or “sub-alternative” be studied in the FEIR 
that addresses land use implications of the SMART rail project in order to indicate the envi-
ronmental benefits to the two counties if local jurisdictions availed themselves of opportunities to 
concentrate growth around SMART’s rail stations, is acknowledged.  It should be noted that two 
of the project objectives address transit-oriented development: “provide rail service that supports 
transit-oriented development in city centers and at transit stations along the corridor to support 
compact infill patterns in both Sonoma and Marin counties, consistent with SMART’s policies, 
and the general plans of the counties, cites and towns along the NWP corridor” and “provide the 
transportation infrastructure needed to facilitate transit-oriented, pedestrian-friendly, mixed-use 
development in station areas and for seamless connections between rail, shuttle buses and fixed 
route bus service.”  (DEIR, p. 2-1.)  Furthermore, Impact LU-2 on DEIR page 3-208 acknowledges 
the benefits of the proposed project in supporting the opportunity for mixed-use development 
centered around rail stations and indicates those jurisdictions with general plans that support 
higher density development in proposed station areas.  In addition, DEIR Section 5.3-2 provides 
a discussion of changes in growth and development patterns that are likely to occur with imple-
mentation of the proposed project.  See Master Response I for an analysis of the effects of TOD 
on ridership projections. 

It should also be noted that SMART staff is working with MTC staff to comply with Resolution 
3434’s objectives to identify station area density enhancements that will result from rail.  The 
analysis includes an assessment of the opportunities, benefits and barriers for increased levels 
of TOD in the San Francisco Bay Area, and will summarize current, future and “best case TOD” 
conditions around transit stations and in transit corridors in the North Bay, including demographics, 
land use conditions, local policies, and transit ridership impacts.  This work will address much of 
TRANSDEF’s request and will provide local jurisdictions within the SMART District with information 
on the transit-oriented development potential for each of the proposed rail stations analyzed in 
the EIR. 

63-5 The pros and cons of positive train control versus automatic block signaling will be evaluated 
prior to the preparation of a final engineering RFP.  See Master Response M. 

63-6 The proposed acquisition of the bank property in Option 2 of the San Rafael Station sites is being 
considered for the circulation advantages to the station site as planned in conjunction with the 
transit operations of the Bettini Transit Center.  The condemnation and removal of the historic 
San Rafael train station was never considered as part of this project.  Rather, SMART has 
worked with Whistlestop Transportation to modify its drop -off and pick-up operations on-site 
such that rail, bus, and paratransit can be accommodated at this location. 

63-7 A sensitivity analysis without the Novato Narrows widening in 2025 has been modeled.  See 
Master Response F. 

63-8 Comment noted.  See response 63-4. 

63-9 TRANSDEF’s comment on FRA’s regulations related to Quiet Zones is noted.  See Master 
Response Q for additional discussion. 

63-10 A rail station at a relocated ferry terminal at San Quentin was determined to be infeasible, and 
therefore was not included for environmental review.  See Master Response M. 

63-11 Upon further review, the third track contained in the DEIR at the Downtown Santa Rosa Station 
has been removed from the station design.  See Chapter 4 of this FEIR.  Flexibility and capacity 
can be addressed with planned siding tracks in the vicinity of the station without impacting the 
circulation and transit-oriented development capacity of the station site. 

63-12 SMART has been and will continue to work with local jurisdictions to improve at-grade crossings.  
Regarding the referenced crossing in Healdsburg, it is SMART’s understanding that the City of 
Healdsburg has plans for improving the entire intersection at Healdsburg Avenue. 

63-13 Comment noted.   
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63-14 The Ignacio Wye, which is the junction of the north-south railway with the rail line that heads east 
to Schellville, is at Highway 37 at milepost 25.7.  The referenced map is not being re-issued as 
part of the FEIR, but the track schematics in DEIR Appendix E (reissued in FEIR Chapter 4) 
indicate the location of the track junction. 

63-15 Factors contributing to the pathway design that results in multiple crossings of the SMART tracks 
include the current design of the signalized intersection and crosswalks.  The final design of 
crosswalks through this intersection will be developed by the City in consideration of traffic 
capacity, safety, right-of-way, visibility, CPUC requirements, and other issues.  See revised 
Figure 2.5-13 in Chapter 4 of this FEIR. 

63-16 Comment noted.  The distances of bus stops noted in the station designs are intended to provide 
information about the proximity of existing bus lines that are within a reasonable walking distance 
of the proposed station.  SMART will work with transit providers, local agencies, and stakeholders 
to determine the optimal routing and location of bus stops during the final design of the station. 
See also response 20-12 for more information about bus access at each of the station sites. 

63-17 The recommended additional tracking is not necessary for the proposed project schedule and is 
not proposed as part of the project.  However, current designs do not preclude consideration of 
an additional track in the future should the need arise. 

63-18 The “Ground Floor Retail/Community” label in DEIR Figure 2.5-14, illustrating the Jennings 
Station, is an error and is placed over adjacent industrial development.  A corrected figure has 
been provided in Chapter 4 of this FEIR. 

63–19 The proposed Novato North Station does not rely on a connection to the Fireman’s Fund 
Insurance site for success.  Potential access to the Fireman’s Fund site has not been evaluated 
as part of the project and would require the cooperation of the property owner. The project 
description has been amended to clarify that the connection is not part of the project. 

63-20 Transit users disembarking on the east side of Civic Center Drive and headed to the SMART 
station (or vice versa) would cross at the signalized intersection with McInnis Parkway, about 30 
feet from the bus stop.  The final location of the transit stop will be determined by Golden Gate 
Transit, SMART, MCTD, Marin County and possibly other agencies. 

63-21 Yes, ramps were considered to access the undercrossing of 3rd Street between the Downtown 
San Rafael station and the Bettini Transit Center, but ADA-compliant ramps would require addi-
tional space, blocking access to the northbound SMART platform and impacting the Bettini 
Transit Center to the south of 3rd Street.  The potential underpass configuration shows two new 
elevators to meet ADA access requirements. 

63-22 Please see DEIR Chapter 2 for descriptions of single and double tracked stations.  For single 
tracked stations, there is only one platform.  For double tracked stations there would be a barrier 
separating the two tracks/platforms and access would be only at the ends of each platform; this 
design is similar to that used by Caltrain.  The only exception is the Downtown San Rafael 
Station, Option 2, due to space constraints.  Crossing gates will be implemented protecting 
connecting pathways.  See also response 4-6. 

63-23 The DEIR is referring only to the termination of the SMART pathway.  As noted, this pathway will 
connect to the Ferry Terminal.  See revised description of Larkspur Station in FEIR Chapter 4. 

63-24 Yes. The Larkspur Ferry Station is designed to provide additional tail track and platform space to 
serve mid-day storage needs. See Master Response R regarding Larkspur Ferry Station revisions 
for more detail on additional modifications to the station design. 

63-25 See Master Response S. 

63-26 See Master Response Q. 

63-27 Wooden trestles will be replaced with concrete bridges. 
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63-28 The BMP cited in the comment applies to construction vehicles, which will be owned or leased 
by the contractor; alternative-fueled vehicles may not be available for all construction equipment. 

63-29 DEIR Section 2.10 has been clarified regarding project approvals.  See Chapter 4 of this FEIR. 

63-30 The comment regarding future air quality conformity analysis is noted.  DEIR page 3-55 states 
that the conformity analysis is a federal requirement and does not have to be met as part of the 
CEQA process. 

63-31 Impact WR-4 on DEIR page 3-32 has been expanded to include reference to the Standard 
Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) that has been developed as part of Sonoma 
County’s Storm Water Management Program.  The plan addresses post-development storm 
water pollution and peak flows from new development and redevelopment projects.  The SUSMP 
will be applied to the proposed project. 

63-32 See responses 10-10 and 56-9.  DEIR page 3-25 summarizes existing conditions with regard to 
the 100-year flood hazard zone and additional details are in the Hydrology and Water Quality 
Assessment Report (see response 6-1), 

63-33 Table 3.5-1 was double-checked against the national and state ambient air quality standards.  
The only differences were with regard to ozone.  The federal 1-hour standard has been revoked.  
The California Air Resources Board approved an 8-hour ozone standard (0.07 ppm) in 2005, 
which is expected to go into effect soon. 

63-34 The commenter is correct; the national 1-hour standard was revoked in 2005.  The Bay Area 
2005 Ozone Strategy, which had been in progress for quite some time, was revised accordingly 
and was adopted in January 2006. 

63-35 Ozone precursor emissions are decreasing despite the increase in vehicles miles traveled 
because the decreases due to stricter emission standards and controls have been substantial.  
This is also true for diesel particulate matter.  The comment is correct in regard to particulate 
matter from gasoline-fueled motor vehicles. 

63-36 Since the document already has a significance criterion of not conflicting with or obstructing 
implementation of applicable air quality plans, it is not necessary to add the recommended 
criterion. 

63-37 Comment noted. 

63-38 See response 34-11. 

63-39 See Master Response A.3 regarding use of the 2001 versus 2005 RTP.  The MTC model is not 
fully sensitive to the densification around stations noted.  Therefore, an off-model analysis of 
TODs has been done; see Master Response I. 

63-40 These tables have been corrected.  See Master Response A.2. 

63-41 The roadway segment LOS analysis referred to in the comment has been replaced with 
intersection LOS calculations. 

63-42 Although the suggested significance criteria make good points regarding the benefits of the pro-
posed project, they not been included in the environmental significance criteria, which generally 
deal with the adverse physical impacts of the project on the environment, pursuant to CEQA and 
CEQA Guidelines Appendix G. 

63-43 The year 2010 has been modeled; see Master Response C. 

63-44 A higher gasoline price than MTC assumed a few years ago has been subjected to a sensitivity 
analysis; see Master Response G. 

63-45 The text on page 3-93 defines VMT and VHT.  To further elaborate, VMT is vehicle miles of travel; 
it is the number of miles driven by each vehicle times the number of vehicles.  It can also be 
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calculated for a given length of highway by the number of vehicles traversing it; for example, if a 
segment of highway is two miles long, and has 100,000 vehicles a day, it generates 200,000 
daily VMT.  Vehicle hours of travel, VHT, is the same concept, but uses time rather than distance.  
If a given segment of highway takes, on average, 1.2 minutes to traverse, with the same traffic 
volume as above, it results in 120,000 vehicle minutes of travel, which is equivalent to 2,000 
vehicle hours of travel per day. 

63-46 Comment noted. 

63-47 The ridership estimates are not based on any actions by GGT to reconfigure any of its services. 

63-48 The travel forecasting was based on Projections 2000 socio-economic data, developed by ABAG 
for MTC; see Master Response A.1. 

63-49 This table has been revised; see Master Response A.2 and the corrections to DEIR Section 3.6 
in Chapter 4 of this FEIR. 

63-50 This value has been revised; see corrected tables in Chapter 4 of this FEIR. 

63-51 The comment is correct in that the existing hazard will be corrected prior to start-up of rail 
service. See Master Response S. 

63-52 The comment is correct that combined fares between transit operators are common—e.g., GGT 
and SCT currently have such arrangements.  However, the discounted amounts are small, and 
are not easily modeled within the existing available travel forecasting software.  If such combined 
or discounted transfer fares were available, there might be a small increase in transfer ridership, 
but the EIR authors do not believe it would be significant.  SMART will work with MTC’s TransLink 
Program to implement fare reciprocity protocols that have been developed, prior to rail start-up.  
Golden Gate Transit’s TransLink program is expected to be launched in the fall of 2006.  The 
system would rely on TransLink smart cards to be utilized at selected locations, with the objective 
of developing more seamless transit connections. 

63-53 The referenced text was not intended to imply that bicyclists would ride on ballast.  The comment 
is correct that paved crossing treatments will be used. 

63-54 The discussion of 2010 in the DEIR provides a qualitative assessment of the likely impacts of the 
proposed project on the existing environment at the start-up of rail service.  See Master Response 
C for information regarding projected ridership in 2010 based on revised modeling. 

63-55 The use of the word “would” rather than “may” in the impact headings is more appropriate; how-
ever, the different term does not affect the conclusions in the text regarding impact significance.  
These impacts have been revised to reflect a more detailed intersection analysis.  See Master 
Response E.2 and revised text in Chapter 4 of this FEIR. 

63-56 See Master Response E.2 and the revised DEIR text in Chapter 4 of this FEIR for clarification of 
Mitigation Measure T-2. 

63-57 Stationary horns (wayside horns) would be a reasonable measure that FRA may require for the 
approval of Quiet Zones.  While noise impacts would still occur in the vicinity of the crossings, 
they would be limited to an area nearer to the crossing.  This measure will be evaluated in 
coordination with FRA during the Quiet Zones application process. 

63-58 The second column in DEIR Table 3.7-5 should technically be labeled “residences experiencing 
less than severe impacts.”  The impact category was not inclusive of severe impacts. 

63-59 Significance criteria are based on CEQA Guidelines and are related to determining significant 
adverse impacts.  Therefore, the suggested criterion has not been added. 

63-60 The footnote refers to an overall increase in intracounty bus service within the corridor as 
defined under the proposed project and does not equate to a similar increase in bus trips to rail 
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stations.  See Master Response A.3 regarding projected increases in transit services assumed 
for all alternatives. 

63-61 See response 63-59. 

63-62 See Master Response R for information about the revised Larkspur Station concept and access 
to the Larkspur Ferry Terminal. 

63-63 The comment regarding positive train control is noted; see Master Response M. 

63-64 Comment noted.  See Master Response I regarding the potential impact of TOD on ridership.  
As acknowledged in the DEIR, the presence of rail stations in the corridor could encourage 
transit-oriented development (TOD) in station areas, to the extent that such development is 
allowed by local policies and regulations.  If designed accordingly, this TOD could include 
relatively low parking ratios and a pedestrian-friendly environment.  Such an environment can 
encourage some mode shifting from auto trips to walk & bike trips for a variety of trip types 
including shopping, social, and work trips. 

A shift in travel behavior that leads to a greater share of walk and bicycle trips would produce air 
quality benefits.  As noted by the comment, this benefit would be in addition to the benefit of 
shifting some trips from automobile to rail as detailed in the DEIR.  See also response 63-4. 

63-65 Comment noted. 

63-66 Most trips via commuter rail are home-based work (HBW) trips.  However, the model does assign 
all trip types (including school, shopping, social/recreational, etc.).  The model modification 
applied to HBW trips was based on available survey data; although HBW trips may only be 25% 
of daily trips, they are more than 50% of AM peak trips, and are the market to which the SMART 
rail system would cater.  The model indicates that more than 80 percent of daily ridership on the 
proposed project would be HBW trips. 

63-67 See response 63-66.  For most commuter rail systems, the majority of trips are related to the 
home-based work (HBW) trip purpose, which is why the additional detail is given in Appendix I 
regarding HBW trips.  The model indicates that more than 80% of daily ridership on the proposed 
rail system would be HBW trips.  However, it is correct that the model outputs information by all 
trip purposes.  The trip purposes included in the model are Home-Based College, Home-Base 
Grade School, Home-Based High School, Home-Based Shop/Other, Home-Based Social/
Recreation, and Non-Home Based.. 

63-68 This section of Appendix I has not been revised in the FEIR, but the additional text is noted in 
the record. 

63-69 These modes are not directly modeled; they can be estimated from survey data from other 
transit systems, however.  Kiss and ride was included in the drive access mode.  Bike access 
was estimated using information from BART surveys. 

63-70 The “transfer rate” is the percentage of riders who transferred between different transit modes, 
not the number of transfers. 

63-71 The numbers do appear high, but were necessary to calibrate the model to reproduce actually 
observed behavior.  This is not uncommon in travel forecasting models. 

63-72 through 63-75 
The suggested edits are correct.  Since the DEIR is not being reissued in its entirety and the 
suggested edits do not change the overall impact analysis, the edits have not been made. 

63-76 DEIR Figure 2.5-16 for the Rohnert Park Station design concept has been clarified to be con-
sistent with the text in the project description. The text, indicating a single track and east side 
platform is correct.  See also response 20-12. 

63-77 The comment is correct. 
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63-78 See revised Novato South station diagram in Chapter 4 of this Final EIR. 

63-79 through 63-89 
The suggested edits are correct.  Since the DEIR is not being reissued in its entirety and the 
suggested edits do not change the overall impact analysis, the edits have not been made. 

63-90 The suggested edit has been made. 

Comment Letter #64 – Transportation Alternatives for Marin 
All comments in Comment Letter #64 refer to the station designs illustrated in Appendix C; please see 
Master Response K, which describes the relationship between Appendix C and the DEIR project 
description of SMART’s proposed facilities. 

64-1 See Master Response U regarding bicycle parking. 

64-2 The comment is correct – the text was intended to indicate that the SMART pathway terminates 
at the Larkspur Station. 

64-3 See Master Response K regarding Appendix C and Master Response U regarding bicycle 
parking. 

64-4 See Master Response K regarding Appendix C and Master Response R for additional infor-
mation on the Larkspur Station concept. 

64-5 See Master Response K regarding Appendix C and Master Response M for alternatives screened 
from further consideration. See Master Response R regarding Larkspur Ferry Station revisions 
for additional information on the Larkspur station concept. 

64-6 The project description includes one station location; Appendix C illustrates other alternatives 
that were studied but not selected for inclusion in the proposed project.  See Master Response K 
regarding Appendix C and Master Response M for alternatives not carried into the proposed 
project.  See Master Response R for a revised Larkspur Station concept, including bicycle 
parking.  See Master Response U regarding bicycle parking facilities provided at this station. 

64-7 The alternative station concepts in Chapter 2 of the DEIR illustrate safety improvements to 
pedestrian and bicycle access, including the potential pedestrian undercrossing of 3rd Street.  
SMART will work with the City of San Rafael and other stakeholders to determine final design 
improvements to maximize safety. 

64-8 No approved plans or concepts have been developed by SMART or the City of San Rafael for a 
grade separated crossing between Mission Avenue and Irwin Street. 

64-9 SMART is working with the City of San Rafael to identify the appropriate roadway treatments on 
3rd, 5th, and other streets, taking into consideration the need to maintain traffic capacity while 
also addressing issues of bicycle and pedestrian safety. 

64-10 See response 63-21 for information about the design of the potential pedestrian undercrossing of 
3rd Street.  The design of the stairs would include a bike channel for tire placement to facilitate 
bicycle use of the undercrossing. 

64-11 See response to comment 64-8 in regards to the referenced elevated structure through downtown 
San Rafael.  Given the fully developed nature of the current Transit Center, it is not clear how a 
ramp could be constructed to connect this structure to the Transit Center or SMART station, 
although future feasibility analysis may reveal some viable options. 

64-12 The two station designs included in the project description do include a bike station; the potential 
for additional weather protected bicycle parking will be explored during the detailed and final 
design of the station; also see Master Response U regarding bicycle parking and response 
58-30. 

64-13 See response 64-12. 
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64-14 Regarding comments on a bike station and bicycle parking, see response 64-12 and Master 
Response U . Regarding the parallel bike path between the drop area and the tracks, SMART 
has a goal to provide high quality and safe access for all modes; given the constraints in the 
east-west direction within the platform, tracks, bus drop-off, etc. the design was not able to 
accommodate a bicycle path for a primarily through north-south movement. The immediate 
station area for the Downtown San Rafael station needs to be focused on access to and from the 
trains. As indicated in Figure 2.5-9, the bicycle/pedestrian path is routed on Tamalpais Avenue, 
immediately west of the station, to serve through bicycle movements. 

64-15 See response 64-12. 

64-16 See Master Response K regarding Appendix C.  The third paragraph of page 2-48 of the DEIR 
describes the treatment of Tamalpais Avenue between 4th Street and Mission Avenue and 
states: “Tamalpais Avenue north of 4th Street would be reconfigured into a one-way couplet in 
order to accommodate new bike lanes and retain as much existing on-street parking as 
possible.” 

64-17 See Master Response K.  The project description in DEIR Chapter 2 addresses this comment. 

64-18 See Master Response K.  The project description in DEIR Chapter 2 addresses this comment. 

64-19 See Master Response K ..  DEIR Section 2.5.2 makes reference to Marin County and Sonoma 
County bicycle plans; further detailed design of the pedestrian and bicycle circulation will take 
the Civic Center Plan into consideration as appropriate. 

64-20 See Master Response K.  The project description in DEIR Chapter 2 addresses this comment. 

64-21 See Master Response K.  The project description in DEIR Chapter 2 addresses this comment. 

64-22 See Master Response U regarding bicycle parking and response 58-30.  The station design can 
accommodate additional bicycle parking if it proves necessary or desirable as the final design for 
the station is developed. 

64-23 Extending the project to Port Sonoma was eliminated from consideration in the DEIR.  See DEIR 
Chapter 4 and Master Response M. 

64-24 See Master Response K.  The project description in DEIR Chapter 2 addresses this comment. 

64-25 See Master Response K regarding Appendix C.  This comment is not consistent with DEIR 
Figure 2.5-9 and Appendix E: Bicycle/Pedestrian Pathway Schematics. The bicycle/pedestrian 
pathway is routed along Nave Drive for a short segment between N. Hamilton Parkway and 
Roblar Drive, as there is not space within the SMART right-of-way to safely accommodate the 
bicycle/pedestrian pathway.  The DEIR notes that access along the east side of the SMART 
right-of-way immediately south of the Novato South Station is constrained due to an existing 
residential area. 

Regarding the comment on the need for a bicycle station, see Master Response U regarding 
bicycle access and parking.  Figure 2.5-22 shows the potential for a bike station at the station, 
which can be included if it proves necessary or desirable as the final designs for the facility are 
developed. 

64-26 See Master Response U regarding bicycle access and parking and response 58-30; the station 
design can accommodate additional bicycle parking if it proves necessary or desirable as the 
final designs for the facility are developed.  See also Master Response U regarding bicycle 
parking. 

64-27 See Master Response K.  See revised Novato South Station diagram in Chapter 4 of this Final 
EIR for the location of bicycle parking. 

64-28 As described on DEIR page 2-45, through bicycle access is routed on Roblar Drive to bypass 
the station platforms, while station access is provided between the park-and-ride area and con-
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tinuing through the station site along the back side of the rail platform, similar to the configuration 
at the Corona Road station.  Through traffic is routed along Roblar Drive in order to minimize the 
conflicts between pedestrians accessing the station from bus stops, auto drop-off, and park-and-
ride area and through bicycle traffic. 

64-29 The pathway is proposed along Redwood Boulevard due to a combination of (a) lack of right of 
way width on the SMART corridor, which is only 50 feet wide at this point, and (b) the presence 
of bike lanes on Redwood Boulevard.  . 

64-30 See Master Response U and response 58-30.  See the revised Novato North Station design 
concept in Chapter 4 of this FEIR for location of bicycle parking at the station. 

64-31 The proposed pedestrian/bicycle pathway is assumed to utilize the access roads of the Novato 
Narrows Project. The Novato Narrows Project has been identified as a project that will be built in 
the foreseeable future.  Phase 2 recommendations, as cited in the comment, are not part of the 
proposed SMART Project.  The SMART Board would have to address an appropriate pathway 
alignment and prepare additional environmental analysis if the Novato Narrows Project was 
ultimately not built. 

Comment Letter #65 – Watershed Preservation Network 

65-1 See response 56-110. 

65-2 The SMART DEIR relied on available data, some of which included dollar estimates that were 
specific to individual items.  The inclusion of that information is cited by source and indicates the 
year assumed. 

65-3 A more detailed intersection level of service analysis of impacts on local streets and roads using 
recent data from local jurisdictions is provided in this FEIR.  See Master Response E.2 for addi-
tional information. 

65-4 Cumulative impacts from freight were analyzed in the DEIR Chapter 3 individual issue area eval-
uations.  See Master Response O and additional clarification of cumulative freight impacts in 
revised text for several individual issue areas (see FEIR Chapter 4).  Freight turnarounds would 
not be needed. 

65-5 See response 42-42 regarding the appropriateness of the project objectives.  As shown in the 
transportation analysis, future conditions on Highway 101 will be congested.  The proposed 
project provides an option, like no other in the same geographic area, to utilize an alternative to 
the congested highway. The proposed project and all alternatives underwent a very detailed 
“close examination” of transportation impacts.  The analysis is well documented in DEIR Section 
3.6 and in the revisions in FEIR Chapter 4 and summarized in Master Responses A through E.  
Compared to the alternatives, the proposed project provides an alternative mode and performs 
better in terms of vehicle miles traveled (VMT), which is a key indicator of transportation per-
formance.  A benefit is that the project is not subject to the same highway congestion that exists 
for the Express Bus or No Project Alternatives. 

The comment asks a hypothetical question about how many riders could be accommodated during 
an impairment of Highway 101 for a significant time period.  This question is not relevant to the 
CEQA analysis, although it is true that should a highway impairment occur, the proposed project 
could still provide a transportation connection.  A sensitivity analysis was performed to assess 
ridership in the event the Novato Narrows project is not completed by 2025.  This information is 
in Master Response F.  Ferry or air travel comparison is not warranted, as these two modes do 
not serve the project area (Sonoma to Marin and vice versa).  The comment confuses the rider-
ship number presented in the DEIR as carrying capacity.  SMART is capable of carrying more 
riders than projected by the transportation model. 

Although it would be speculative to predict whether flooding or earthquakes would affect one 
alternative more than another, historic events indicate that rail service has been reinstated more 
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quickly than highway service in the events of earthquake damage, due to the smaller amount of 
infrastructure repairs needed for rail versus highways.  See Master Response J regarding rail 
reliability. 

65-6 The EIR preparers do not agree that contemporary transit projects consistently under-estimate 
project costs and over estimate ridership as asserted in the comment.  The General Accounting 
Office (GAO) released a report in August of 1999 (GAO/RCED-99-240) to the U.S. Congress 
evaluating the status of Federal New Starts transit projects with full funding grant agreements.  
Of the 14 projects examined, the report determined the following: 

• 3 projects were expected to be completed with costs lower than budgeted 
• 5 projects were expected to be completed within budget 
• 3 projects had costs that were 2-7% over budget 
• 3 projects had costs that were 25% or more over budget.  The cost overruns were due, 

according to the GAO, to 1) higher than expected contract costs; 2) schedule delays; 
and 3) project scope changes. 

One of the projects with a high discrepancy between budget and actual costs (28%) was the 
South Boston Piers Transitway, a bus rapid transit project.  The other two projects that greatly 
exceeded their expected costs were two grade-separated metro rail projects:  The BART to SFO 
extension (27%) and the Tren Urbano (34%) in San Juan, Puerto Rico. 

The only commuter rail project included in the report was the 13 mile extension of the Maryland 
Commuter Rail (MARC) train from Point of Rocks to Frederick.  The project’s capital costs were 
2% higher than budgeted due to prolonged negotiations over right-of-way purchases between 
the Mass Transit Administration of Maryland (MTA) and CSX. 

The only U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) study of cost and ridership estimates that 
could be found was Urban Rail Transit: Forecast Versus Actual Ridership and Cost published in 
1989 and commonly know as the “Pickrell” Study.  The study did not review any commuter rail 
systems, and is now 17 years old. 

Many recent rail projects have achieved ridership results that met or exceeded early forecasts.  
For example, the Dallas DART system ridership (now at about 40,000 a day) was 10% higher 
than originally forecast.  (DART, 2000.)  In Portland, ridership on the Westside MAX LRT 
extension exceeded forecasts by 22%.  (Source: Tri-Met, 2000.) 

65-7 The comment asserts that because SMART will compete with other public projects for available 
funding, this will result in environmental impacts that should have been assessed in the DEIR.  
Analysis of economic and social effects that are not related to physical impacts is not required by 
CEQA.  It is speculative to assume that funding of SMART will result in other projects not receiv-
ing funding which will in turn result in some unspecified environmental impact; the comment does 
not identify any potential environmental impacts that might occur as a result of funding constraints 
and none have been identified in the environmental review of the project. 

As noted in the DEIR (pages 2-66, 3-222), system security would be the responsibility of SMART, 
either directly or under contract with local police, county sheriff’s personnel, or private security 
personnel.  SMART is committed to preparing an Emergency Preparedness Plan in consultation 
with local emergency responders which will be submitted to the FRA for approval prior to the 
start-up of rail service.  Potential impacts to emergency response services from local providers 
are analyzed in DEIR section 3.12.6 and determined to be less-than-significant.  SMART will 
contract for shuttle bus service (DEIR section 2.5.5, page 2-52). 

65-8 The model has considered these factors; this information is presented in the revised DEIR Appen-
dix I Table 5.1-2 for representative zone pairs.  To create a table with all travel components (in 
and out of vehicle time, fares, etc.) for each possible zone pair would require many thousands of 
cells to display, which is why this information must be processed by a computerized model. 
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65-9 All capital and maintenance cost estimates for a 20 year time horizon are being summarized in 
SMART’s revised Expenditure Plan 2006. 

65-10 See Master Response M. 

65-11 The description of the North Novato Station in the DEIR states that “a recent planning effort by 
Marin County Transit identified the North Novato Station as a potential site for a new bus transfer 
center.”  The DEIR does not claim, that the station “might be a good location for a future bus 
transfer facility”, as suggested in the comment. 

65-12 See response 43-37. 

65-13 It is unclear to the EIR authors what the comment is asking for, or how changes in dwell time or 
station-to-station travel time would affect automobile traffic.  For additional discussion of delays 
at at-grade crossings, see Master Response E.3. 

65-14 See response 43-40.  In addition to the ballast described in response 43-40, other materials would 
include wooden ties, rail and other track material (OTM), including tie plates and fasteners, and 
fill and asphalt for the pathway.  The sources for these materials have not been identified.  Impacts 
on local roadways are expected to be minor because delivery of a substantial amount of the 
materials would likely be by rail, rather than truck.  Also, delivery of materials, if by truck, would 
use a variety of routes along the 70-mile corridor and would not concentrate road wear at one 
location. 

65-15 See Master Response O for information on freight operation. 

65-16 See Master Response R. 

65-17 See Master Response R. 

65-18 The wood ties are made from hard wood, not redwood, so old growth forests are not impacted.  
This is not a substantive environmental issue for the impact analysis.  Costs of these materials 
have been factored into the Expenditure Plan.  The ties are long-lasting and have a useful life of 
at least 50 years. 

65-19 All rail station sites have access to sewer and water lines.  However the station concept designs 
do not anticipate providing restrooms at stations, therefore there are no septic or sewer needs at 
the station sites proposed in the project.  Restroom facilities will be provided on rail vehicles. 

65-20 See response 1-1.  Given the length of the corridor, it was not possible to reproduce all of the 
vegetation maps in the DEIR. 

65-21 Maintenance due to effects of settlement is not a significant issue as such settlement is now 
essentially complete (also see response 41–23).  Any new fills are anticipated to be minor and 
therefore settlement will be minor.  Maintenance schedules, if deemed appropriate, for this 
phenomenon will be estimated based on site-specific geotechnical investigations performed 
during project design.  The environmental impacts, if any, of maintenance activities associated 
with correcting settlement would be minor. 

65-22 Comprehensive mapping of the entire route has been completed in order to assess known geo-
logical flood and settlement conditions.  Due to the large number of maps produced, they were 
not included in the DEIR but are available for review at the SMART office.  Known geological 
conditions are described in Section 3.2 of the DEIR.  Areas along the proposed project corridor 
within the 100-year flood hazard area are shown in DEIR Figure 3.3-1.  The potential impact of 
leaching chemicals into soils and water is addressed in the Hazardous Materials Impact Section 
of the DEIR (see Section 3.4, starting on page 3-35). 

65-23 See response 10-10. 

65-24 DEIR Sections 3.4.2 and 3.4.4 identify the materials that may be present in soils or the existing 
rail line and the methodology used to assess potential impacts.  Impacts HM-1, -2, and –3 in 
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Section 3.4.6 evaluate the potential for encountering hazardous materials during project con-
struction along the rail right-of-way.  As detailed in Section 3.4.6, sampling of soil (and existing 
rail line materials) will be performed as necessary in areas where there is the potential to 
encounter contaminated materials. 

65-25 See response 65-24.  In addition, as detailed in Impact and Mitigation Measures HM-1 and HM-2, 
hazardous materials identified during project implementation will be handled in strict adherence 
with established and applicable federal, state and local regulations. 

65-26 No assumption was made that issuance of a variance by the California Department of Toxic 
Substances Control for backfilling existing contaminated soil onsite with two feet of clean cover 
would support a finding of less-than-significant impact.  Rather, it is stated that this is an alter-
native to offsite disposal.  As detailed in DEIR Section 3.4.1, the presence of aerially deposited 
lead (ADL) in soil is not considered to pose a risk to the public due to its non-mobile nature and 
adherence to soil.  The potential presence of ADL in soil is considered a less-than-significant 
impact because there are federal and state regulations that require specific handling and dis-
posal of lead impacted soil that would be followed during the project to avoid adverse impacts. 

65-27 Only a minimal amount of utility structure relocation will be necessary as part of project imple-
mentation.  The precise locations where this might occur will not be identified until final project 
design.  SMART would not be responsible for the relocation of any utility structures; rather, this 
would be the responsibility of PG&E (or other utility company).  In instances where utilities 
require relocation, SMART would contact the utility company to initiate the relocation.  Utility 
companies are experienced working with different types of hazards.  By law, they must comply 
with all established and applicable federal, state and local regulations should they encounter any 
hazardous materials identified during a utility relocation.  Accordingly, any potential impact due 
to relocation of utility structures would be less than significant. 

65-28 The potential for dispersal of hazardous materials during installation of upgrades and maintenance 
of the rail system is currently described in DEIR Sections 3.4.2 and 3.4.5.  Section 3.4.6 identifies 
potential environmental impacts and recommends mitigation when encountering hazardous 
materials. 

65-29a Preparation and implementation of a sampling plan is not required as part of the Draft EIR and 
would not be practical prior to completion of final engineering plans.  Rather, preparation of this 
document would be required upon completion of final project design, consistent with require-
ments under state and federal law, and would be forwarded to the appropriate regulatory 
agencies for its review and concurrence.  Upon their concurrence, the plan would be imple-
mented.  See responses 2-1 and 2-2. 

65-29b As described in DEIR Section 3.4.6, precautions including sampling and analysis of soil (and 
groundwater if necessary) will be performed prior to work activities in areas where there is a 
potential to encounter contaminated soil/groundwater.  If contaminated soil/groundwater is 
identified, a qualified environmental consultant will monitor conditions during construction 
activities in these areas and procedures for special handling of soil and groundwater will be 
implemented, where necessary to ensure that sensitive receptors are not exposed to harmful 
materials.  These work sites will be identified upon completion of the final project design.  For 
further information, see responses 2-1 and 2-2. 

65-29c A summary of the various methods used to identify hazardous materials along the project rail-
road right-of-way, including investigation of historic spills, is provided in DEIR Section 3.4.4.  As 
part of the regulatory database review (Section 3.4.2), a review of regulatory lists that identify 
spills was conducted.  These two lists, the California Hazardous Materials Incident Report 
System (CHMIS) and Emergency Response Notification System (ERNS), did not identify any 
releases along the project right-of-way, nor any indication of spills associated with the transport 
of material from or to Hamilton Army Air Base. 

65-29d This risk is considered low because the impact is to groundwater and it is unlikely proposed 
project improvements to the corridor in the vicinity of the plume would require excavation to 
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groundwater.  Flooding would not cause the MTBE and benzene plume to rise to the surface.  
Because soil in the area is characterized by impermeable clays and silts, surface water would 
have the tendency to migrate laterally to surface drainage features rather than vertically to 
groundwater. 

65-29e Unless the soil is disturbed, the presence of ADL and phenol/creosote in soil is not considered to 
pose a risk to the public due to their non-mobile nature and adherence to soil.  Also see response 
65-29a.  The final sampling of soil along the track will be based on available historical information 
and/or previous data sampling and analysis and will be modified to include other potential con-
taminants such as metals, petroleum hydrocarbons, PCBs and PAHs, where warranted.  See 
responses 2-1 and 2-2 for further information. 

65-29f See responses 2-1, 65-29a, and 65-29b. 

65-29g The Caltrans Marin 101 HOV Lane Gap Closure project has been considered in the cumulative 
impact analysis, per the discussion on DEIR page 3-50; the analysis concluded that impacts 
would not be significant.  The statement that cumulative impacts would be less than significant is 
not based on the absence or presence of hazardous materials.  Rather, it is based on the fact 
that even if hazardous materials are encountered during project implementation, their presence 
would not add to a significant cumulative impact because by law the project would be required to 
comply with established federal, state and local regulations for public and worker safety and for 
handling and disposal of contaminated soil.  Compliance with these regulations would thereby 
protect against release and exposure of hazardous materials, making the cumulative impact less 
than significant.  Caltrans will be subject to required testing and site investigation and will be 
responsible for implementing all regulatory safety measures to avoid creating a hazardous con-
dition.  The FEIR on the Marin 101 Gap Closure project (Caltrans 1999) indicates that a Health 
and Safety Plan will be developed to protect workers, the public and the environment from expo-
sure to contaminated soil or hazardous wastes.  According to the FEIR, the potential hazardous 
waste impacts would be minimal with implementation of the various plans and safety measures. 

65-30 In general, the highest emissions in terms of grams of pollutant/brake-horsepower-hour would 
occur at idle.  The emissions would generally decrease through the low and intermediate speed 
categories and then would increase again at the higher speeds.  However, if emissions are con-
sidered on strictly an hourly basis (grams of pollutant per hour), the highest emissions occur at 
the higher speeds because the DMUs require more horsepower to operate at the higher speeds. 

65-31 See response 9-19 as to why all pollutants were not analyzed. 

Only a small amount of pollutants from operation of the DMUs is likely to accumulate in the soils.  
The reason for this is that the project will incorporate best available emissions control technology 
that will substantially reduce the amount of emissions from the DMUs.  (See DEIR Section 2.9, 
page 2-69.) 

65-32 See Master Response O. 

65-33 See response 56-15. 

65-34 See response 10-8. 

65-35 The transit service levels are explained in the document and are based on the MTC 2001 RTP; 
see Master Response A.3 for further clarification.  The No Project transit service levels were 
revised and are now identical to the transit service levels in the ‘build’ alternatives. 

65-36 The model assumed that gasoline prices would increase at the same rate as the Bay Area CPI.  
The relative rates of job creation, and its effect on inter-county commuting, is accounted for in 
the MTC BAYCAST model’s trip distribution step.  It should be noted that both counties add jobs 
at a faster rate (in jobs per year) than employed residents.  However, Table 3.2-1 (Appendix I) 
has been revised, as the job growth in the table was misstated; the corrected job growth between 
2000 and 2025 is projected to be approximately 108,900 in Sonoma, and 28,700 in Marin County.  
This misstatement had to do with incorrect addition of job categories, and did not affect the model 
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results.  In the final analysis, the MTC BAYCAST-90 model does show more “internal” (i.e., intra-
county) capture of trips in both Marin and Sonoma Counties in the future, but this is reflected in 
the 2025 transit ridership forecasts.  It should also be noted that because the model used 
Projections 2000 forecasts, they represented the best estimates at the time of what historical 
trends would result in for the year 2025.  The more recent Projections are normative and repre-
sent desired policies, rather than being purely based on growth trends.  Please also see Master 
Response A.1. 

65-37 SMART ridership projections do not depend on new parking at the proposed Larkspur station; 
the modeling assumed only walk, transit, and drop-off access to the station.  The comment is 
correct in that if more parking were available at the station, it would carry more trips.  As noted in 
the DEIR, the Larkspur station would also be served by a shuttle. 

65-38 Shuttles would operate twice an hour.  The addition of two to four shuttles per hour to an inter-
section would have no perceptible impact on traffic; in fact, at any busy intersection, the fluctu-
ations in traffic volume from one day to the next can be several hundred vehicles per hour. 

65-39 This is not possible given the large numbers of zones (109) in Marin and Sonoma Counties, and 
is not necessary for analyzing project impacts or comparing project impacts to those of the alter-
natives identified in the DEIR. 

65-40 Train horn impacts are calculated in Table 3.7-5.  As discussed in the Cumulative Impacts sec-
tion, train horn noise would be similar for passenger and freight service.  According to updated 
information from NCRA (see Master Response O), freight service is likely to be 3-6 trains per 
week and not more than one train per day, rather than the four trains per day evaluated in the 
Draft EIR.  At this level of freight service, on any given day, there would be at most one addi-
tional train horn sounding at each grade crossing beyond the number evaluated as part of the 
proposed project.  Accordingly, the combined impact of horn noise from passenger and freight 
trains would be substantially the same as discussed in Impact N-5. 

65-41 Train horn noise was evaluated at grade crossings where horns would be sounded.  Potential 
impacts from train operations were considered along the entire rail corridor, and discussed on 
DEIR pages 3-134 through 3-138.  Noise exposure levels for train operations along the corridor 
are shown in DEIR Figure 3.7-4. 

65-42 See response 41-58. 

65-43 Impacts on healthcare facilities located adjacent to the corridor would be similar to that identified 
for residential uses.  No facilities were identified within the area that would experience significant 
impacts.  An impact on business equipment is not an environmental impact required to be 
analyzed under CEQA; however, as noted on DEIR page 3-132, vibrations generated by the 
project are expected to be insignificant and accordingly would not likely have an impact on 
business equipment. 

65-44 Herbicides were routinely utilized by Northwestern Pacific Railroad to manage vegetation, but 
are rarely used by SMART.  However, they may be used by SMART in the future. Mitigation 
Measure BR-15b notes that herbicides would only be applied according to label directions.  The 
use of herbicides is regulated by the Federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the Cali-
fornia Environmental Protection Agency, the California Department of Pesticide Regulation 
(CDPR) and the local County Agricultural Commissioners.  Herbicide applications require the 
following: 

1) Annual safety and product training for each herbicide used; 
2) Use of personal protective equipment including goggles, gloves, long pants, long-sleeved 
shirts, shoes and socks; 
3) Written Pest Control Recommendation by a Licensed Pest Control Advisor (PCA); 
4) Monthly reporting of each pesticide application to the county; and 
5) Annual inspections by the County Agricultural Commissioner. 
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65-45 It is well beyond the scope of the FEIR to propose alternative General Plans for Cloverdale, 
Windsor and Healdsburg or to contemplate the impact of those alternative plans.  While SMART 
intends to work collaboratively with local communities on land use and transportation issues of 
mutual concern, General Plan development and administration is the purview of local jurisdictions. 

65-46 As noted in the comment, the majority of trips made by residents of transit-oriented developments 
(TOD) are by auto.  However, residents of TODs make a greater percentage of their trips by 
transit, bike and walking than those not living in TODs.  See Master Response I for additional 
information regarding the relationship of TOD to ridership projections.  It should be noted that the 
percentage of residents in Cloverdale who commute by auto is not a piece of information that is 
needed to assess the environmental impacts of the proposed project; nor is the percentage of all 
trips taken from or to Cloverdale locations that will employ SMART. 

65-47 For information about grade crossing safety, see Master Response P.  The impact of the proposed 
project on local traffic conditions is described in Section 3.6.5 of the DEIR and further clarified in 
Master Response E.2. 

65-48 As described in the DEIR on page 3-221, SMART will work with local emergency responders to 
create an Emergency Preparedness Plan prior to the commencement of train operations.  
SMART has already included the costs of emergency responses for the train in its Draft 
Expenditure Plan (2006).  For further information about public safety, see Master Response P. 

65-49 See responses 14-26 and 14-27.  The chances of a vehicle breakdown are very low; see Master 
Response J.  For information about the potential impacts to emergency vehicles from rail oper-
ations, see Master Response E-3.  Note also that SMART will prepare for emergency situations 
by creating an Emergency Preparedness Plan in consultation with local law enforcement prior to 
operations, to be reviewed by the Federal Railroad Administration. 

65-50 As stated in DEIR Section 2.9, page 2-67, a risk assessment of the SMART rail corridor will be 
conducted by the federal Department of Homeland Security as regards potential terrorist attacks.  
DHS will recommend appropriate measures to be incorporated into the project in advance of 
start up that addresses the results of their risk assessment. 

65-51 Please see Master Response P for information about suicides.  There was no data found to 
indicate that homicides are any more likely to occur on the rail system than at other locations. 

65-52 The train will not likely generate external pollutants or debris, other than exhaust emissions 
evaluated in DEIR Section 3.5. 

65-53 The combination of the train being elevated above the ground by sitting upon the track, and the 
presence of a ballast of rocks underneath and around the tracks, will minimize the amount of 
dust or particles disturbed by the train. 

65-54  See Master Response V. 

65-55 The requested regional research is beyond the necessary scope of this EIR.  The comment asks 
whether “growth springing up around rail stations”, as encouraged by the presence of rail, repre-
sents sprawl.  In the era before widespread automobile ownership, much of the development in 
the Bay Area emerged near rails, ferries, streetcars and other types of transit.  Newer rail sta-
tions, established in the post-war era, have typically been located in already settled areas. 

The proposed project’s rail stations are within established urban areas and would not represent 
an extension of services beyond current urban boundaries.  Moreover, some degree of growth 
around most station areas is encouraged by local General Plans and development policies.  See 
DEIR pages 3-196 through 3-200 and Impact LU-2. 

Development near rail stations is sometimes auto-oriented, although in many cases this develop-
ment may pre-date the establishment of the rail station, and cannot be said to have been “caused” 
by the rail station.  Generally speaking, the presence of a transit station improves the prospects 
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for creating pedestrian-oriented development by improving access while reducing overall surface 
parking needs. 

As suggested in the comment, a majority of those living in transit-oriented developments (TODs) 
drive to work.  However, the rate of transit, bicycle and walk trips is significantly higher in TODs.  
For more information on this point, see response 63-64. 

The DEIR does not claim, as suggested in the comment, that growth around proposed rail stations 
will be reduced by the proposed project.  Rather, the DEIR merely notes in Section 5.3.2 that the 
proposed project is not expected to induce substantial population or employment growth in the 
two counties. 

65-56 See Master Response C regarding revisions to ridership forecasts. 

65-57 See Master Response M regarding a Sonoma-only alternative. 

65-58 See revised Appendix I Table 5.1-2 for this information for selected zone pairs. 

65-59 See response 42-48. 

65-60 See response 42-48. 

65-61 See Master Response N.  SMART’s Expenditure Plan, 2006 has updated all costs to the year 
2006 for the 20-year forecast of operating and capital costs. 

65-62 This requested detailed transportation information is stored within the computer model.  Producing 
it would generate several hundred pages of computer outputs.  The information is provided in 
the DEIR at the level of detail necessary to identify and analyze project impacts and appropriate 
alternatives and mitigation measures, consistent with the requirements of CEQA. 

Regarding air quality impacts, the project lies within two air basins and as such has two different 
air quality agencies with jurisdiction for governing air quality activities in the project area.  Both 
the Bay Area Air Quality Management District and the Northern Sonoma County Air Pollution 
Control District have significance criteria based on the amount of pollutants generated.  Changes 
in vehicle miles traveled in each air basin were used for comparing the various alternatives.  
While estimating air quality by traffic analysis zones could be done, it would be very time 
consuming and would not change the overall results in relation to the significance criteria. 

Comment Letter #66 – Moussa Abbasi 

66-1 See DEIR Section 4.1.3 and Master Response M, for clarification of why both Port Sonoma and 
San Quentin were eliminated from further environmental review. 

66-2 See Master Response B. 

66-3 The information is provided so that the reader can make his or her own comparison. 

66-4 These tables have been revised; see Master Response E.1 and revisions to Section 3.6 in 
Chapter 4 of this FEIR. 

66-5 The comment refers to the impact summary; see Impact T-9 for analysis of delays at at-grade 
crossings.  A queuing analysis has been done at the intersections studied, and is available at the 
SMART office.  A more extensive analysis was also conducted for downtown San Rafael; see 
Master Response E-2.  Safety is addressed in DEIR Section 3.12; see also Master Response P. 

66-6 The proposed shuttles are factored into the transportation analysis, but they are not expected to 
make a significant contribution to traffic congestion or delay. 

66-7 See DEIR Section 4.1.3 and Master Response M regarding elimination of Port Sonoma and San 
Quentin ferry terminal alternatives. 

66-8 Comment noted. 
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66-9 Yes, the current location of the proposed Rohnert Park Casino is reflected in DEIR Appendix D. 

66-10 See Master Response A.3 regarding parking at the Santa Rosa Railroad Square station. 

Comment Letter #67 – Susan Adams 

67-1 See Master Response R. 

67-2 See Master Response A.3. 

67-3 If reference is being made to the Novato Narrows widening, it is included in both the 2001 and 
2005 RTPs and was assumed for the No Project Alternative.  See Master Response F regarding 
a sensitivity analysis of not widening the Novato Narrows. 

67-4 See Master Responses A.3 and A.4. 

67-5 See Master Response D. 

67-6 The summary on page ES-11 does not simply mention the advantages of the proposed project, 
but also references certain advantages of the No-Project and Express Bus alternatives, by 
noting that they “…would have fewer adverse impact in the issue areas of noise and visual 
impacts.”  The DEIR is a state CEQA document, not a federal document which is governed by 
NEPA requirements.  For more information about the Express Bus Alternative, see Master 
Response D. 

67-7 See response 40-17. 

67-8 The DEIR evaluated the entire proposed project, including the proposed pathway, as it is an 
integral part of the proposed project.  The DEIR assessed the project as a whole, consistent with 
CEQA.  The pathway components were factored into the impact analysis in each issue area in 
DEIR Chapter 3.  Crossings and intersections were evaluated in terms of traffic flows (DEIR 
Section 3.6) and safety (DEIR Section 3.12) and substantial effort was devoted to incorporating 
safety features into the project design.  All crossings would be designed in conformance with 
established standards and guidelines.  The proposed pathway would use existing intersections 
for most crossings.  New bicycle/pedestrian pathway users will be able to use existing available 
intersection protection without measurable impacts on intersection level of service. See Master 
Response V for additional information about pathway crossings and Master Response P 
regarding safety.  As stated in DEIR Section 3.6.5 (page 3-99), the proposed project would not 
result in any significant unavoidable impacts on parking facilities and bicycle and pedestrian 
circulation.  The pathway is not expected to have any significant negative impact on traffic.  
Additional volumes of bicycles and pedestrians at some intersections on the pathway should be 
offset by commensurate reductions in vehicles by those same individuals, especially during 
commute periods. 

67-9 See Master Response A.3 regarding the proximity of a Caltrans park-and-ride lot to the San 
Rafael station.  An auto drop off area would be provided off-street at the southwest corner of 4th 
Street and Tamalpais Avenue, as shown in Figures 2.5-24 and 2.5-25 of the DEIR.  In addition, 
the San Rafael station would be served by 2 shuttles (DEIR, p. 2-52). 

67-10 A station origin-destination matrix has been provided in Master Response C, Table C-1. 

67-11 The transportation analysis is based on regional growth projections for the year 2025, so new 
local development under current consideration would be included within the larger growth 
projections. 

67-12 The data referenced in the comment was not available when the DEIR traffic model was developed.  
Although the percentage of trips within the county is somewhat higher and the percentage to 
San Francisco is somewhat lower, the change is not enough to make an appreciable difference 
in ridership projections or the determination of the significance of the proposed project’s impacts.  
Although telecommuting has been available for many workers for 20 years, there has been no 
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widespread movement to use it to replace traditional commuting.  In fact, peak traffic congestion 
has gotten worse in the intervening period.  Attempting to predict telecommuting 20 years hence 
would be a speculative enterprise, at best. 

67-13 See Master Response O. 

67-14 See Master Response U regarding bicycle access to the stations. See Master Response V 
regarding the design of at-grade crossings.  The station concept diagrams in the DEIR are 
intended to explain the conceptual layout of program elements at each station.  In developing the 
station concepts, the typical bicycle/pedestrian pathway configuration was used at all locations 
within the SMART right of way (see Figure 2.5-1 on page 2-16 of the DEIR).  The design of the 
bicycle/pedestrian pathway and the design of all stations will be refined during the final design of 
the project. 

67-15 See response 66-5; see also Master Response E.3 and DEIR Impact T-9. 

67-16 See Master Response S and response 14-12 regarding the Andersen Drive crossing. 

67-17 Air quality impacts from layovers were considered in the DEIR in Impact AQ-6.  Idling during 
layovers will be limited to 15 minutes.  (See DEIR Section 2.9, Environmental Compliance Mea-
sures, page 2-69.)  This information was included in the calculation of diesel particulate matter 
concentrations and related cancer risk; the impact was determined to be less than significant. 

67-18 See response  43-86 regarding energy efficiency and mitigation.  Very few permanent buildings 
will be constructed as part of the proposed project. Stations will be open-aired platforms and will 
not require heating or air conditioning. 

67-19 See Master Response N for more detailed information on cost updates.  SMART solicited the 
input of four different commuter rail project managers in the recommendations from the Blue 
Ribbon Panel.  The comments of the panel reflect their experiences with commuter rail projects. 

67-20 See Master Response D. 

67-21 Job levels are generally the same now as they were in 2000.  Other studies, e.g., the Sonoma 
County Draft General Plan 2020, use 2000 as their base year.  As this DEIR took more than two 
years to complete, the request would be an impossibility to fulfill.  Even MTC, at the time of 
writing in mid-2006, has not updated its model to reflect 2005 conditions. 

67-22 ABAG Projections 2000 were used in developing ridership projections.  See Master Response 
A.1. 

67-23 The routes noted were cancelled in December 2005, after publication of the DEIR.  The table was 
accurate as of November 2005, the publication date of the DEIR, as noted in the footnote to the 
table. 

67-24 It would be speculative to attempt to estimate the number of times the rail right of way might be 
flooded in the next 20 years.  However, the potential for flooding is addressed in DEIR Section 
3.3.6. It should be noted that a key benefit of the project, as stated on DEIR page ES-7, is 
“…the potential to improve water quality storm water management and re-establish hydrologic 
zones along the project right of way. . . .  As part of the proposed project, cross-culverts would 
be cleared, resized or reconstructed, as necessary to re-establish hydrologic connections and 
minimize sediment delivery to water bodies within the proposed project area.”  In addition, regu-
lar maintenance activities will be conducted on the corridor, which will reduce opportunities for 
flood damage after rail start up. 

67-25 The use of permeable structures does not necessarily reduce stormwater runoff.  For example, 
once ground saturation is attained during a storm event, peak flows can generate a substantial 
amount of runoff from permeable structures.  Often times this runoff is uncontrolled.  The use of 
impermeable areas allows for the controlled handling of runoff.  The proposed project includes 
provisions to manage runoff.  Surface runoff from the rail improvements, station construction, the 
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maintenance facilities, and park-and-ride facilities would be intercepted with bio-filtration swales 
or other appropriate containment devices.  See DEIR Section 2.9, Environmental Compliance 
Measures, p. 2-69. 

67-26 This table has been revised; see Master Response E.1 and revised tables in Chapter 4 of this 
FEIR. 

67-27 Several of the significance criteria are applicable to the proposed bicycle/pedestrian pathway, 
including increasing hazards due to a design feature or incompatible uses and conflict with 
adopted policies, plans or programs supporting alternative transportation.  The bicycle/pedes-
trian pathway was not found to have any significant negative impacts on traffic or transportation 
based on the significance criteria listed in the DEIR.  In fact, the pathway would have a beneficial 
impact on traffic and transportation by reducing the number of vehicles in each community by 
offering a viable non-motorized alternative (see DEIR Impact T-7). 

67-28 The totals are countywide.  A footnote has been added to this effect.  The margin of error is 
unknown, because it is difficult to get estimates of VMT directly.  Bus VMT would be trivially 
small when compared to the numbers in the table; the shuttle VMT would probably amount to 
something like a 0.01% increase in the VMT shown.  Small percentage changes in VMT can be 
significant, because the VMT value is quite large.  A difference of 7,000 peak hour VMT, as an 
example, when cumulated over four hours per day, 255 days/year, equals more than 7 million 
miles.  See Master Response E.1 for further discussion. 

67-29 The delay was not included.  Very rough calculations indicate that at grade crossings would 
probably result in less than 100 additional VHT of delay due to train crossings, which would be 
insignificant .given the daily VHT in the two counties. 

67-30 Noise levels generated by the train operations would be less than 45 dBA at distances greater 
than 200 feet from the tracks, as shown in Figure 3.7-4.  Horn noise levels would be below the 
impact criteria at distances greater than 600 feet from the nearest crossing in all areas of the 
corridor.  The significance criteria establishes an impact level that allows for a smaller noise 
increase in areas of existing high noise levels; therefore, no substantial increases in Ldn noise 
levels are expected as a result of the project in areas of the SMART corridor where project 
generated noise levels would not exceed the noise abatement criteria. See response  16-11 
relating to reflected noise. 

67-31 See response 14-18. 

67-32 See response 42-40. 

67-33 This is not an FTA analysis.  More detail on the Express Bus Alternative is in Master Response D. 

67-34 See response 67-28. 

67-35 See Table 5.1-2 in revised Appendix I (FEIR Chapter 4) for updated total transit travel time 
information between TAZ zones.  Total transit travel time includes all travel time, not just in-vehicle 
time.  See explanation regarding model distribution of some trips into modes with longer in-vehicle 
time in text above Appendix I Table 5.1-2. 

67-36 There is substantial information in the analysis and comparison of the alternatives throughout 
DEIR Chapter 4 that substantiates the selection of the proposed project as the environmentally 
superior alternative. 

67-37 See Master Response K regarding Appendix C.  See Master Response R regarding Larkspur 
Ferry Station revisions. 

67-38 The proposed bicycle/pedestrian pathway has been developed in more detail (1” = 100’) than is 
shown in Appendix E; these more detailed plans were used to evaluate impacts to wetlands and 
other areas.  These plans were not included in the DEIR due to the number of sheets (about 
200) and size (12” x 24”).  The DEIR Notice of Completion (November, 2005) directed the public 
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to the Marin Civic Center Library, Santa Rosa Main Library or SMART Project Office to view 
these plans. 

67-39 The model was developed for the entire 9-county Bay Area; the VTA modifications were just an 
application.  The changes are not dependent on density of the environment, but rather are trans-
ferable parameters. 

67-40 The model validation report is available from the Metropolitan Transportation Commission Library, 
101 Eighth Street, Oakland 94607, and is entitled Base Year Validation of Travel Demand Models 
for the San Francisco Bay Area (BAYCAST-90): Technical Summary.  April 1998. 

67-41 See response 67-33. 

67-42 See Master Responses C and H. 

67-43 See Master Response C regarding revised ridership forecasts.  See Master Response N for 
additional information on the update of SMART’s Expenditure Plan.  The plan includes the 
forecasted sales tax revenue for both counties.  Sonoma County residents would contribute 
roughly twice the sales tax revenue to the 20-year rail program as Marin County residents would. 

67-44 See response 67-28. 

67-45 There are other commuter rail systems that achieve 90% and higher on-time performance on 
single track rail lines (see also Master Response J).  Sections of double track for SMART have 
been carefully placed to accommodate the scheduled meets between north- and southbound 
trains (see response 42-23).  Frequent inspection and good maintenance of rolling stock and 
fixed facilities are mandated by federal and state law and implementing regulations.  These 
requirements are also reflected in SMART’s operating and maintenance cost estimates as a 
matter of good practice.  This program would help ensure that breakdown and failure-related 
service interruptions are a rare occurrence. 

Comment Letter #68 – Ron Bath 

68-1 Comment noted. 

Comment Letter #69 – Betty 

69-1 Comment noted.  For more details about ridership projections, see Master Response C.  The 
proposed project is not likely to be converted to a rapid transit system like BART, given the 
length of the corridor and the high capital costs of such a system. 

Comment Letter #70 – Mark Birnbaum 

70-1 The bicycle/pedestrian pathway would serve a variety of trip purposes, including commuting, shop-
ping, social, recreational, school, and other trip purposes.  Most bicycle trips tend, however, to 
be relatively short (e.g., under five miles), whereas most peak hour auto trips on US 101 tend to 
be fairly long (10 miles or more). 

70-2 Commenter’s reference to improved health of Northbay residents as a result of the proposed 
bicycle/pedestrian pathway is well taken. The proposed pathway would provide recreational 
benefits as mentioned in the DEIR on page ES-8. The health benefits that the pathway may 
have, however are difficult to quantify and for that reason have not been claimed as benefits in 
the FEIR. 

70-3 See Master Response U. 

Comment Letter #71 – Gerald E. Blancett 

71-1 SMART notes the commenter’s recommendation that only a heavy rail BART system should be 
considered for the North Bay. 
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Comment Letter #72 – Bob 

72-1 See Master Response M for information on paving the rail right-of-way for express bus use.  See 
Master Response D and DEIR Chapter 4 for more information on the Express Bus Alternative. 

Comment Letter #73 – Al Boro 

73-1 For clarification regarding future traffic conditions on Highway 101 both with and without the pro-
posed project, please see Master Response E.1. 

Comment Letter #74 – Stewart Brand 

74-1 Comment noted. 

Comment Letter #75 – Carol Brandt 

75-1 The project route is described in 2.5.3 and illustrated in Figures 2.5-3 through 2.5-9.  As the 
route leaves the Marin Civic Center Station, it stays east of Highway 101, then returns and 
parallels the highway at Ignacio. 

Comment Letter #76 – Barry M. Buckley 

76-1 The comment that rail transit is an environmentally friendly alternative is noted. 

76-2 See response 70-2. 

76-3 SMART will continue to work with local jurisdictions and utility companies during final project 
design to consider the use of the right of way for utilities. 

Comment Letter #77 – Wesley Caddell 

77-1 Biodiesel is being considered for the proposed project.  See DEIR Section 2.5.6, page 2-59. 

Comment Letter #78 – Chris Cameron 

78-1 See Master Response R regarding Larkspur and Master Response O regarding freight. 

Comment Letter #79 – Robert E. Clemons 

79-1 See response 40-17 regarding project objectives and alternatives.  See Master Response M for 
information on paving the rail right-of-way for express bus use. 

79-2 A discussion of project costs in the environmental document is not required by CEQA.  However, 
for informational purposes, Master Response N provides additional information on project costs. 

79-3 See Master Response S for information on Andersen Drive realignment.  Although a railroad 
overcrossing of Andersen Drive was considered in SMART’s Working Paper 5 and the City of 
San Rafael’s Andersen Drive Extension FEIR 1993, the proposed SMART project recommends 
the Andersen Drive at-grade realignment. 

79-4 The Transportation Authority of Marin (TAM) is sponsoring the CalPark Hill Tunnel Rehabilitation 
and Bikeway Project, which includes renovations to the railroad tunnel for bicycle and pedestrian 
linkages between San Rafael and the Larkspur Ferry Terminal.  The funding plan for the tunnel 
rehabilitation includes monies from TAM and SMART. 

79-5 See Master Response K regarding Appendix C.  See Master Response R regarding Larkspur 
Ferry Station revisions. 

79-6 The proposed project is not a light rail project.  Train speeds of up to 79 mph are feasible in 
undeveloped areas with straight line and the track rehabilitation will facilitate those speeds.  
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SMART has calculated design speeds and track improvements to accommodate both passenger 
and freight service. 

Comment Letter #80 – Jeanne Emmons Cohn 

80-1 See response 14-1. 

80-2 Traffic impacts in downtown San Rafael are addressed in DEIR Impact T-8 and further 
discussed in Master Response E.2. 

80-3 See Master Response P regarding pedestrian crossing safety. 

80-4 See Master Response S. 

80-5 The DEIR evaluates potential noise impacts that would occur with construction and operation of 
the proposed SMART project.  See DEIR Section 3.7.7.   

80-6 See response 1-2. 

80-7 Local streets would not be obstructed, however there would be short delays at railway crossings, 
as described in DEIR Impact T-9 and further clarified in Master Response E.2 and E.3. 

Comment Letter #81 – Christine Culver 

81-1 The station concept designs can accommodate motorcycle or scooter parking as the final designs 
for the facilities are developed with input from local jurisdictions and other stakeholders. 

Comment Letter #82 – Joy Dahlgren 

82-1 See Master Response E.1 regarding revised LOS calculations for Highway 101 and a discussion 
of the benefits of lower vehicle miles traveled (VMT) even if a reduction in LOS is not achieved. 

82-2 See response 82-1. 

Comment Letter #83 – Hal Davis 

83-1 SMART notes the commenter’s statement that ferry service to Port Sonoma should be part of 
the proposed project.  However, planning for new ferry services within the San Francisco Bay 
Area is the purview of the Water Transit Authority (WTA).  See DEIR Section 4.1.3 and Master 
Response M regarding alternatives eliminated from further consideration. 

Comment Letter #84 – Larry and Robin Drew 

84-1 The public review period, which began on November 21, 2005, ended on January 23, 2006.  The 
review period was 64 days, substantially longer than the 45 days required by CEQA.  As required 
by CEQA, notice of the availability of the Draft EIR was mailed to persons who had submitted 
requests for notice; there is no requirement in CEQA that notice be provided to individuals 
whose property may be subject to the environmental review.  In addition to mailed notice, the 
notice that the Draft EIR was available for review was published in the Press Democrat in 
Sonoma County and the Marin Independent Journal; notice was also posted on SMART's 
website.  The notice regarding the availability of the Draft EIR also gave notice of the two public 
hearings that were held on the project — one in Sonoma County on January 17 and one in Marin 
County on January 21.  Copies of the Draft EIR and related documents were made available for 
review at the SMART District office, the Marin Civic Center Library, the Santa Rosa Central 
Library, and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission Library in Oakland, and were also 
posted on SMART's website. 

It should be noted that the DEIR provides an analysis of the potential environmental effects of 
the proposed project, including two different options for the Corona Road station site, and does 
not authorize any action to be taken by the SMART District.  Development of the project depends 
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on voters in the two counties approving a 1/4 cent sales tax measure to fund the project.  Before 
SMART could proceed with development of the project, the District Board must certify the EIR 
and place the sales tax measure before the voters.  If the sales tax measure is approved, any 
action to develop either of the site options for the Corona Road station would require compliance 
with procedures required by law, including notice to affected parties and an opportunity to be 
heard. 

Comment Letter #85 – Pat Eklund 

85-1 A discussion of project costs in the environmental document is not required by CEQA.  However, 
for informational purposes, Master Response N provides additional information on project costs. 

85-2 Examples of the 12.5 miles of bicycle/pedestrian pathway to be built by other agencies include 
portions of the Joe Rodota Trail in Sonoma County, the CalPark Tunnel Rehabilitation Project 
and the Gap Closure Project in Marin County.  Each of these projects is in various stages of 
project development, but is currently programmed by the sponsoring agencies. 

85-3 See response 10-21. 

85-4 See Master Response O.  Freight service was considered in the cumulative impact analysis in 
the DEIR in the appropriate issue areas and additional clarification is provided in several issue 
areas (see FEIR Chapter 4). 

85-5 See response 24-2 regarding disposal of ballast and response 43-54 regarding disposal and/or 
recycling of railroad ties.  To meet AB 939 requirements that dictate guidance for source reduc-
tion, recycling and composting, and environmentally safe transformation and land disposal of 
solid wastes, railroad ties and steel will be recycled or re-used as appropriate.  DEIR Mitigation 
Measure HM-1 is modified accordingly to reflect this information (see Chapter 4 of this FEIR for 
specific text changes). 

85-6 Discussion of noise from train operations other than horn noise is provided beginning on DEIR 
page 3-134 and noise levels that would be generated by the project are shown in Figure 3.7-4. 
See response 16-11 relating to reflected noise. 

85-7 See response 10-3. 

85-8 See response 56-101. 

85-9 See response 42-20 regarding interior noise and response  42-17 regarding “wheel squeal.”  
Noise criteria do not apply to tunnel ventilation fans. 

85-10 See response  42-16. 

85-11 See response 42-21. 

85-12 Analysis was completed for 25, 50 and 80 mph operation as appropriate for each section of the 
study corridor.  Train acceleration would generally be at a moderate throttle setting, and would 
not result in substantially greater noise levels than evaluated. 

85-13 See response 10-5. 

85-14 See Master Response P for information on public safety and emergency preparedness. 

85-15 See response 10-6 

85-16 See response 10-6. Also, see Master Response P for information on public safety and 
emergency preparedness. 

85-17 See response 9-19. 

85-18 See response 10-8. 
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85-19 See response 10-9. 

85-20 See response 10-10. 

85-21 See response 10-10. 

85-22 Although ABAG produces forecasts at five-year increments, the data developed are not in the 
format or zonal level of detail needed for the travel forecasting model, except for the two years 
considered.  The forecasting work has also been independently reviewed by another 
consultant, and corrections and clarifications made.  See Master Responses A and C.  See 
Master Response O regarding freight service. 

85-23 See response 10-24. 

85-24 See response 10-26. 

85-25 See response 10-27. 

85-26 See response 85-22.  The station-to-station matrices by time period have been provided in Table 
C1 of the Master Response. 

85-27 The comment provides no supporting evidence that “the Marin County employment projections 
are significantly overstated.”  If reference is being made to DEIR Appendix I Table 3.2-1, this 
table has been corrected (see Chapter 4 of this FEIR).  The table was incorrectly summarized 
from the model, and did not affect model results. 

85-28 All railroad-related right-of-way planning and design is done with reference to milepost location.  
However, to help clarify jurisdictional boundaries of the proposed pathway, DEIR Table 2.5-3 has 
been revised to include municipal jurisdictions.  The revised table is in FEIR Chapter 4. 

85-29 All crossings will be designed in conformance with established standards and guidelines.  See 
Master Response V. 

85-30 See response 10-13. 

85-31 See response 10-13. 

85-32 See response 10-13. 

85-33 See response 10-14. 

85-34 See response 10-15. 

85-35 See response 10-16. 

85-36 See response 10-17. 

85-37 See response 10-18. 

85-38 See response 10-11.  Independent review of geotechnical evaluations would occur as part of 
final project design. 

85-39 The safety structure is described in the context of the 20 Visual Analysis Areas and the visual 
impacts of the safety structure are identified in DEIR Section 3.13.6, Impact V-3.  Mitigation 
Measure V-3 applies to the safety structure.  The gaps in the safety structure for wildlife should 
not affect pathway users.  Provision of the gaps is consistent with measures recommended by 
resource agencies to facilitate wildlife movement. 

85-40 The information on shuttle headways has been corrected in the report (see corrections in Chapter 4 
of this FEIR).  It should be noted that the headways were correctly coded for modeling purposes.  
Shuttles similar to those proposed are operated by other commuter rail systems.  See Master 
Response B. 
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85-41 See Master Response B.  The use of shuttles has been restricted to rail passengers in the model 
run for this FEIR. 

85-42 CEQA requires consideration of reasonable alternatives to the whole of the project; it would not 
be feasible to design alternatives that separately address the LOS on each segment of Highway 
101.  It may be that no improvements, beyond added highway capacity, are capable of improving 
the LOS on this portion of Highway 101 to LOS E or better. 

85-43 It is unclear which “recently funded bike project” the commenter is referring to.  SMART is unaware 
of another source of regional transportation funding that includes full right of way acquisition and 
construction of the 70 mile pedestrian/bicycle corridor in Sonoma and Marin Counties.  Although 
segments of the full 70 mile corridor are either constructed or have designated funding (e.g., the 
San Rafael to Larkspur pathway), none of these individual projects or programmed funds provides 
the right of way acquisition or funding that the proposed project would provide. 

85-44 See Master Response M for information related to a Sonoma-only rail alternative. 

85-45 See Master Response D. 

85-46 See Master Response M regarding a “Sonoma only” alternative. 

85-47 The bicycle/pedestrian pathway is an integral part of the proposed project. SMART is responsible 
for implementing the majority of the pathway.  Segments being implemented by other agencies 
are generally very short lengths.  See Table 2.5-3.  It is reasonable to assume implementation of 
the pathway under the proposed project. 

85-48 See Master Response C regarding ridership revisions. 

85-49 The comment about Novato’s urban growth boundary is noted.  However, no EIR text change is 
necessary, as this fact does not change the findings of the DEIR. 

85-50 These tables have been revised; see revised Section 3.6 tables in FEIR Chapter 4 and 
discussion of revisions in Master Responses A and E. 

85-51 See response 10-25. 

85-52 To include all working papers and technical reports in the DEIR would have created an unwieldy 
document thousands of pages in length, which is impractical for public review.  As stated in 
DEIR Section 1.3.3, technical reports are available for public review in the SMART District office. 

85-53 This comment is a summary of previous comments addressed above in responses 85-1 through 
85-52.  Regarding the recommendation for document recirculation, see response 9-1. 

Comment Letter #86 – Philip Erickson 

86-1 See response 63-11. 

Comment Letter #87 – Marcello Fonio 

87-1 See response 14-18. 

Comment Letter #88 – Al Fontes 

88-1 The proposed project is not designed to serve every trip in the North Bay, but rather to provide 
an alternative to those commuters whose home or work locations are conveniently served by the 
rail corridor. 

Comment Letter #89 – Robert Ford 

89-1 See response 14-18. 
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89-2 An “all encompassing” survey would be cost-prohibitive.  The DEIR analyzes projected growth 
and ridership using a mathematical model, which is typical for a regional transportation project. 

89-3 The authors are uncertain what travel time is being referred to.  Current GGT schedules for 
Route 72, which is an express, call for a travel of more than 90 minutes in the peak period between 
Santa Rosa and San Rafael downtowns. 

89-4 Traffic delays at crossings are analyzed in DEIR Impact T-9 and further clarified in Master 
Response E.3.  The short delays in downtown areas would not represent a substantial physical 
division of the community. 

89-5 See Master Response N for information related to costs. 

89-6 Please see response 32-8 regarding parking in downtown San Rafael.  As outlined in Master 
Response U, bicycle racks and lockers are being planned for SMART stations.  Moreover, 
SMART is considering bicycle stations at key locations. 

89-7 The number of bicyclists riding trains is not known at this time, but bicycles will be allowed on the 
trains.  See also Master Response U. 

89-8 A discussion of project costs in the environmental document is not required by CEQA.  However, 
for informational purposes, Master Response N provides additional information on project costs. 

89-9 See Master Response O.  Freight service is not part of the proposed project but is considered in 
the cumulative impact analysis. 

89-10 See Master Response C.  Surveys of passengers in other new commuter rail systems (e.g., 
Metrolink and ACE) indicate that up to 80% of rail passengers previously made their trip in an 
auto, and the remainder in buses.  (Schiermeyer, 2000.)  The rail service is primarily intended to 
serve trips within and between Marin and Sonoma Counties.  It will incidentally serve trips to San 
Francisco, but as the comment notes, it is more likely that transbay trips will use one of the avail-
able Golden Gate transit bus routes.  See Master Response E.1 regarding the benefits of the 
project with respect to Highway 101 congestion 

89-11 See Master Response N for information related to costs and Master Response R for Larkspur 
Station information. 

89-12 It is beyond the scope of an EIR to provide an appraisal for all properties in the general vicinity of 
the SMART corridor.  For information on the likely impact of the proposed project on property 
values, see Master Response T. 

89-13 See Master Response C for revised ridership calculations and Master Response M regarding a 
Sonoma-only rail alternative.  It should be noted that the Marin Civic Center is the highest 
concentration of employment in Marin County. 

Comment Letter #90 – Mark Garay 

90-1 The EIR authors believe that the EIR is a full disclosure document, prepared in full compliance 
with CEQA, including all components listed in the comment.  Furthermore, a careful review of 
project and alternative assumptions and analyses was completed in response to comments and 
the overall findings of the DEIR have not changed.  Clarifications have been provided in the 
numerous Master Responses, in these individual responses, and in the text revisions listed in 
FEIR Chapter 4. 

90-2 See Master Response W for information related to other stations considered during the analysis.  
It should be noted that SMART held numerous public meetings on the proposed station locations 
in an effort to seek input on which stations should be included in the proposed project.  Although 
final project design drawings have not been completed, sufficient details regarding project com-
ponents, including station sites, are available to assess a “reasonable worst-case” scenario for 
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purposes of CEQA compliance.  The analysis provides sufficient detail to develop appropriate 
mitigation measures. 

90-3 The maximum levels shown in Table 3.7-4 are short-term maximum levels that occur for a few 
seconds during an individual train pass-by.  The referenced noise criteria are applicable to Ldn 
noise levels that are averaged over a 24-hour day, with noise occurring at night considered more 
important than during the daytime.  As discussed in response 50-23, individual train pass-bys 
would generate noise levels similar to a bus or medium truck.  Analysis was completed for 
typical operating conditions.  Noise measurements were conducted at locations with residential 
or other noise-sensitive uses that typical of the surrounding area.  Vibration nuisance was dis-
cussed in section 3.7.6; this was demonstrated to be a less-than-significant impact and therefore 
more detailed information is not warranted.  The vibration discussion presented data on human 
perception of vibration.  FTA criteria are applicable for analysis of a transit project 

90-4 See response 40-19. As described in DEIR Section 2.5.6 on pages 2-53 – 2-54, SMART proposes 
to upgrade and maintain the entire track to a minimum of FRA Class 4 standards. 

90-5 Noise impact evaluation was not based on general discussion of land use along the corridor, but 
rather on detailed layout of noise contours using aerial photographs that showed individual 
residences. 

90-6 Mitigation within the jurisdiction of SMART will be provided for all significant adverse impacts 
related to noise that are caused by the project. 

90-7 While the proposed project will help to realize local General Plans, the ridership assumptions in 
the DEIR are not predicated upon the full realization of local General Plan goals.  The ridership 
projections, for example, are based on regional travel models and regional population projections.  
See Master Response C for more information about ridership assumptions.  Master Response I 
considers the ridership that could occur with more TOD. 

90-8 See Master Response W for general information on alternative station sites considered for the 
proposed project.  See DEIR Section 4.1.3 for discussion of why the Bellevue station site was 
eliminated from further consideration.  The selected Jennings Avenue Station sits roughly in the 
geographic heart of Santa Rosa. 

The Roseland neighborhood in southwest Santa Rosa will have direct transit access to the Rail-
road Square Station, without needing to transfer at the downtown transit mall.  CityBus Routes 9 
and 12, which serve Roseland, both stop within 1 1/2 blocks of the Railroad Square Station. 

90-9 The Jennings Avenue Station is designed to include a significant park-and-ride site, accommo-
dating up to 630 spaces.  Park-and-ride capacity is not available at the Railroad Square site due 
to the transit oriented development recommendations for housing and commercial uses at that 
site.  SMART determined that although the station spacing is less than the general standard, the 
demand for park-and-ride spaces was significant in the northern part of Santa Rosa. 

90-10 See response 56-101. 

Comment Letter #91 – Clinton and Patricia Gow 

91-1 See response 84-1. 

Comment Letter #92 – Marie Hoch 

92-1 From the Novato South Station, the pathway follows Nave Drive south which is adjacent to the 
freeway and is a Class II designation. 

92-2 See Master Response K regarding Appendix C.  See responses 64-24 and 64-25 regarding 
bicycle/pedestrian alignment at the Novato South Station. 

92-3 The correction is noted; however, the referenced DEIR Appendix is not being reissued. 
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92-4 See response 92-1.  The proposed pathway alignment on Nave Drive will utilize the existing 
Class II pathway.  Due to the residential development on the east of Nave Drive, this alignment 
was considered most appropriate.  Furthermore, a relocation of the pathway to the west of the 
NWP would require a redesign of the hotel parking lot resulting in the loss of parking. 

92-5 The alignment of the SMART  pathway was based on numerous opportunities and constraints, 
including availability of right of way, crossings, cost, environmental impact, and other issues.  
The alignment in the area between Hamilton Parkway and Roblar Drive considered right of way 
constraints, existing bikeways developed by the City of Novato, and the number of railroad 
crossings.  While the selected alignment does have two more railroad crossings than an align-
ment along the east side of the tracks, the right of way north of Hamilton Parkway is constrained 
by existing residences.  Given the relatively low number of trains, adequate crossing protection, 
and good visibility, these crossings should not represent a significant safety hazard for users.  
Paths have been developed that cross rail lines with much higher frequencies (such as in 
downtown San Diego) and appear to be operating without significant problems.  See Master 
Response V for additional information regarding pedestrian and bicycle safety. 

Comment Letter #93 – Jean Holroyd-Sills 

93-1 Comment noted. The document was fully uploaded one week after its formal release. Copies 
were available during that week for public review at the SMART Project Office, Marin Civic 
Center Library, Santa Rosa Main Library and MTC Library. 

Comment Letter #94 – Stanford Horn 

94-1 The train to boat alternative was not considered in any of the previous planning studies that 
recommended commuter rail in the NWP corridor.  (See page 2-8 of the DEIR.)  The proposed 
project is designed primarily to serve commute trips between and within Sonoma and Marin 
counties.  See Master Response D for relevant information regarding why analyzing a San 
Francisco destination for the Express Bus Alternative was not undertaken.  The cost of devel-
oping a system that would operate as described in the comment letter would likely make this 
alternative financially infeasible. 

Comment Letter #95 – Rick Johnson 

95-1 The EIR authors do not agree with the conclusions reached in this comment.  The benefits of the 
project need to be summed over four (or more) peak hours of the day, 255 working days per year.  
When the results are multiplied by 1,020 peak hours a year, the significance of the changes in 
VMT is more apparent.  See Master Response E.1 for additional information. 

95-2 A discussion of project costs in the environmental document is not required by CEQA.  However, 
for informational purposes, Master Response N provides additional information on project costs.  
Whether the proposed project provides a cost benefit compared to other alternatives will be 
considered by the SMART Board of Directors prior to approving the project.  In addition, District 
voters will have an opportunity to vote on whether to support the proposed project with a sales 
tax measure.  It should be noted that many of the project benefits would be difficult to quantify, 
e.g., energy security, increased options for commuters, more compact development, value of 
reduced CO2 emissions, and so on. 

95-3 The Express Bus Alternative has higher passenger car VMT, principally because it does not 
attract as many trips from driving as the rail project.  See Master Response D for additional 
information regarding Express Bus Alternative assumptions. 

95-4 DEIR Table 4.6-1 provides a side-by-side comparison of the environmental impacts of the pro-
posed project and the three alternatives, which includes express bus and no project.  A compar-
ison of the investment cost of bus, rail, and passenger vehicle modes is outside the scope of an 
EIR.  Emission factors used for the analysis of buses came from the EMFAC2002 emission 
factor model, which takes into account future bus fleet turn over and the effect of new regulations.  
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As with the analysis of emissions from DMUs for the years 2025, the analysis of bus emissions 
assumed only those regulations that are in place or that have been adopted to go into effect in 
the future. 

95-5 The Express Bus Alternative has been re-run to provide a more direct comparison with the pro-
posed project; new assumptions include shorter headways and a park-and-ride/transfer facility 
in Novato.  See Master Response D.  Using direct connection ramps to HOV lanes is extremely 
expensive and requires significant additional right of way to meet Caltrans’ highway design 
standards. 

95-6 The pathway is an integral part of the proposed project and the impact analysis considers the 
project as a whole.  See response 41-32.  See response 41-17 regarding potential pathway user 
impacts on wetlands and wildlife.   

95-7 See response 6-2.  

95-8 Impact BR-16 and MM BR-12 specifically address California clapper rail. Response 1-2 details 
the availability of high-resolution aerial photos showing mapped wetlands.  Response 41-32 
addresses the avoidance of impacts to the highest quality clapper rail habitat through the Novato 
Narrows.  Response 41-58 explains the low potential for occurrence of nesting birds near the 
existing railroad grade. 

95-9 Response 1-2 addresses wetlands mitigation. 

95-10 At the request of the City of San Rafael’s Traffic Engineer, a simulation of downtown San Rafael 
was done which confirms the DEIR’s conclusions regarding the proposed project’s traffic impacts.  
See response 14-4.  Although the simulation shows some additional delay, it is not a “nightmare.” 

95-11 See responses 34-20, 42-23, 43-42, and 67-45.  Railroad industry experience suggests that on a 
rail line equipped with centralized traffic control, as SMART will be, single track operations can 
accommodate a range of daily trains, from a low of  30 trains per day to an upper range of 50 
trains. 

95-12 As noted in the DEIR, train horn noise could result in an unmitigable significant adverse impact if 
Quiet Zones cannot be implemented.  Pathway users would experience noise levels similar to 
nearby residences.  Noise exposure from the project may be found in Figure 3.7-5.  See responses 
41-58 regarding potential noise impacts on wildlife. 

95-13 See response 10-10 regarding upstream flooding. 

95-14 The Windsor to Petaluma alternative would not contribute significant information to the EIR, in 
that its likely impacts and benefits can be readily deduced from the discussion of the proposed 
project and MOS Alternative.  It should be noted that with appropriate environmental compliance 
measures and mitigations, the proposed project’s effects on floodplains, wetlands, and traffic in 
downtown San Rafael have been reduced to less than significant, as described in the DEIR and 
clarified in this FEIR. 

95-15 See Master Response N for project cost information related to the development of an 
Expenditure Plan which is required for the proposed sales tax measure and includes a 20 year 
forecast of costs and revenues of the proposed project. 

Comment Letter #96 – Wendi Kallins 

96-1 The Express Bus Alternative assumed continuous High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes from 
the Richardson Bay Bridge (just north of Sausalito) to Windsor in 2025.  As for “dedicated” lanes 
for buses, the authors are unaware of any bus lanes (except relatively short bypass lanes, such 
as on the SF/Oakland Bay Bridge) that are exclusively reserved for buses in California.  The 
construction costs of providing an additional HOV lane exclusively for buses along the entire 
length of the Highway 101 corridor from Cloverdale to Larkspur would make that alternative 
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infeasible, especially given the uncertainty of completion of regular HOV lanes, such as through 
the Novato Narrows.  See Master Response D for additional information. 

96-2 See Master Response G for information on forecasted ridership sensitivity to escalating gasoline 
prices. 

96-3 SMART concurs that effective TDM marketing can increase ridership and will work with local 
transit agencies in an effort to develop coordinated TDM marketing strategies at an appropriate 
future date in advance of rail start-up. 

Comment Letter #97 – Tom Kambe, Director, Centex Homes 

97-1 See response 84-1. 

Comment Letter #98 – Margaret Kettunen-Zegart 

98-1 See Master Response C for ridership information and Master Response O for assumptions 
regarding freight service. 

98-2 Further information about bus and rail reliability can be found in Master Response J. 

98-3 Comment noted. 

98-4 See Master Response R for additional information on alternatives considered but not 
recommended for Larkspur. 

98-5 See Master Response A.3 regarding the availability of an underutilized Caltrans park-and-ride lot 
near the downtown San Rafael station.  As noted in the DEIR on page 2-53, the downtown San 
Rafael station would also be served by two shuttle routes. 

98-6 See Master Response J regarding reliability of bus versus rail.  The number of hybrid vehicles 
using an HOV lane can be restricted, as needed, if congestion occurs in an HOV lane. 

98-7 As discussed in DEIR Mitigation Measure G-4 (page 3-18), during final project design a site-
specific geotechnical investigation will be performed which will include a probabilistic seismic 
hazard analysis of all pertinent faults of the San Andreas Fault system. This will incorporate risk-
based evaluations of exceedance of certain peak ground accelerations.  Specific safety mea-
sures to reduce impacts will be incorporated into the final design of the project, based on soil 
type and stratigraphy 

98-8 The Marin County Congestion Management Agency is now embarking on a comprehensive study 
of the Greenbrae interchange, funded by Regional Measure 2 (bridge toll revenue) funds.  SMART’s 
impact on this interchange serving the Larkspur rail station is negligible, because there is no rail 
patron parking; only auto drop-off and pick-up trips would add to volumes on Sir Francis Drake 
and the Greenbrae/101 ramps.  See Master Response E.2 regarding an analysis of intersections 
in the vicinity of proposed rail stations that includes intersections in Larkspur.  A detailed inter-
section analysis in downtown San Rafael was included in the DEIR and described in Impact T-8. 

98-9 The NCRA, not SMART, is responsible for developing plans for freight service along the NWP 
corridor.  See also Master Response O.  While freight service linking to other counties or parts of 
the country may be worthwhile, this EIR is focused on the Cloverdale to Larkspur area, coincid-
ing with the boundaries of the proposed project. 

98-10 Implementation of mitigation to limit the spread of noxious weeds in combination with a restora-
tion plan that addresses both wetlands and vegetation will likely improve habitat value in loca-
tions that are currently disturbed/ruderal.  Mitigation Measure BR-4 has been expanded to incor-
porate removal of existing invasive plants such as Arundo donax (see revisions in Chapter 4 of 
this FEIR). 

98-11 These are all possible destinations.  However, given that most home-to-school trips are relatively 
short (generally limited by the size of the school district or school boundaries), it is unlikely that 



  Chapter 3: Comments and Responses on Draft EIR 
   

Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit 3.3-732 FEIR 
  June 2006 

SMART would carry many school trips.  The travel forecasts do include a home to school purpose, 
however. 

98-12 Regarding the station site and parking at the Downtown San Rafael Station, the expanded site 
area in Option 2 would be used to accommodate additional transit and shuttle vehicle access, 
and an expanded bike station.  Option 2 does not anticipate providing station parking.  The path 
of travel from auto drop-off areas would meet ADA requirements to provide access for SMART 
patrons with disabilities. 

Regarding the underground approach and exit, there was a suggestion during the development 
of the DEIR that the station concept include an underground approach for bicycles.  This was not 
included in the DEIR due to cost and feasibility considerations. The same cost and feasibility 
considerations would preclude an underground approach for auto traffic as well.  The SMART 
station does not preclude any future modifications by the City of San Rafael to 4th Street. 

98-13 Regarding Marin Airporter parking and walking distance between the SMART Larkspur Station 
and the Larkspur Ferry Terminal, see Master Response R.  The ½ mile designation is used by 
many transit districts to evaluate impacts and is generally considered as near the upper limit for 
modal transfers. 

Regarding the comment that a concept with “a covered train station with seated / cooled or 
heated waiting area should be developed,” SMART does not plan to provide indoor waiting areas 
at any location.  All SMART stations will include shelter structures to provide protection from 
inclement weather.  The final design and location of these shelters will be determined during the 
final design of the stations. 

98-14 Detailed LOS tables with existing and future conditions are listed in DEIR Section 3.6.  These 
tables have been revised based on model corrections and are presented in the text revisions in 
FEIR Chapter 4.  See Master Response E.1  Local roadway intersection LOS is also provided in 
the revisions in FEIR Chapter 4.  See Master Response E.2. 

98-15 See Master Response A.3 for information on projected ferry ridership. See DEIR page ES-1 for 
information on SMART project purpose and objectives. 

98-16 See response 43-61. 

98-17 Noise levels within the tunnel would be high (90 dBA or greater Lmax) while trains are passing 
through the tunnel. 

98-18 Unless Quiet Zone designations can be obtained, train horn noise would occur at grade crossings 
throughout the corridor.  See response 63-57 about wayside horns. 

98-19 Master Response P has additional clarification of emergency preparedness.  Comments related 
to additional design elements for stations, including kiosks, trash containers, etc. will be 
addressed in the final design phase of the project. 

98-20 Regarding comment on providing “an enclosed waiting area” in the original depot building, see 
response 98-13.  See response 63-6 regarding utilizing the historic depot building.  The original 
depot building is owned by Whistlestop, and its acquisition is not part of the proposed project.  
Rather, SMART has worked with Whistlestop to coordinate all transportation operations at the 
site. 

Comment Letter #99 – Gene Koch 

99-1 Comment noted.  For information about the energy impacts of the proposed project, see DEIR 
Section 3.8 on page 3-141. 

99-2 Comment noted.  The proposed vehicle, the diesel multiple unit (DMU), is described on DEIR 
page 2-59. 

99-3 Comment regarding tourism benefits is noted. 
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Comment Letter #100 – Lana Kradjan 

100-1 The proposed project is designed to utilize an existing rail right-of-way primarily to serve com-
muters within and between Sonoma and Marin counties.  Rail service directly to San Francisco 
would require a retrofit of the Golden Gate Bridge, a second tunnel thru the Marin Headlands 
and/or a rail tube across the gate, and would be economically infeasible.  Previous planning 
studies did not recommend these alternatives. 

Comment Letter #101 – Brian Lamoreaux 

101-1 See Master Response G regarding a ridership projection based on a scenario in which gas prices 
are substantially higher in the future. 

101-2 See response 43-112. 

101-3 Comment noted.  This information will be considered during final design. 

101-4 See response 9-19 regarding why SMART did not consider the use of electric multiple units. 

101-5 The lane configurations (both existing and future) have been revised; see Master Response A.2.  
A sensitivity analysis was also run that considered the impact if the Novato Narrows is not wid-
ened from its existing four-lane configuration.  See Master Response F. 

Comment Letter #102 – Hugo Landecker 

102-1 Review of damage assessment data from the 1964 tsunami indicates the most significant damage 
was reported at marinas in Marin County where strong currents induced by the tsunami caused 
boats and floating piers to break loose and strike other craft.  Damage was not reported for the 
rail corridor.  Scientists have estimated that a tsunami wave entering the Golden Gate could be 
as high as 33 feet but would decay quickly as it moves eastward, such that by the time it reaches 
the East Bay, the wave is only half as high, and only 10% as high by the time it reaches the 
northern and southern ends of the San Francisco Bay (“Tsunami Hazards in San Francisco Bay”, 
Dengler, L., Borrero, J., Patton, J.). 

Design considerations for trestles and other structures for seismic conditions are addressed in 
DEIR Section 3.2 of the DEIR.  Mitigation Measure G-4 of the DEIR, which addresses seismicity, 
is applicable to seismic-induced tsunami events. 

102-2 See response 14-1. 

102-3 Project designs factor in flood risk.  In the unlikely event that the rails become submerged, pas-
senger train service would be temporarily halted, in compliance with the Emergency Preparedness 
Plan. 

Comment Letter #103 – Jack Macy 

103-1 The lane configurations (both existing and future) have been revised; see Master Response A.2. 

103-2 The suggested edits are noted. 

103-3 Regarding the Healdsburg Station, see revised station concept diagram in Chapter 4 of this 
FEIR.  The text in the project description of the DEIR is correct; the station is planned to be a 
double-tracked, two platform station. 

Regarding the Windsor Station, see response 20-12. Figure 2.5-13 has been revised to clarify 
the location of the intermodal facilities and their relationship to the SMART station. The revised 
figure is included in Chapter 4 of this FEIR. 

Regarding Downtown Santa Rosa, see response 63-11 regarding the third track. 

Regarding Larkspur Ferry Station, see Master Response R and response 63-24. 
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103-4 The cost of bio-diesel fuel is dependent upon the proximity of the fuel source, distribution 
requirements and the percentage of total fuel consumption.  Information addressing these 
questions will be sought in the final engineering phase of the project. 

103-5 The comment is noted. 

103-6 Impact G-4 (Geology) is applicable to bridges that are part of the proposed project, as bridges 
are considered structures.  Regarding Impact G-5, the proposed project corridor is not contained 
within any Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Zone, as stated on page 3-12 of the DEIR. 

103-7 See response 10-10 regarding flooding risks. There would be no permanent alterations of terrain 
that would affect watershed hydrology.  The proposed project would have a negligible impact on 
peak flow rates or flood volumes.  Instead, the proposed project would involve re-construction of 
drainage facilities to improve hydrologic conditions. 

103-8 See revised text for Impact WR-4, which now references the SUSMP. 

103-9 The correction is noted.  Please see revised Table 3.5-5 in FEIR Chapter 4. 

103-10 The correction is noted. 

103-11 See Master Responses A.3 and A.4. 

103-12 The DEIR analysis supports the conclusion that “implementation of the project will bring more 
ferry riders to Larkspur without impacting parking facilities.” 

103-13 The correction is noted.  See revised Table 3.8-4 in FEIR Chapter 4. 

103-14 DEIR Mitigation Measure 10a is expanded to specify that SMART will comply with the Santa 
Rosa Plain Conservation Strategy.  See response 15-29.  Mitigation ratios for SMART would be 
subject to ratios detailed for roads (including on-road pathways).  Once the Conservation Strategy 
is implemented, projects within 1.3 miles of known breeding sites will be required to provide up 
to two acres of conservation to each one acre of impact as CTS mitigation.  In the interim period, 
until the Conservation Strategy is implemented, CTS mitigation will range from one acre to three 
acres of conservation for each one acre of impact. 

The Conservation Strategy provides projects outside of 1.3 miles from a known breeding site, 
but with potential for presence of CTS, the option to mitigate by contributing to a species fund.  
Under this option, the 2-year protocol survey is not required. 

Most of the SMART corridor through the Santa Rosa Plain crosses developed areas with no 
potential impact to CTS.  The corridor crosses approximately 0.5 mile of CTS Conservation 
Areas, two miles within 1.3 miles of known breeding sites, and an additional four miles of areas 
with potential presence of CTS. 

103-15 The addition to Appendix D is noted.  This does not change the impact analysis of the DEIR. 

103-16 See Master Responses A and C regarding revised travel forecasting.  The 1990 fares are as 
used in the travel model; to convert them to current (2005/06) dollars, multiply by 1.56.  Revised 
Appendix I tables are provided in Chapter 4 of this FEIR. 

Comment Letter #104 – Chance Massaro, Irene Martin, Dawn Present, Vicki Lessin, 
Bonnie Hogue, and Joan Rashti 

104-1 Master Response G contains a ridership projection based on a scenario in which gas prices are 
substantially higher in the future. 

104-2 The proposed project would result in less energy consumed than the No-Project Alternative.  For 
information about energy consumption see Section 3.8 beginning on page 3-141 in the DEIR. 

104-3 Comment noted.  See DEIR Section 3.5 for information regarding air quality impacts. 
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104-4 Bio-diesel fuel is proposed as part of the project as a fuel alternative.  The analysis presented in 
the DEIR considered the impacts of both biodiesel and conventional fuels.  See DEIR Section 
3.5.4 for more information. 

104-5 Comment noted. 

Comment Letter #105 – Eric McCaughrin 

105-1 See Master Response M for information on why light rail transit was not proposed in the SMART 
corridor as well as a discussion of light DMUs.  It is not correct to say that “virtually every other 
DMU rail project has selected the Light Rail Transit option.”  Passenger rail projects in both 
Portland and Orlando, where trackage will be shared with freight, are solely relying on heavy 
DMU vehicles. 

105-2 The Colorado Railcar was recommended as the preferred vehicle type primarily due to its com-
patibility with freight operations along the corridor.  The Colorado Railcar is currently operating in 
revenue service in Orlando, Florida.  See Master Response M for additional information regarding 
light DMUs. 

105-3 Noise was evaluated for standard DMU vehicles because they are the technology proposed for 
use in the corridor.  See the discussion in DEIR Section 4.1.3 on page 4-5 regarding the reasons 
that light rail was rejected as an infeasible alternative to the proposed project.  See Master 
Response Q regarding SMART’s role in obtaining Quiet Zone designations and implementing 
required supplementary safety measures. 

105-4 See Master Response O regarding future freight service and M regarding alternatives. 

105-5 SMART will be pursuing an ADA solution that maximizes access for wheelchair uses. There are 
two approaches to providing access. One includes development of a low floor car heavy DMU.  
This type of vehicle would have to be approved by FRA.  A second approach, which is being 
pursued by other passenger rail systems currently, is the use of an automatic ramp extended 
from either the boarding platform or vehicle that accommodates wheelchair users.  This approach 
would be included in specifications for final vehicle engineering and developed with input from 
other rail operators and the special needs community.  An average dwell time for the system 
would not be significantly impacted with the use of an automatic ramp extension operated from 
the cab of the rail car. 

105-6 See response 105-5. 

105-7 Preliminary design, including location of the alignment, design standards, prototype sections, 
details on operations, and other aspects of the proposed pathway were developed in sufficient 
detail to identify impacts and mitigation measures and meet CEQA requirements.  Due to the 
volume of information, most of this detail is shown in Working Paper #5: Detailed Project Design 
Options (Chapter 4: Bicycle/Pedestrian Path, Chapter 7: New Structures, Appendix A: Technical 
Memorandum, Bicycle/Pedestrian Path Design Considerations and Parameters in the SMART 
Commuter Rail Corridor) and summarized in the DEIR.  For more information, including diagrams, 
see Master Response V. 

105-8 The proposed bicycle/pedestrian pathway has been designed in conjunction with the passenger 
rail passing sidings.  Provisions have also been made for double-tracking right-of-way within 
some station locations.  Further, the proposed pathway is not solely located on NWP right-of-
way.  In a number of locations, existing pathways or Class II facilities are used.  The pathway will 
link all 14 proposed rail stations and will provide multi-modal access for rail passengers. 

105-9 The points summarized are addressed in responses 105-1 through 105-8. 

105-10 While the comment suggests deficiencies in the proposed project and encourages a review of 
other rail DMU projects, it does not precisely clarify what those deficiencies are.  SMART, 
however, has and will continue to examine related projects to understand best practices. 
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Comment Letter #106 – Larry McFadden 

106-1 Comment noted.  The energy consumption of the proposed project versus no project is discussed 
in DEIR Section 3.8. 

Comment Letter #107 – Christian Miller 

107-1 Comment noted.  Revised project ridership projections are discussed in Master Response C.  . 

Comment Letter #108 – Bob Leihy 

108-1 See DEIR Section 4.1 regarding the monorail alternative. 

Comment Letter #109 – Cynthia Murray, Marin County Supervisor 

109-1 See Master Response M for information related to the Port Sonoma alternative. 

Comment Letter #110 – Stacey Pogorzelski 

110-1 See response 1-2. 

110-2 The bicycle/pedestrian pathway is an integral part of the proposed project, and its impacts have 
been analyzed throughout the DEIR.  Although the proposed project has been designed to avoid 
and minimize impacts on individual wetland sites, development of the bicycle/pedestrian pathway 
along portions of the rail right-of-way accounts for the majority of the loss of wetland resources 
identified in the DEIR.  See also responses 41-17 and 41-61. 

110-3 See Master Response N regarding project costs. 

110-4 The impacts of train operations on downtown San Rafael were analyzed and discussed in DEIR 
Section 3.6 (see Impact T-8.)  See Master Response E.2 for further clarification of downtown 
San Rafael traffic issues. 

110-5 See Master Response J. 

110-6 See response 89-10 on ridership and Master Response H regarding the effect of rail on other 
transit services. 

Comment Letter #111 – Trish Prokop 

111-1 Because noise levels projected in the area described in the comment would be less than the 
significance criteria, a noise wall is not proposed for the area. 

111-2 SMART has not proposed the construction of “a high overpass” along the rail corridor and is 
unaware of any such specific project elements that the commenter may be referring to. Public at-
grade crossings will be used along the corridor, with trains scheduled to operate every 30 minutes 
in each direction in the peak period.  SMART trains will pass through public at-grade crossings in 
approximately 35-40 seconds.  See Master Response E.3 for additional information. 

111-3 SMART does not propose to revamp the street and exits at the Nave Drive and Bel Marin Keys 
intersection.  Park-and-ride lot users could use the existing left turn refuge at Nave and Robler 
Drive to access the park-and-ride lot, following a right hand turn off of the freeway.  It is not antic-
ipated that the amount of peak hour movement into the park-and-ride lot would warrant full signal 
treatment at this time.  The final engineering phase of the project will reevaluate this assumption 
in concert with input from Novato’s traffic engineer. 

111-4 All roadway/rail crossings will be upgraded with warning equipment to ensure safe driving con-
ditions.  The delays from passing trains are not expected to be significant (see Master Response 
E.3).  As described in the DEIR, SMART is committed to doing an extensive public education 
campaign prior to opening of the system in order to make drivers and pedestrians aware of the 
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system.  Rail systems similar to SMART operate safely in other communities. See Master 
Response P for more information on rail safety. 

111-5 Please see Master Response P regarding security for the proposed project. 

111-6 Research suggests that the presence of a passenger rail station adds value to surrounding 
properties.  See Master Response T for more information.  For information about noise impacts 
from the proposed project, see DEIR Section 3.7.6 on page 3-132. 

For traffic related impacts, see DEIR Section 3.6.5 beginning on page 3-99 and Master 
Response E.2 for more information.  For public safety and security related issues, see FEIR 
Master Response P. 

Comment Letter #112 – Pamela Reeves 

112-1 Comment noted. 

112-2 Air quality impacts of the Express Bus Alternative are discussed in the DEIR on pages 4-26 
through 4-29.   

112-3 The Express Buses would use the HOV lane wherever possible.  The comment is correct that 
the ridership in the Express Bus Alternative would be higher with dedicated express bus lanes 
on Highway 101.  See response 96-1 regarding why dedicated express bus lanes are consid-
ered infeasible. 

112-4 Additional information is provided in Master Response D. 

112-5 Comment noted. 

Comment Letter #113 – Willard Richards 

113-1 The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency lists limiting visibility as an effect of sulfur dioxide.  
As the commenter has noted, this is primarily due to sulfur dioxide contributing to the formation 
of atmospheric particles that can cause visibility impairment.  Sulfur dioxide is not a significant 
concern with respect to the proposed project; see response 9-19. 

113-2 The commenter is correct in that the majority of particles formed during atmospheric 
photochemical reactions are 2.5 microns in diameter or less. 

113-3 The commenter is correct that the section of rail between the Ignacio Wye and Port Sonoma is 
not part of the proposed project. 

113-4 The commenter is correct.  The word “oxides” was inadvertently left out of the sentence. 

113-5 Air quality agencies have used “fine” to describe PM10 in the past.  However, with the more recent 
focus on PM2.5, it would be clearer to use that term for PM2.5 as the commenter has suggested. 

113-6 The suggested edits to the Environmental Setting discussion are noted.  These minor correc-
tions do not significantly change the discussion of either the air quality setting or project impacts. 

113-7 As reflected on page 3-58 at the end of the first paragraph, the intent of the sentence was to 
explain that a portion of the project area has the potential for lower air pollution.  The sentence 
should have started as “However, a portion ….” 

113-8 While the comment is acknowledged, an effort to revise all the air emission tables to make these 
minor corrections will not be undertaken. 

113-9 The commenter is correct that the North Coast Air Basin carbon monoxide numbers in Table 
3.5-8 should have been -76 pounds for the motor vehicle traffic component and the net difference 
should have been -73 pounds.  It should be noted that traffic data has been revised since the 
Draft EIR and as a result the air quality analysis has also been adjusted.  Please see revisions  
in Chapter 4 of this FEIR. 
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113-10 In this particular case it does.  The reduction in motor vehicle miles traveled (VMT) as a result of 
the project leads to an overall decrease in particulate matter.  While PM10 is the standard emis-
sion information available for motor vehicles, motor vehicles also emit PM2.5.  So, it is concluded 
that PM2.5 emissions will also decrease as a result of the decrease in VMT. 

113-11 Page 3-53, The 2001 Ozone Attainment Plan was mentioned in the regulatory setting, but it did 
not necessarily require a reference.  Since this plan is no longer valid, a decision was made not 
to add it to the reference section 

Page 3-59, The correct reference for the diesel PM concentration should have been CARB, 2005.  
The CARB, 2000 reference should have been included in the sentence below referring to the 
associated health risk. 

Page 3-65, The document is included in the reference section as California Department of Trans-
portation, Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol, December 1997. 

Page 3-69, Technical studies for the SMART Project were listed in the Reference Section under 
Chapter 1. 

113-12 As stated in the comment, ambient lead and sulfur dioxide concentrations are well below air 
quality standards.  The DEIR analysis concentrated on pollutants for which there has been a 
history of ambient air quality standard violations, the possibility of localized impacts from the 
proposed project, or a significant health issue. 

113-13 Diesel PM poses the greatest health risk of all known toxic air contaminants.  Since the proposed 
project introduces new diesel PM emissions into the project area as a result of DMU operations, 
the risks associated with this were evaluated.  Research into the health effects of motor vehicles 
is ongoing.  The tools and techniques currently available for assessing health impacts from 
mobile source air toxics are limited and are often based on information from stationary sources.  
As a result, there is a debate among the professional community as to if quantitative analyses 
should be performed for transportation projects.  In addition, the EPA and CARB have not estab-
lished concentration standards for air toxic pollutants.  In February 2006, the Federal Highway 
Administration issued guidance that quantitative analyses should not be performed for trans-
portation projects until better tools and guidance becomes available.  As a result, an attempt to 
calculate the carcinogenic effects of automobile exhaust was not undertaken.  It is true that 
emissions of motor vehicle toxic air contaminants are expected to be reduced if vehicle miles 
traveled are reduced by a project. 

Comment Letter #114 – Roger Roberts 

114-1 The feasibility of a passenger rail project in the region has been assessed in several different 
studies (See DEIR Chapter 2).  Higher ridership numbers do not necessarily result in “commen-
surate increases in SMART’s environmental impacts” as the comment asserts.  Higher ridership 
could result in beneficial environmental effects, such as decreased vehicle miles traveled, fewer 
air emissions, less traffic congestion and less energy use.  See Master Response C regarding 
revised ridership estimates. 

Comment Letter #115 – David Rose 

115-1 See Master Response M regarding paving the right-of-way for bus use. 

Comment Letter #116 – William Rothman, M.D. 

116-1 See Master Response C for new ridership forecasts and Master Response D for information 
related to the Express Bus Alternative. 
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Comment Letter #117 – Michael Salinger 

117-1 The Santa Rosa Railroad Square Station is included as part of the project and is described on 
DEIR page 2-38; see Figure 2.5-15 for a design of the proposed station.  See Master Response 
K for clarification regarding DEIR Appendix C. 

Comment Letter #118 – Sam Salmon 

118-1 See Master Response M regarding paving the right-of-way for bus use. 

118-2 Comment noted.  Cloverdale has been recommended as the northern terminus of the rail 
corridor over the last two major planning studies conducted on the NWP; see DEIR page 2-8.  
See Master Response N regarding project costs. 

118-3 See Master Response O regarding future freight service.  Impacts on maintenance costs are not 
within the scope of the CEQA analysis. 

Comment Letter #119 – Mike Sandler 

119-1 Comment noted. 

119-2 Golden Gate Transit currently provides bus service from the Larkspur Ferry Terminal to the El 
Cerrito Del Norte and Richmond BART stations that could accommodate the regional 
connectivity issues raised in this comment. 

119-3 See Master Response M for information about the Port Sonoma alternative. 

119-4 Comment noted. 

119-5 Comment noted. 

119-6 Comment noted. 

Comment Letter #120 – Steve Sarsfield (letter/emails) 

120-1 Comment noted. 

120-2 See Master Response M regarding the alternative of paving over the rail right of way. 

120-3 Comment noted. 

120-4 See Master Response M regarding the alternative of paving over the rail right of way. 

120-5 There have been many opportunities for public input during the past 10 years of studies. 

120-6 See Master Response D. 

120-7 Information on travel times and train frequency is in DEIR Chapter 2.  The other questions in the 
comment are not relevant to the EIR. 

120-8 Comment noted. 

120-9 The average station spacing on the rail line would be five miles, which is not a “milk run.”  In cer-
tain developed areas, like San Rafael and Santa Rosa, it will be less, because of the density of 
urban development.  The door-to-door travel time of a transit mode needs to be competitive with 
the auto time, but need not be less in order to be used.  See response 9-12 for further clarification.  
The feasibility of constructing a busway along the rail line is discussed in Master Response M. 

Comment Letter #121 – James W. Schmidt 

121-1 The results presented were from the travel model.  People working at home are excluded, because 
they do not make trips to work.  The 2000 Census indicates that approximately 20% of Sonoma 
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County residents commute to jobs outside Sonoma County; of these out-commuters, 47% work 
in Marin, and 21% in San Francisco counties.  The remainder (approximately one-third) work in 
other counties. 

121-2 The Express Bus Alternative has been re-run with additional frequency.  See Master Response D 
regarding the design and assumptions of the Express Bus Alternative. 

121-3 These tables have been revised.  See Master Response A and the revised tables in Chapter 4 of 
this FEIR. 

121-4 The LOS shown as “Existing” in Table 3.6-10 matches the LOS in the City’s Draft EIR for the 
General Plan (February 2004), except that it is for the City’s “Baseline” level of service (i.e., 
existing plus approved projects).  Because SMART’s DEIR includes approved projects, the 
Baseline shown in the SMART DEIR is different than the existing conditions in 2003, when the 
traffic counts for the City of San Rafael’s General Plan were conducted.  Therefore, no 
correction is needed.  (Personal communication from Linda Jackson, San Rafael Planning 
Department, to Steve Colman, Dowling Associates, 6/20/06.) 

121-5 Land uses near the rail line are reported in DEIR Section 3.11.  Impact PFS-4 on page 3-221 
describes the proximity of schools to the rail line and the associated potential public safety impacts 
and proposes appropriate mitigation.  The DEIR notes that the maximum speed allowed by FRA 
regulations after track improvements would be 79 mph, although in many areas (near stations, 
through downtown San Rafael) the speed would be considerably less.  For example, the maxi-
mum speed south of Mission Street (San Rafael) would be 35 mph, and south of 2nd Street 
would be 25 mph.  Commuter rail systems in other communities operate safely under similar 
conditions, e.g. the Caltrain service between San Jose and San Francisco.  All public at-grade 
crossings would operate with gates, flashers, and audible warning devices, as appropriate.  See 
Master Response P for additional information regarding safety and reliability of rail and bus transit. 
See Master Response V regarding pedestrian and bicycle safety. 

121-6 This information has been revised.  The overall impact on rail ridership of this revision is very small 
and does not change the conclusions reached in the DEIR regarding significance of project impacts.  
See Master Responses A.2 and E for additional information. 

121-7 TAZs are given walk access to a station if their centroid is within walking distance (i.e., approxi-
mately ½ mile).  Where the zones are large, this is reflected in a high walking distance.  Other 
TAZs (outside the walk area of a station) have been connected using drive access.  See discus-
sion in DEIR Appendix I, Sections 2.5.1 through 2.5.3.  The model does not assign drive access 
trips to passenger rail where the rail portion of the trip would be shorter (measured in time) than 
the drive access trip. 

121-8 The ridership projections assume a ‘worst case’ in which there is no TOD development.  The 
travel forecasting made the conservative assumption that there would be no land use changes 
created by the SMART project.  The demographic data (and hence land uses) strictly adhered to 
the ABAG Projections.  See DEIR Section 5.3.2 for a discussion of how implementation of the 
project might affect where growth occurs.  A sensitivity analysis was done in response to com-
ments regarding the possible effect of TOD near stations on rail ridership; see Master Response I. 

121-9 A 2010 startup ridership estimate has been provided.  See Master Response C. 

121-10 The original shuttle ridership allowed anyone—whether a SMART rail passenger or not—to use 
the shuttle for free.  This resulted in an overestimate of the shuttle usage.  The re-estimated shuttle 
ridership is for SMART riders only, and is 500 to 600 trips per day.  The revised shuttle ridership 
is discussed in Master Response B. 

121-11 The model validation report is available from the Metropolitan Transportation Commission Library, 
101 Eighth Street, Oakland 94607, and is entitled Base Year Validation of Travel Demand Models 
for the San Francisco Bay Area (BAYCAST-90): Technical Summary.  April 1998. 



  Chapter 3: Comments and Responses on Draft EIR 
   

Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit 3.3-741 FEIR 
  June 2006 

121-12 The revised parking demands for each station are provided in Table 3.6-12 of section 3.6 of the 
FEIR.  They assume a 5% carpool (vehicle passenger) rate for all stations.  The remaining pas-
sengers would arrive via transit, walking, or bicycle. 

121-13 A traffic simulation was done at the request of the City of San Rafael traffic engineer.  See 
response 14-4.  Downtown street network operations in San Rafael were described on pages 
3-108 and 3-109 of the DEIR and in Impact T-8 on pages 3-119 and 3-120. 

121-14 In response to comment (a): see Master Response I.  In response to comment (b): the EIR con-
tains a reasonable range of alternatives to the whole of the project, as required by CEQA; analysis 
of project performance under a variety of future, and in some cases speculative, conditions is not 
required.  However, in response to comments, this FEIR has provided sensitivity analyses of not 
widening Highway 101 through the Novato Narrows (Master Response F) and of higher gas prices 
(Master Response G).  With regard to changes in travel, times, elasticity estimates typically indi-
cate that if in-vehicle travel time is lengthened by 10%, ridership might fall by up to 5% (see Pratt 
study). 

121-15 An interim forecast (year 2010) with and without the proposed project has been developed and is 
included in Master Response C. 

121-16 The factors are based on the trip purpose, mode, and direction of the trip (e.g., home-to-work is 
different than work-to-home), and the time period (i.e., AM vs. PM).  For example, in the one-
hour PM peak, the percentage of the daily (weekday) trips occurring in the peak hour range 
from just 0.6% of carpool home-to-work trips, to 12.6% of the drive alone work-to-home trips.  
As expected, in the PM peak hour, there are far more trips traveling to home than from home.  
These factors were developed by MTC, and were not changed in developing the forecasts for 
this study.  They are all documented in the MTC reports cited earlier. 

121-17 See Master Response N for information related to project costs and the development of the 
revised Expenditure Plan, 2006 covering annual costs and revenues for a 20 year horizon.  All 
costs to be incurred by SMART, including debt costs, are forecasted in the revised Expenditure 
Plan.  Staff is unaware of a $335 million rail cost estimate.  The previous capital cost estimate for 
the rail project was $338 million in 2004.  That estimate has been revised for the Draft SMART 
Expenditure Plan 2006. The annual operating cost for the shuttle was included in the 2004 
Expenditure Plan and has been revised in the 2006 Expenditure Plan.  The reference to “free 
shuttle” is for the commuter rail rider who would use the shuttle service. 

Comment Letter #122 – Jack Schoop 

122-1 Comment noted. 

122-2 There are two proposed stations in San Rafael.  See DEIR Chapter 2, pages 2-47 and 2-48. 

122-3 Many of the station sites are already served by GGT routes.  SMART and GGT would work coop-
eratively to develop transfer policies, integrated fares and schedules, and physical proximity to 
the extent feasible.  However, the EIR does not assume any specific actions must be taken by 
GGT.  See also Master Response A.3. 

122-4 SMART will maintain a community outreach and public information program throughout project 
development, construction and operations. 

122-5 Yes, information will be distributed regarding the train service. 

Comment Letter #123 – Alan Scotch 

123-1 See Master Response D regarding revised assumptions for the Express Bus Alternative. 

123-2 Comment noted. 
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Comment Letter #124 – Dave Seter 

124-1 Comment noted.  Both air emissions and energy use are analyzed in DEIR Chapter 3. 

124-2 See Master Response P regarding safety issues and Master Response V regarding crossings.  
At grade crossings will be upgraded with appropriate safety equipment.  See DEIR Section 3.3 
regarding flood impacts and flood flow improvements. 

Comment Letter #125 – Kenneth Sites 

125-1 See responses 42-23, 43-42, 67-45, and 95-11. 

Comment Letter #126 – Stuart Snyder 

126-1 The transportation analysis found that the proposed project would reduce vehicle miles traveled.  
The proposed project is planned on an existing railway, thus it will not necessitate using large 
expanses of land. 

Comment Letter #127 – Walter Strakosch 

127-1 See Master Response O. 

127-2 As noted in the Draft EIR, train horn noise could result in an unmitigable significant adverse impact 
if Quiet Zones cannot be implemented. Please see response 63-57 regarding the possible use of 
stationary horns. 

Comment Letter #128 – Jim Stublarec 

128-1 See Master Response C and Master Response E. 

Comment Letter #129 – George Tuttle, Sr. 

129-1 A discussion of project costs in the environmental document is not required by CEQA.  However, 
for informational purposes, Master Response N provides additional information on project costs. 

129-2 The comment accurately assesses the lack of a visual impact at Larkspur Landing when the 
station is located along the existing NWP right of way.  See Master Response R for additional 
information on modifications to the Larkspur Station design. 

129-3 See Master Response O for additional information on freight operations.  When freight service is 
operated along the NWP, it is assumed that NCRA will contribute to track maintenance per the 
operating agreement; however, the amount of those contributions is not known at this time. 

129-4 NCRA holds an exclusive, permanent easement for freight service on the NWP owned by 
SMART from Healdsburg to the Ignacio Wye in Novato.  See Master Response M regarding why 
paving over the NWP tracks was rejected as an infeasible alternative.  Light rail can be operated 
with substantial time separations from freight service; this constraint was a factor in determining 
that light rail was an infeasible alternative.  It should be noted that light rail was not recommended 
in the last 3 major planning studies for the rail corridor, as noted on page 2-8 of the DEIR. 

129-5 FRA materials about Quiet Zone designations may be found at: http://www.fra.dot.gov/us/content/
1318.  Please see Master Response Q regarding SMART’s role in the implementation and fund-
ing of supplementary safety measures for Quiet Zones.  See DEIR Section 4.1.3, page 4-5 
regarding LRT. 

129-6 As stated in page 3-136 of the DEIR, “Train noise impacts in this area [Gap Closure] would be 
less than significant whether or not the soundwall is located between the tracks and the freeway 
or between the tracks and the neighborhood.”  See response 14-18 for additional information on 
the TAM’s decision regarding the soundwall location. 
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Comment Letter #130 – J. T. Wick 

130-1 See Master Response M for additional information on why the Port Sonoma alternative was not 
carried forward for environmental review. 

130-2 Comment noted; see Master Response M. 

Comment Letter #131 – Don Wilhelm, P.E. 

131-1 See response 43-58. 

131-2 According to the manufacturer, the DMU fuel economy data provided in the DEIR is the best 
available data on fuel economy.  The information is presented as averages of several different 
operating scenarios, including alternative grades and speeds.  The figures were validated in 
tests in USDOT’s Pueblo, Colorado facility, as well as in operation in South Florida.  Only single 
level DMU data was used for a variety of train sets with both powered and unpowered cars in the 
testing.  SMART reviewed the data that was available from the USDOT’s test information. 

131-3 As explained in response 43-58, the actual worksheet was not used.  The basic information from 
the reporting instructions was placed in spreadsheets created for calculating train emissions 
from the proposed project for all pollutants.  In creating the spreadsheet, an error in the formula 
was made.  It has since been corrected. 

131-4 The emission factors for the DMUs are based on testing conducted by Detroit Diesel.  They used 
what is called an ISO 8178 C1 testing cycle.  ISO 8178 is an international standard designed for 
non-road engine applications.  The C1 testing cycle has 8 modes (idle and 7 speed/power settings) 
and represents typical locomotive operations. 

131-5 As part of the final design phase of the project, SMART’s vehicle engineers will prepare rail 
vehicle specifications and bid documents for the purposes of acquisition.  Detailed questions 
related to spare parts availability, engine fatigue, engine configuration and future emissions 
equipment will be addressed at that time.  The level of detail requested in the comment is not 
necessary for purposes of determining the environmental impacts of the project and appropriate 
mitigation measures and alternatives. 

131-6 A 175-kilowatt generator will be used to power the lighting and air conditioning of the passenger 
cars.  A Deutz diesel engine will be used to run the generator.  An estimate of emissions from 
this smaller diesel engine has been conducted using EPA emission factors.  The emissions are 
now included in the DMU emissions present in Tables 3.5-5 and 3.5-6 in Section 4 of this Final 
EIR.  The emissions do not lead to a significant impact. 

131-7 While federal law establishes the maximum allowable pass-by noise level for heavy rail vehicles, 
the vehicles proposed for use on the SMART project are substantially quieter than the maximum 
noise levels allowed. 

131-8 See response 9-1 regarding recirculation. 

131-9  See Master Response O. 

131-10 Caltrans defines “Transit-Oriented Development” (TOD) as “a moderate to high density develop-
ment located within an easy walk of a major transit stop, generally with a mix of residential, em-
ployment and shopping opportunities designed for pedestrians without excluding the auto.  TOD 
can be new development or reconstruction of one or more building whose design and orientation 
facilitate transit use.”  The BART TOD Guidelines note that “TOD usually describes the entire 
neighborhood surrounding a station.” 

Given these definitions and understandings of the term, the TOD moniker can apply to more 
than just certain new buildings or “facilities”.  Moreover, given the fact that it can include existing 
buildings or even whole neighborhoods, the residents of TOD cannot easily be segregated out 
for ridership analysis from other types of development.  The ridership projections for the proposed 
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project do not distinguish between those living inside of TOD and those living outside of TOD.  
Consequently, station access mode splits for these two groups are also unavailable 

However, in an effort to provide requested information regarding the effect of TOD development 
on ridership, the FEIR includes a sensitivity analysis in Master Response I.  For the sake of 
simplicity, that Master Response has defined TOD as future development that could occur in the 
½ mile radius that has not been accounted for by standard ABAG projections. 

Comment Letter #132 – Art Faibisch 

132-1 See Master Response M and Master Response R. 

132-2 A discussion of project costs in the environmental document is not required by CEQA.  However, 
for informational purposes, Master Response N provides additional information on project costs. 

132-3 See Master Response D.  CEQA does not require that project alternatives represent identical 
expenditures; rather, alternatives must feasibly meet most of the project objectives while 
reducing or avoiding one or more of the proposed project impacts. 

132-4 See Master Response C regarding revised ridership projections. 

132-5 See Master Response H. 

132-6 See Master Response C. 

132-7 See SMART’s website www.sonomamarintrain.org for the results of the March, 2006 survey. 

132-8 SMART was one of the property owners impacted by the Central San Rafael Gap Closure 
Project.  Caltrans has determined to shift the rail corridor to the west to accommodate the 
freeway widening. 

132-9 The DEIR identifies the proposed project impacts and mitigations and alternatives to the project.  
Commenter should contact individual citizen groups in Sonoma and Marin Counties for project 
endorsement information. 

132-10 The SMART District was formed in 2003 and has not placed a ballot measure before the voters.  
Previous efforts included rail project ballots by Marin and Sonoma Counties, individually.  The 
SMART Board of Directors will make decisions regarding funding and future ballot measures. 

 



 Chapter 3: Comments and Responses on Draft EIR 
 

Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit 3-745 FEIR 
  June 2006 

TRANSCRIPT OF 
SONOMA-MARIN AREA RAIL TRANSIT 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
HEARING – PUBLIC COMMENTS SECTION 

SMART DEIR Hearing 
Public Comments 
January 17, 2006 

-o0o- 

Comment Set 134  Richard Silver, Rail Passenger Association of California 
MR. SILVER:  Mr. Chairman, Members of the Commission, I'm going to be — try to set a good example 
and only speak a couple of minutes.  You all received a copy of our position paper.  Anybody in the 
audience that didn't, I'll be happy to give it to them before I leave. 
Briefly, I think it's self-explanatory.  This was done, finished up late last night after a lot of — it's like 
a CAMEL.  You know, everything's all put together.  Some people have raised — I guess I didn't 
grammatically do this very well on item number one.  We feel it's important that the connection with 
the Larkspur Ferry be made with the Larkspur Ferry, not some point 1500 feet away, or 5900 feet 
away, or whatever it is. 
Short of that, you may as well terminate the train in San Rafael.  I don't think the additional ridership 
that you're going to get from that point south is going to make it worthwhile to spend that amount of 
money.  You can always do it later and add to it. 

134-1 

Response 134-1: See Master Response R for information on access to the Larkspur Ferry Terminal  
Another concern we have is the — what we think is the lack of stations.  Admittedly, there can be 
infill later on.  And I know there was some kind of compromise dealing with the unincorporated 
areas.  But I really think it's critical to look at that area up by the airport here north.  That area is 
just growing business-wise, job-wise. 
I drove through all the stations today as far north as Windsor.  I couldn't go any farther.  I was afraid 
I wouldn't make it back.  At 3:30 in the afternoon it was gridlock up there by the airport from all this 
business.  That, to me, I got to say, into Larkspur Ferry and there at the airport, those two things 
would probably add a minimum of a couple thousand ridership.  But 1,000, 2,000 — 1,000 
roundtrips, 2,000 riders a day. 

134-2 
See Master 
Response W 

And finally, our concern about frequency, which I think there's not enough initially, but can always 
be added to as the service grows.  Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
MR. CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  That was well under 10 minutes.  Basia Crane is our next speaker.  And 
after that we will have Dennis Brown. 

134-3 

Response 134-3: The proposed frequency of trains and overall schedule is based on projected ridership demand. 

Comment Set 135  Basia Crane, Marin United Taxpayers 
MS. CRANE:  Good evening.  I am Basia Crane from one of — I am a Director of Marin United Taxpayers.  
I'm one of the Directors.  And I live in Marin County. 
I'd like to address the cost to Sonoma and Marin taxpayers of the proposed heavy rail.  Because in 
the end the public will be asked to subsidize this train.  And it's my opinion that SMART continues to 
mislead the public on the real costs of this diesel train. 

135-1 
See Master 
Response N 

SMART gave us some figures for operational costs in the EIR and they were 10 to 12 million for oper-
ational costs per year.  Now, other commuter trains, I have checked with other areas in the North 
Bay, and other commuter trains in the North Bay have much higher costs.  For example, the Light 
Rail in San Jose is 57 million per year to operate.  I'm checking with other trains now, too, but this is 

135-2 
See Master 
Response N 
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one figure that I have. 
SMART has an annual revenue — SMART has a figure for the annual revenue from a quarter cent 
sales tax which amounts to 33 million annually, with another 3 to 4 million from train fares, for a total 
of 37 million annual revenues.  Now, 37 million doesn't even cover the yearly operational costs that 
would be, and so the operational costs would be at a loss.  Where will the money come from to sub-
sidize this train? 
SMART's figure for rail line and trains, to put in the rail line to redo the railroad right-of-way and for 
the trains is 340 million.  I didn't see in the EIR any capital cost estimates to back up this figure.  Even 
though SMART owns the railroad right-of-way, most of the existing rail bed will not pass code.  The 
berms, the dykes and the levees need to be rebuilt. 
According to Calthorpe, the real amount for the total cost of this project is well in excess of one 
billion and it climbs each day that goes by, and this project won't start 'til '09, right?  Where will this 
money come from, one and a half billion dollars? 

135-3 
See Master 
Response N 

Finally, what I'd like to say is the cost of having this train far outweighs the minimal benefits as 
shown in your DEIR.  It's questionable whether this train will get enough people out of their cars to 
ease congestion on 101.  Many of us believe that the small tri-modal approach to transportation 
must necessarily include a train.  But according to a recent poll, while 87 percent of the public thinks 
a train is a good idea, the other 3 percent say — only 3 percent say they will actually use a train. 

135-4 

Response 135-4:  See Master Response N for information on project costs and funding sources. A summary of 
the SMART Survey conducted in March, 2006 can be found on the SMART website www.sonomamarintrain.org. 
And in closing, with such small ridership that is projected, I saw a figure of 191 people on the train, 
what are the chances of this commuter train turning into a freight train?  I heard very good.  Thank 
you. 

135-5 
 

Response 135-5:  The proposed project is for passenger service only.  There is a freight operating easement on a 
portion of the corridor that stretches from the Ignacio “Wye” in Novato to Cloverdale.  The North Coast Railroad 
Authority (NCRA) is proposing the re-introduction of freight service north of the Ignacio Wye.  Please see Master 
Response O for more information. 
MR. CHAIRMAN:  Our next speaker will be Dennis Brown.  And after Mr. Brown we have Mousa 
Abbasi. 

 

MR. CHAIRMAN:  Yes.  Mr. Brown is from Cost2–Marin.  

Comment Set 136  Dennis Brown, Cost2–Marin 
MR. BROWN:  Hello.  Good evening.  I'm Dennis Brown from Marin County representing Cost2.  
The idea of SMART has been kicked around for a good many years, and the costs keep going up, 
and we're not sure we're there yet. 
In the DEIR there were alternatives which were spoken to.  I could not specifically find where these 
alternatives gave us a cost benefit analysis for each one so that we could have a definitive evaluation 
for the taxpayers' use in proving what is effective for them as far as — 

136-1 
See Master 
Response N 

The next point, we need to, and as mentioned in the draft EIR, we need to resolve this that the 
government people in Larkspur do not want a station.  And it defeats the real need for the 
SMART to go through down there without this most critical of all stations to be in effect. 

136-2 
See Master 
Response R 

As we keep mentioning, and I'm sure the figures will continue to be massaged, but is the ridership 
really there?  Are we really going to have the participation that's forecast?  Thank you. 

136-3 
See Master 
Response C 

MR. CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  Our next speaker is Mousa Abbasi from the Santa Rosa Chamber of 
Commerce.  After that we'll have Steve Bridgeball [sic]. 

 

 



 Chapter 3: Comments and Responses on Draft EIR 
 

Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit 3-747 FEIR 
  June 2006 

Comment Set 137  Mousa Abbasi, Santa Rosa Chamber 
MR. ABBASI:  Good evening.  Mousa Abbasi representing the Santa Rosa Chamber of Commerce, 
and I'm also the Chair of the Transportation Committee of the Chamber. 
The chamber has supported the concept of a multi-modal transportation strategy of which rail is a 
component.  We have closely analyzed the draft EIR and following the (unintelligible) of the updated 
(unintelligible) plan, the Chamber will take a formal position on the ballot initiative. 

 

MR. CHAIRMAN:  Could you speak a little more into the microphone?  
MR. ABBASI:  Yeah, sure.  When SMART releases the Expenditure plan, we would urge SMART to 
provide detail assumptions and data that lead to the (unintelligible) estimates.  This will not only 
enable the Chamber and other public groups to analyze the costs, but also give the public greater 
confidence in the reliability of the estimates. 
In fact, the Chamber, we formed a task group to review the DEIR, and we have a written 
response that we will submit.  Merely we have five issues and concerns regarding the parking, the 
frequency of service, the shuttle buses, security along the rail, and also the issue of the Port Sonoma 
Terminal.  And also, our membership will submit individual comments directly to the Board.  Thank 
you. 

137-1 
See Master 
Response N 

MR. CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  Next we have Steve Birdlebough, I believe, of the Friends of SMART.  
After that we will have Christine Culver. 

 

Comment Set 138  Steve Birdlebough, Friends of SMART (Comment Set 34) 
MR. BIRDLEBOUGH:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Members.  I'm Steve Birdlebough with the Friends of 
Smart.  We have reviewed the DEIR, and our main concern is that we think the benefits in the project 
are so seriously understated in the report that we have to make a few observations. 
I think the real source of the understatement is in the ridership projects.  They are based on what 
we consider to be a very conservative travel demand study that's based mostly on commute trips, 
even though overall travel, commute trips are less than half of travel demand. 
We understand the reason for that.  You can get a handle on commute trips, but we think that the region 
offers much more than mere commuters, and that the train ultimately is going to serve much more 
than commute ridership. 

138-1 
 

Response 138-1:  See Master Response C for updated ridership forecast data. 
We understand that our reading of the lane counts that the ridership study is based on appear to 
show an extra lane going through the Narrows and extra lanes in the area in Marin.  And we expect 
that there will be a review of that and that there'll be another model.  But that does need to be done. 

138-2 
See Master 
Response A 

We would also like to see a model at start-up.  Because one of the — a model run at start-up so 
that we get an estimate of what the ridership is at start-up.  Because what you see is that start-up in 
2010 would be before the third lane through the Narrows is complete.  Congestion through the 
Narrows is already very high.  And that is likely to induce a good deal of ridership in the years 
before the HOV lane is completed through the Narrows. 

138-3 
See Master 
Response C 

Even after the HOV lane is completed, we think ridership is going to be higher than is predicted for 
the year 2025.  But you need to have a comparison between the year 2010 when there's going to 
be very severe congestion and the year 2025 when the third lane is completed and there will be 
some tendency of people to go back onto the highway, and maybe some people that have been 
riding the train will find that they want to take the highway on some days. 

138-4 
See Master 
Response C  

We also compared the traffic projections with the projections in the Sonoma County traffic model 
and found that the model predicts almost 3,000 more cars on the road at South Petaluma than the 
consultant's model did.  So that's another indication that we're dealing with an extraordinarily 
conservative notion of what traffic is going to be. 

138-5 
 

Response 138-5:  The results came from two different models which bolster the argument that the MTC model is 
conservative in predicting longer (i.e., inter-county) trips.:  See Master Response A.2 
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The increase in traffic through the Narrows is infinitesimal in the model, and we don't — we don't 
understand that given the amount of congestion that we see increasing day by day just out there on 
the roadway. 

138-6 
See Master 
Response A 
and F 

We also think there's a likelihood that fuel costs will rise substantially, and we'd be interested to 
know what assumptions are made in the model concerning fuel costs. 

138-7 
See Master 
Response G 

We also realize that rail service is unique in that it tends to draw infill housing and infill commercial 
uses toward the rail stations.  We know that when people live closer to stations they tend to use transit 
more.  And yet, we see that the model uses the same assumptions for traffic demand for the train 
as it does for the bus, even though the bus does not have that tendency to draw people in toward 
the center of cities.  So we think that the comparison between the two alternatives, the train and the 
bus, could stand a second look. 

138-8 
See Master 
Response I  

We think that as municipalities become increasingly aware of the high economic and social cost of 
subsidized parking, mandated parking requirements for commercial establishments, the practice of 
including parking stations in commercial and residential rents, and the excessive amounts of 
parking that interfere with pedestrian amenities in downtown areas, there's going to be pressure to 
reduce the amount of parking in downtown areas and to put some of that cost onto the driver.  And 
as parking costs rise, we think transit ridership is going to rise.  And we don't think the model has 
accounted for that. 
So for all of those reasons, we think ridership is going to be much, much higher than is projected.  And 
the concomitant benefits from this project are going to be far higher than the EIR shows.  Thank you 
very much 

138-9 
See 
response 
34-4 

MR. CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  Our next speaker is Christine Culver of the Sonoma County Bicycle 
Coalition, followed by Corol Ann Cary. 

 

Comment Set 139  Christine Culver, Sonoma County Bicycle Coalition 
MS. CULVER:  Good evening, Directors.  And thank you very much for giving us this chance to speak to 
you.  I'm going to keep mine short.  I'm going to – we're going to submit most of our comments in 
writing.  But I just had a couple of questions about how many bikes are on each rack.  I'm seeing 
that all the stations have six racks and I believe eight lids.  And it doesn't state, I don't — I couldn't 
find it how many bikes were in each rack. 

139-1 
See Master 
Response U 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  I don't think you gave your name in the beginning for the record.  I'm sorry.  
MS. CULVER:  That's okay.  Christine Culver, Sonoma County Bicycle Coalition.  I'm the Executive 
Director.  Thanks. 
So how many bikes are on each rack, and then also how many bikes are — will be able to go on each 
car of the — for the train.  Thank you. 

139-2 
 

Response 139-2:  SMART wishes to maximize the bicycle storage on board as well as at station locations.  See 
Master Response U. 
MR. CHAIRMAN:  Thank you very much.  Our next speaker is Corol Ann Cary of the League of Women 
Voters, followed by Nick Caston. 

 

Comment Set 140  Corol Ann Cary, League for Women Voters 
MS. CARY:  Hello.  I'm Corol Ann Cary, President of the Sonoma County League of Women Voters.  
And because this project covers — can't hear me?  Because the project covers both counties, Marin 
and Sonoma, the leagues of both counties are working together and making a joint statement.  And 
so I'm going to have to read it so that it's absolutely accurate for both of us. 
The League of Women Voters of Sonoma County and the League of Women Voters of Marin County 
together have reviewed the draft environmental impact statement for the SMART rail transit project.  
We find the draft EIR to be comprehensive and thorough.  We will submit jointly a written list of very 

140-1 
See 
Response 
39-1 and 
Master 
Response 
A.2  
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specific comments and questions for you to consider as you revise and refine the draft. 
However, we have one overriding concern that is so important we are presenting it to you publicly at 
this meeting; namely, we believe that the assumptions in the draft EIR regarding planned improve-
ments for Highway 101 are inaccurate.  The traffic modeling in the draft EIR includes too many 
mixed-flow lanes on Highway 101 in both Marin and Sonoma Counties in 2025.  Consequently, 
the highway capacity analyzed in the draft EIR was incorrect in both counties.  The actual capacity 
of the highway in 2025 will be considerably less than the capacity that was modeled. 
It is vital that the assumptions about improvements to Highway 101 be accurate.  These assump-
tions affect the results of the traffic modeling that predicts the volume of traffic and level of conges-
tion on Highway 101 and ultimately train ridership.  If more improvements are assumed than are in fact 
planned, then the traffic modeling will project less congestion than will turn out to be the case.  As a 
consequence projected train ridership will be significantly understated. 
We recognize that the draft EIR is not intended to be a balanced evaluation of pros and cons of the 
project.  Nonetheless, accurate projections regarding traffic congestion on Highway 101 and train 
ridership are critically important in assessing the overall environmental impact of the project.  Thank 
you for your consideration. 
MR. CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  Our next speaker is Nick Caston of the Transportation Alliance.  To be 
followed by J. T. Wick.  Please do state your name again. 

 

Comment Set 141  Nick Caston, Transportation Alliance 
MR. CASTON:  Thank you.  My name is Nick Caston.  I'm with the Transportation Alliance.  We're a 
coalition of environmental, business, bicycle, student and community organizations that have joined 
together in order to pass the sales tax measure in November of this year. 
I wanted to come here today in order to make a few brief comments.  First off, the project that you're 
working on, we want to thank you for all the time you've put into it.  It's our belief that this is going to 
save our environment.  It is going to take even under the current EIR per DEIR projections 1.2 
million cars off the roads over the — over each year.  And that's with the conservative estimates. 
Although we do join in the groups you've heard before stating that we believe the DEIR's modeling 
is inaccurate and that there are too many lanes given to Highway 101, and ridership numbers 
should be considered higher concerning the amount of traffic. 

141-1 
See Master 
Response 
A.2 

The other consideration we'd like to bring before you is the emergency consideration.  As we've 
seen recently when the Cotati Grade collapsed, we had one lane going in one direction because of an 
environmental disaster. 
Now, I kind of view transportation like a stock portfolio.  You want to have it – you know, and a lot of 
you want to have your hand in a lot of different pots so if one thing goes bad you have something 
else to rely on.  And it's my belief that if we were to have the SMART train in place, we would have 
a reliable form of transportation in times of emergency if 101 is taken out from floods or from 
landslides, which has recently occurred.  So we would ask you to look back on those models and 
reevaluate the DEIR. 

141-2 
See Master 
Response P 
and 
response 
56-71 

The other benefit that we see occurring for the train coming to Marin and Sonoma Counties is the 
ability for it to save our families.  You know, we spend more time in traffic.  How many people here 
have ridden on 101 recently?  How many people?  Raise their hands.  Pretty good showing there.  
Now, how many people have been in traffic in the last week?  About the same number of hands 
raise up. 
Now, if we were able to spend that time at home with our families, with our children, with our spouses, 
with our dogs, cats, just imagine what a commitment that would be to our community. 
Thank you for your time as Board members, and I hope to see you a lot between now and November. 

141-3 
 

Response 141-3:  The DEIR addresses the issue of time spent in traffic by calculating vehicle-hours traveled.  
See DEIR Section 3.6, revisions in FEIR Chapter 4 and Master Response E.1. 
MR. CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  Our next speaker — our next speaker is J. T. Wick representing the  
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Petaluma Chamber of Commerce.  After that we'll have Jon Iverson. 

Comment Set 142  J. T. Wick, Petaluma Chamber 
MR. WICK:  Mr. Chairman, Members of the Board, good evening.  My name is J. T. Wick and I'm 
representing the Petaluma Area Chamber of Commerce. 
Congratulations to you on behalf of our Board of Directors in completing this milestone, the DEIR on 
the SMART rail project.  The Chamber's transportation policies encourage the establishment of 
cost-effective rail service as one of many solutions to solving our region's transportation problems.  
It's in the spirit of that policy that we pose the questions and offer the comments that you'll find in 
our correspondence. 
Thank you for the opportunity to address you this evening.  We look forward to your responses.  
Good evening. 

142-1 
Comment 
noted 

MR. CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  Next speaker is Jon Iverson representing the Foss Creek Restoration 
Project.  And then we will have Joel Grogan. 

 

Comment Set 143  Jon Iverson, Foss Creek Restoration Project 
MR. IVERSON:  Good evening.  My name is Jon Iverson.  I'm with the Foss Creek Restoration Project 
in Healdsburg.  Some of you may know Foss Creek is pretty much the major tributary in the city 
limits of Healdsburg.  And we have — our goal is to — basically is to restore Foss Creek by increasing 
the water quality, increasing recreational use, increasing the educational use, and also the fish habitat. 
And we have the — basically the trail that goes along the railroad, and we've surveyed and have 
been — we've created the Foss Creek Festival and — but basically we're trying to take a piece of 
water that's been overlooked for a long time and increase the quality.  And we see the creek and 
the trail and the railroad in Healdsburg as more or less one. 
And what we have is a couple of questions.  One is, we would like to know what the criteria for 
the trail positioning along the railroad was.  We'd also like to know if SMART is open to community 
input and suggestions in our neck of the woods along Foss Creek and some of the specifics like the 
ability for a rail crossing.  Those are my questions.  Thank you. 

143-1 
See 
response 
33-1 

MR. CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  Our next speaker is Joel Grogan, representing Sonoma State Univer-
sity Associated Students.  And then we'll have Peer Tscherneff. 

 

Comment Set 144  Joel Grogan, Sonoma State University 
MR. GROGAN:  Good evening.  My name is Joel Grogan from Sonoma State University.  I'm the Envi-
ronmental Affairs Director for Associated Students. 
We already subsidize cars, so why not try subsidizing rail?  One thing is sure, the longer we wait to 
build this rail system, the more expensive it will be.  Reducing the amount of cars with their threats 
to our environment and our personal safety is an investment in our future.  Thank you. 

144-1 
 

Response 144-1:  Comment noted. 
MR. CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  That actually is the last of our speakers representing the groups that we 
have so far.  Certainly if there are others in the audience, you can do a speaker card to Rick over 
here.  If you're an individual, you can also submit a speaker card still.  But we are at this point moving 
on to our individuals.  Our first individual is Peter, and I'm sure I'm going to say your name wrong.  
I'll just let you introduce yourself. 

 

Comment Set 145  Peter Tscherneff, Sonoma County Cactus Farmer 
MR. TSCHERNEFF:  Very good.  Thank you.  Thank you.  Good afternoon.  Good evening.  Peter 
Tscherneff, Sonoma County cactus farmer. 
I'd like to start off by having everybody think of something very wonderfully romantic and have a slight 
little smile purse your lips, because I think trains are romantic.  And this is the west.  We grew up 
with trains originally.  To me it's a no-brainer to see a train going from Cloverdale to San Francisco, 

145-1 
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then all the way to LA on 101.  There's too many damn cars anyway. 
Global warming, cars, they're history.  That's if you have any concern for your kids and grandkids.  
I was just down in LA recently and I took several trains all around the area and had a pretty good 
time.  And I'm one that gets lost.  They didn't even get me lost. 
I heard one lady say something about the money, worry about the money.  I say how about let's just 
go ahead and finally just end the death murder penalty in California and we've automatically saved 
over $700 million usually reserved to be split up with lawyers. 
And the young man mentioned subsidies, and we also subsidize the beef industry and global warm-
ing, which gives everybody cancers and coronaries.  And if it wasn't subsidized, we'd be paying about 
$150 a pound for beef.  Let alone what we pay the doctors to keep lying to us about where all our 
diseases come from. 
So I will finish with providing you for your consideration Freedom Train.  M. L. King saw the promised 
land, so where do you think we be?  Spirit calling the times at hand, why so many can't see.  Two 
hundred and fifty churches in this county, might they lead by example?  It seems most be enjoying 
some kind of bounty.  Is it true their coffers are ample?  For a religious leader to offer a homeless a 
place under his own roof, well, sir, then regarding doing unto another as would have them done 
unto you, I'd call that proof.  Otherwise, what are we doing, listening and taking direction by some 
expert on spoor?  The religions and politicians have always maintained in a place of worn oppres-
sion where many are chained.  And so to you seeking answers through them, what have you 
gained?  The religions keep the illusion burning, misleading the hopeful still yearning.  Far and wide 
you may search.  There be only one church.  The living God be the God of the living.  Let's truly 
commence with forgiving.  So knowing Martin saw the promised land, then why didn't he show us 
the way?  I say in large part, yes, he did.  With your heart listen what I say.  A peaceful powerful 
boycott be called upon sending greed away.  The missing puzzle piece be what to boycott, changing 
everything today.  The global warming corporate outlets, Safeways, McDonalds, Costcos and Murder 
Kings, for the spirit be greater than any religious deception.  The spirit sings.  True love has no room 
for murder.  And we all seek to love one another.  Then know this includes earth and her animals, 
not only one's sister and brother.  The freedom train may take us home to a place where the buffalo 
roam instead of the homeless. 
Response 145-1:  Comment noted. 
UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  David, I have to (inaudible) Mr. Tscherneff.  We do need to remember that 
it's not appropriate to discuss the merits of this project.  And I mentioned that you and I are pretty 
much on the same page.  In fairness to everyone else, it is a public hearing for the adequacy of the 
EIR.  I thank you for your comments. 

 

MR. TSCHERNEFF:  Well, I thank you for that.  But you know what?  I'm one of the few that's homeless 
that has a place to stay by the grace of the kindness of others.  But all of us get to go home, some-
where to stay.  And we got the homeless sitting outside in the streets.  What are we all about?  
We're worried about trains and money.  And is there any reason anybody here can't just go ahead 
and take someone out to dinner and take them home for the night?  That's my question to you in that 
response. 

 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Thank you, Peter.  
MR. CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  Our next speaker will be Fred Levin.  And after Mr. Levin we'll have 
Jack Atkin. 

 

Comment Set 146  Fred Levin 
MR. LEVIN:  Good evening.  My name is Fred Levin.  I am a resident of Santa Rosa.  I'm also a member 
of the Sonoma County Taxpayers Association, but I'm not speaking on behalf of the Association. 
The executive summary claims that the draft environmental impact statement satisfies, among other 
items, an analysis of the sales tax measure that would be placed on the ballot for this project.  How-
ever, one of the most important elements of the analysis lacks credibility.  I'm referring to the rider-
ship projections 

146-1 
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A little history.  In 1997 Calthorpe projected 20,000 riders a day.  In 2000 a projection of 2,800.  In 
2003 another projection of 5,090.  And now we're at 4,800 for year 2025.  Hundreds of millions of 
dollars for a system that generates very little ridership.  That doesn't make sense to me. 
Response 146-1:  Service level and technology were very different in the Calthorpe study.  See Master Response 
C.  
Matter of fact, by the year 2025, in your own EIR it says only 191 people, 191 people would ride — 
would travel south from Sonoma to Marin during the peak southbound morning commute.  I don't think 
that's correct.  And I would urge you to look at your forecasts again.  That forecast is really 
determinate as to whether or not this is a viable project. 
Let me just give you an example.  Someone talked about Los Angeles Metrolink.  The line from San 
Bernardino to Orange County is approximately the same length as this, 110 miles.  It has the same 
number stations.  It has a population of 6.3 million.  Projects for both counties in 2025 are under a 
million.  The train attracts 3,700 people a day roundtrip.  Please look at the forecast.  It doesn't make 
sense.  Thank you. 

146-2  
 

Response 146-2:  Actually, this line is about the same as the proposed project.  It has been carrying 3,900 
passengers and is growing.  See Master Response C. 
MR. CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  Our next speaker is Jack Atkin, to be followed by Jack Burroughs.  

Comment Set 147  Jack Atkin 
MR. ATKIN:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I'm Jack Atkin.  I'm speaking for myself, but I am a member 
of the Sonoma County Taxpayers Association.  I thank the speaker from the Friends of SMART who 
raised the issue of ridership because that's what I'd like to address my comments to this evening. 
The main objective of this SMART train is to relieve traffic congestion in North Bay.  And that's cer-
tainly a worthy objective.  And if the SMART train were to be able to convince me that it would achieve 
that objective, I might be supportive. 
The projections of ridership at 4,800 riders a day is highly suspect, in my view, when there are more 
than just the San Bernardino Metrolink train that Mr. Levin spoke to, but there are other operating 
trains in California in areas of much higher population than we have here in the North Bay that have 
actual ridership significantly below the projected ridership.  It just doesn't seem to me to be credible.  
The projections of ridership, that is. 
On a more commonsense level, I sometimes ask what is it that would cause people to get out of their 
cars and ride the train if they won't get out of their cars and ride the bus now?  And the Golden Gate 
Transit Bus goes into San Francisco.  The SMART train is not going to serve San Francisco at all. 

147-1 
 

 Response 147-1:  See Master Response C regarding ridership assumptions and projections. 
Finally, there was an article in the Press Democrat a couple of months ago.  It was on the front page, 
I — either on the front page on the weekend or the front page of the — of the Empire News section.  
And it was about the number of cars per capita in Sonoma County.  And there was a transportation 
expert from U.C. Berkeley who was quoted in that article.  And the quote was, "Public transportation 
does not go where they want to go when they want to go."  And it was a comment on the ability to 
attract ridership to public transportation. 
So if the ridership is not achieved, this is likely to be an enormous financial boondoggle that taxpayers 
are going to regret for years.  Thank you. 

147-2 
 

 Response 147-2:  It is acknowledged that both Marin and Sonoma counties have high auto ownership rates—
partly as a result of low transit service levels in some areas.  However, this is taken into account by the modeling.  
See Master Response C.  
MR. CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  Our next speaker is Jack Burroughs, followed by Laura Graham.  
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Comment Set 148  Jack Burroughs 
MR. BURROUGHS:  Hi.  My name is Jack Burroughs and I have served on two committees for the public 
transportation element of the general plan over the years.  And I approach this — I'm very tired, so 
bear with me. 
How are we going to top this damn slaughter on the highways?  Are we going to continue it?  It's every 
day.  I lived in Los Angeles and watched the (unintelligible) torn out and freeways put in.  Is this 
achievement?  No.  When are we going to stop it? 
A few bucks.  The automobile industry is subsidized by Congress, by gas taxes, everything else.  Why 
can't we subsidize something that's safe?  I lost a son.  Bear with me. 

148-1 
 

Response 148:  Comment noted. 
MR. CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  Our next speaker is Laura Graham, followed by Don Linch.  

Comment Set 149  Laura Graham 
MS. GRAHAM:  Laura Graham.  I'm a resident of Santa Rosa.  Have been for 26 years now.  The whole 
reason that they built the Golden Gate and Bay Bridges was so we didn't have to get off a train and 
get on a bus — or a boat, rather, to get to the City.  And they're pushing this thing to go down to Lark-
spur and take the boat and get back to the City. 
They don't say anything in this about a monorail.  And British Columbia's getting the Winter Olympics 
in 2010 up at Whistler.  And guess what they're doing right now?  They're building a monorail.  It's 
going to be finished two years before the Olympics start.  But it is the easiest and best transportation 
to handle the mobs that are going to go to the Olympics. 
And we need the same sort of thing here.  The monorails are elevated.  You don't have all the grade 
crossings that you do with the choo-choo train.  And the weather — we have the tracks swinging down 
at Petaluma a couple winters ago because all the dirt got washed out from under them. 
And if — Mr. Castner [phonetic] told me years go that the reason that first arch on the bridge towers 
was so high was so they could put a second deck on the Golden Gate Bridge.  Well, then he changed 
and thought that it would be good to have a monorail going up over there.  And if you had that going 
down into the City, we would get tourists by the, I don't know, just mobs of them coming up here.  
Because you have the most beautiful scenery when you're coming up 101.  If you're on the bus and 
not having to drive, you can see Mt. Diablo and Mt. Tam and all of the stuff in between. 
And if you had a monorail, you would — that went all the way to the City, you would have so many 
more people.  You could have jet days, and like it would come up and maybe go up McDowell Boule-
vard in Petaluma and then come around through Cotati and Rohnert Park and up Santa Rosa Avenue.  
And the stations would be up, elevated over the street.  And they could have a card lock elevator for 
the handicap people. 
But people use the transportation if it goes where they want to go.  And they don't want to go down 
the freeway if they could — and a monorail could go down Van Ness Avenue.  It just — I went to a 
thing two years ago down in Petaluma and they said how SMART would be $8 million a year short 
at the fare box.  And that is a heck of a lot of money when we're having to pay taxes for stuff. 
And I just think that they should really — well, this is the 21st century.  Why do they want to use a 
choo-choo train from the 18th or whatever century?  The monorail is the least invasive on the land-
scape.  And you can have the little electric solar generators along the way so that it can provide the 
electricity to run the thing.  And if it goes down and maybe around Sausalito and over the hill to the 
bridge, if you have a station around the way, people are going to be more interested in taking that. 
These park-and-ride lots, they've got a whole subculture that makes their living knocking off the cars 
in the park-and-ride lots.  Just ask them over in Alameda County.  But I think that they are just — 
they should be studying a monorail, not just this little choo-choo train.  Because it can go along the 
property, along the right-of-way that the train goes now.  But it would be elevated and you can have 
that single track for the freight.  They need that to get all those big old trucks off the highway.  But 
anyway, thank you. 

149-1  
See Master 
Response M 
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MR. CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  Our next speaker — our next speaker is Don Linch, followed by Jack 
Swearengen. 

 

Comment Set 150  Don Linch 
MR. LINCH:  Good evening.  My name is Don Linch.  I'm from Santa Rosa.  I'm not speaking for the 
Taxpayers Association of Sonoma County, but I am a member of that group. 
I am very deeply concerned about the potential cost of this project and the potential return that we're 
going to get from it.  I don't believe that cost figures that are in the DEIR are realistic.  As you may 
have noticed in the Press Democrat very recently, Caltrans has estimated that the cost from the addi-
tional 101 lane from Highway 12 to Still Lane is something like $42 million.  The lowest bid came in 
at over $72 million dollars.  And that's over a 36 percent increase. 
And I think if you're going to try to project all that with all the problems we have of recently seeing with 
the floods, and it was identified how the train tracks in the Marin area have to be built up, I don't 
think that's going to be. 
Our tax base — our taxes in Sonoma County have continued to go up.  As you know, Proposition 172 
put a half a percent sales tax on our — on our heads for public safety in Sonoma County.  This equates 
to over $30 million a year that is supposed to be coming to Sonoma County for public safety concerns. 
We've had Measure M, which gives another 14 to $15 million that are coming into Sonoma County 
to pay for potholes in our city for projects on our highways, such as the farmers land extension of 
101. 
We also have Measure O which provides for another $7 million coming into the City of Santa Rosa 
for infrastructure for our fire protection and police protection. 
And we also had that grandiose unit called the Sonoma County Open Spaces which also is provid-
ing over $14 million of our money into these projects, which I don't think are really worth it. 
So what we have here is all these sales taxes added on and on.  And we see in the paper almost 
every day where the schools want new taxes for their schools, new parcel taxes.  Fire protection 
districts want money.  There's no end to it. 
So what I suggest to you is when you — if you put this on the ballot, let's have a cafeteria of all these 
little extra taxes that are being added on and on and let the taxpayers decide which of these projects 
are of such importance that they will — they will pay this cost. 
As you know, in Santa Rosa the City charges over $50,000 for a hook-up to a house.  The sales tax 
in Santa Rosa is one of the highest in the nation.  Housing in Sonoma County and Marin has doubled 
in the last five years.  We are now talking it stabilized at $600,000 for a medium home price. 

150-1 
See Master 
Response N 

Every time you add a tax you add to the cost of living in Sonoma County and in Marin.  And it's very 
deeply concerned the fact that we're going to drop — we consider that only passengers are going 
from Cloverdale to San Rafael and then they're just going to walk along the way.  And I'm not sure 
why we're spending millions of dollars for a bike and walkways along the trail, or along the railroad.  
It doesn't seem very sensible.  I almost hit two bikers coming over here tonight because they didn't 
have the proper lights/reflectors on them. 
So I think that the cost of this is excessive.  The return is not going to be more.  We'll end up just pay-
ing more and getting nothing more for it.  Thank you. 

150-2 
 

Response 150-2:  The project costs outlined in the DEIR were estimated in the first quarter of 2004. They’ve 
since been updated.  See Master Response N for more information. For more information on safety, see Master 
Response P.  For information on bicycle path alignment and crossings, see Master Response V. 
MR. CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  Our next commenter is Jack Swerengen, followed by Sue Canavan.  
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Comment Set 151  Jack Swerengen 
MR. SWEARENGEN:  Good evening.  My name is Jack Swerengen.  I live in Santa Rosa.  I live a couple 
of blocks from the right-of-way.  And I will ride the train.  And I do take the ferry. 
And I recently retired from teaching engineering and that included a course on engineering of sustain-
ability, or sustainable civilization.  One of the reasons why our taxes are so high is because in this 
culture we subsidize very inefficient modes of transportation.  If we put our subsidy in efficient ones, 
taxes can go down.  That's a general statement.  Let me make some more specific ones. 
The EIR talks about land use in particular and cost benefit rather indirectly.  It's difficult to quantify the 
benefits of land use, but I think you should try.  Because, as we know and it has been said, rail is 
the agent, if you will, of centralization as opposed to automobiles being the agent of sprawl. 
We have not yet devised a transportation mode that is more energy efficient and uses less land per 
passenger or per unit of freight than rail.  Whether it's 200 years old or 10 years old, we have not 
devised a more efficient system.  So let's put our money in efficiency. 
At any rate, I think it would be nice if you could quantify the advantage in land use of rail versus 
highway; in particular, SMART versus 101.  Maybe it could be acres per passenger per hour, or 
some number like that, compared to the interstate highway or the 101. 

151-1 
 

Response 151-1:  The proposed project is consistent with General Plans and other planning documents for juris-
dictions along the right-of-way.  It could, as suggested in the comment, encourage compact, walkable, transit-oriented 
development, to the extent that such development is permitted by local jurisdictions.  See also Master Response I.  
The EIR talked briefly about ambient noise or background noise.  As I said, I live less than two 
blocks from the rail, but I live a half mile from 101.  And I can surely hear it in the morning.  I can't 
imagine a periodic passing train to be comparable in terms of a nuisance factor.  Surely addition of 
SMART is not going to be as noise intense as the existing 101 and the projected increase in the 
background noise from 101. 

151-2 
See Master 
Response Q 

Along the same lines we talk about or the EIR talks about obstruction of wildlife corridors.  Surely 
that also, and rail will be less than it is on the interstate highway or 101. 

151-3 
See 
response 
6-6 

One thing that's not mentioned in the environmental benefit of rail is the fact that the roadbed in rail 
is permeable and it is not on highway.  So water can percolate down through the roadbed and into 
the ground.  True, the parking lots are not, but the roadbed itself is, and you ought to take note of 
that. 

151-4 
See 
response 
6-7 

And finally, the issue of ridership is based upon year 2004 gasoline prices, and that was before the 
2005 run up.  And I for one believe that the run up is here to stay, and that that ridership therefore is 
conservative.  As gasoline prices are high and continue to rise, I believe that ridership will only go 
up.  Thank you very much. 

151-5 
See Master 
Response G 

MR. CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  Our next speaker is Sue Canavan, followed by Mike Sandler.  

Comment Set 152  Sue Canavan (no Comment Set) 
MS. CANAVAN:  Hello.  I'm Sue Canavan.  I've lived in Santa Rosa for 13 years.  I grew up in San Fran-
cisco and I return to my city about 25 times a year.  I'm going tomorrow and I so wish SMART were 
up and running. 
Sonoma County's got ahead of itself in many ways, but we're way behind in transportation of this kind.  
I really appreciate this forum for you all to listen to those of us who really are looking forward to this. 
I moved to Long Island temporarily for 30 years.  And one of the few redeeming features of Long Island 
is the Long Island Railroad, which we now affectionately call the liar.  But for many years it was a very 
badly maligned railroad, and deservedly so.  And my feeling is the main reason was that they ignored 
the ridership that so many have spoken to today. 
And I don't think we count on ridership.  I think we create ridership.  And I'm hoping once SMART gets 
a go signal that you will involve people, creative, bold, wild, get Cloe's — Cloe the cow on board, do 

152-1   
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something, and maybe subsidize the first week for commuters or the first month for the commuters.  
Don't give them a one-day pass.  They need to use it every day for a week or two.   
Response 152-1:  SMART will work to build its ridership through public outreach and marketing, the incorporation 
of rider amenities at stations and on-board the train, possible promotions and the cultivation of public, private and 
non-profit shuttle services to connect to SMART stations (including those not subsidized by SMART).  SMART will 
also maintain a dialogue with interested citizens to solicit ideas for service improvements.   
And then when they drive their car and park it, it has to be safe.  It has to be well lit.  It has to be 
adequate.  I think I saw 2,800 parking places for an estimated 4,800 riders.  That's not going to work.  
And so you have to be thinking of all these details so every question that comes up about — that gives 
you a SMART decision will have to consider what riders need and what they want. 
And I think that we can get people on board.  I think we can get my husband on board, who doesn't 
want it.  Because I think it's going to be easier.  Tomorrow it's going to cost me $30 to go to the City.  
I don't want to hear that first guy who said that we're not — we don't want it to go to Larkspur, and 
then the other guy who said there's not a station in Larkspur, and then somebody else says, well, 
we don't even want you on board. 

152-2 

Response 152-2:  See Master Response A.3 and DEIR p.3-114 regarding parking demand. 
I want to go on this train.  Lots of people are getting to this advanced stage and they're going to be 
less and less likely to get on the road, or want to get on the road.  So encourage us to go.  Probably 
by the time it's up and running my children will say I can't drive anyway. 
So we really need to listen to what's good for the riders and then get them on board.  We can do that.  
It doesn't take a lot of smarts.  It takes a lot of creativity.  And let's get everybody behind this and 
stop saying it can't work and they're not going to get on.  I don't know how to get the commuters on 
board, but I could help you figure it out, I'll bet.  Thank you very much for being here and for asking 
us to come. 

Comment 
noted 

MR. CHAIRMAN:  Thank you very much.  Our next speaker is Mike Sandler, followed by Bill Ronchelli  

Comment Set 153  Mike Sandler 
MR. SANDLER:  Hi, SMART Board.  My name is Mike Sandler.  I'm a resident of Sebastopol.  I grew 
up in Marin County and I've done some traveling.  And whenever I travel to different places, especially 
Europe, I always enjoy taking the train.  And when I return back here, it's one of the first things that I 
think of.  I kind of consider a place without a train to be a third world country. 
So I'm going to talk in general.  I've already submitted written comments, but I have a few things to 
add to that as well.  One aspect is that BART-connectivity is an important thing.  I don't think it should 
be written off as infeasible.  I think it should be a long-term goal.  And it may not happen right away.  
But if the current system goes to Larkspur, then you could imagine eventually a BART connection 
into Larkspur or San Rafael.  And I think that'll be an improvement.  And a lot of young people that I 
talk to think that that's a very important function as well. 

153-1 
See 
response 
119-2 

I'm going to talk a little bit about Novato, where I grew up.  I was class of 1993 at Novato High.  And 
I was disappointed to see that the Novato City Council did not choose to utilize the historic train station 
in downtown Novato.  Instead there's a north and a south station.  The south station seems to make 
sense as a park-and-ride because it is south of Highway 37. 
The north station doesn't make sense at all.  I have friends that work at the — at a law firm that's 
really close there, and the Fireman's Fund I believe has laid off half of their employees, so it's not 
the employment center that it once was. 
Also, anyone who lives in San Marin or the central part of Novato would obviously drive to the south 
station for the park-and-ride.  No one's going to drive north and then get on and park — you know, 
park and then go south again. 
I think that the downtown station in Novato makes a lot more sense.  It makes Novato a destination.  
The shuttle that would go from the downtown station would be able to go up to the Fireman's Fund 
and then come back around to Vintage Oaks.  And that station would be much more central. 

153-2 
See Master 
Response W 
and DEIR 
Section 
4.1.3 
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And that also recognizes the transit-oriented development aspect of the station because at the north 
station, that's next to a huge wetland, and Novato voters have already voted against the Bahia devel-
opment there.  So Novato voters do not want more development there. 
And a station in the north would bring development.  I mean that's the point of transit-oriented devel-
opment.  And I think it should.  If it's in the downtown it would encourage three stories and, you know, 
more housing in the downtown so people can get to their jobs in San Rafael or Petaluma.  And both 
San Rafael and Petaluma have downtown stations, so I think Novato should try to do that as well. 
I am an associate with the climate protection campaign which has been working with cities to reduce 
their greenhouse gas emissions.  I support the train from a greenhouse gas emission reduction per-
spective.  But in talking with Ann Hancock today by phone, we noticed that the emission reductions 
would amount to .4 percent.  It's not a great — it's not a huge reduction.  It's a step in the right direc-
tion considering transportation in Sonoma County was the source of the largest growth between 1990 
and 2000, but it's not a huge reduction there. 

153-3 
 

Response 153-3:  Comment noted.  See DEIR Section 3.5 for more information on air quality impacts.  
I'd also like to mention the minimum operable segment alternative.  I'm not sure if it's cost effective 
to go all the way to Cloverdale, with all due respect to Cloverdale.  I'm sure that they would enjoy a 
train coming to them.  But 24 additional miles of rail line might be very costly.  It might be a phased 
project where we would start with the minimum operable segment and then expand north. 
On the other hand, I still think that the Larkspur terminal, since it provides connectivity to the rest of 
the Bay Area, would be a good idea. 

153-4 
See 
response 
118-2 

And my last comment will be on the age issue over the next couple of decades.  Marin County is aging 
rapidly.  I grew up in Marin, but I don't live there anymore.  I know a lot of young people who've moved 
north.  And that will continue to happen.  And so some of our planning has to take that into consid-
eration.  I don't know if the train would go to retirement homes, but I mean the commuter aspect of 
it, I'd rather have it be more for destinations. 

153-5 

Response 153-5:  Comment noted.  The DEIR took into account a variety of demographic projections for the year 
2025, as well as for interim years.  See DEIR Section 2.2 for more information. 
I also would like to see weekend service for the train, and it would become a tourist kind of thing for 
downtown Santa Rosa especially.  And — 

153-6 
 

Response 153-6:  The comment is noted.  However, weekend service is not part of the proposed project 
schedule. 
MR. CHAIRMAN:  Thank you very much.  The next speaker is Bill Ronchelli.  And before I call Bill up, let 
me just say that I am starting to run out of cards here.  So if you want to speak, Rick Brown has cards, 
and we can take those.  So Bill Ronchelli followed by Jason Klein. 

 

Comment Set 154  Bill Ronchelli 
MR. RONCHELLI:  My name is Bill Ronchelli and I'm a native of Marin and Sonoma County.  And I would 
urge the Council, you've got all the figures to help bring Sonoma County out of the backwoods and 
into modern age.  We've done a lot in City of Santa Rosa to bring us up to the snuff, so to speak, of 
a lot of cities around us.  And if we don't take advantage of this opportunity, I think that we're doing 
a disservice to our future generations that are to come behind us.  Thank you very much. 

154-1 
 

Response 154-1:  The comment in support of the project is noted. 
MR. CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  Our next speaker is Jason Klein, followed by Jessica Stull-Otto.  

Comment Set 155  Jason Klein 
MR. KLEIN:  Good evening, Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen.  My name is Jason Klein.  I'm a 
resident of Petaluma.  I am also a native of Marin County.  I'm 35 years old.  I grew up in Marin.  And 
I've spent almost all my life in this area. 
I've also had the opportunity, I've been very fortunate to live in Buenos Aires and Madrid and in 
other markets in the U.S. where train travel is very prevalent and it's an efficient and well-traveled 

155-1   
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means of transportation, including the Washington D.C. markets, Chicago.  These are places where 
trains work.  Commuter rails in Boston as well. 
So with that said, you can imagine the bias that I have and some of the comments and which direc-
tion they're going to edge.  What I would challenge everybody in this room — first of all, I want to 
thank, obviously, the Committee and ladies and gentlemen for giving us an opportunity to voice our 
opinions.  And regardless of the decision that the voters, we decide to go, I applaud everyone for 
investigating this option.  I personally think it's the right direction for Northern California and for the 
people of Northern California. 
My comments related to the EIR specifically, I understand that's why we're all here this evening, so 
my comments — I have my MBA in marketing.  I'm used to looking at a lot of these reports.  I've 
written some of them myself.  And forgive my novice, however, experience in these areas, as many 
of you have a lot more experience than I do. 
But there's some numbers that I do question in terms of ridership and some additional segments of 
ridership that I would ask the Council to look at as that would obviously improve these numbers.  
Many of these have been mentioned this evening indirectly. And I would challenge, again, the con-
sultants and the experts to re-look at those numbers. 
The first of which is, of course, tourists.  We've mentioned this before.  I work in a winery.  I am a 
marketing manager at a winery in Sonoma County.  Our winery sees between 250 and 500 people 
a week, depending on the season and our tasting room.  With the train and with additional bus travel 
to my — our winery and others, of course that would be increased, that traffic would be increased. 
Response 155-1:  As suggested by the comment, tourist and visitors could potentially be an important market for 
the proposed service.  The ridership model used for the DEIR, however, was generally conservative and did not 
assume that the proposed service would capture recreational trips.  For more information about the assumptions 
used in the ridership model, please see Master Response A and DEIR Section 3.6. 
The number one comment that I hear from foreigners particularly and folks from other areas is when 
they come to our area they don't have a way to get to the wine country.  That's why they don't come.  
That's lost revenue.  It's loss of tax revenue.  It's loss of business to folks.  So I'd really challenge 
the tourist traffic on weekends. 
These numbers are particularly important because they also give you additional revenue streams, 
higher fares, perhaps, that can help subsidize the weekly traffic which, again, would improve traffic 
and the number of ridership during the week.  Right? 

155-2   

Response 155-2:  Comment noted.  The proposed project does not include weekend service. 
The second would be the residents of San Francisco and Peninsula.  My understanding is — and 
again, the experts are in the room.  I am not.  That the Point Reyes National Seashore is one of the 
most traveled visited national parks in the country.  You want to tap into people coming from San 
Francisco and Marin.  So I challenge those numbers when I look quickly at the EIR.  Are those num-
bers accurate? 
How many more people would be coming from the Peninsula, from the East Bay, from San Francisco, 
again, to do their mountain biking, to go to the wine country, to visit small towns with charm, such as 
Petaluma and others. 

155-3 
 

Response 155-3:  See Master Response A for information about assumptions used in the ridership projections. 
Also, see DEIR Appendix I, Appendices A & B.  
I also would challenge — I didn't see a substantiation of those of not driving age that should be riding 
this and would be riding this train.  And I bring the simple examples of — well, the simple example 
of Boston.  Boston's a very young city at heart, but it's also a very young city if you look in terms 
of ridership.  I would challenge the Council — challenge the Committee here and others to look at 
some other — some of the demographics of the riders. 
You're going to have a lot of people that can't drive.  And if you can't drive in this area, you can't get 
to different cities.  Those people have a way to get there that's safe, as people have mentioned.  
And it's easy to get to from station to station.  You'll increase ridership, again, from those people 
who are not yet — don't own cars and aren't of that age. 

155-4 
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Response 155-4 : See DEIR section 2.3 for Corridor Transportation Characteristics. 
We've mentioned this is an aging population.  I grew up in Marin.  I've now relocated to Petaluma, like 
many folks, due to affordability.  I love it here.  I would love to constantly be able to visit my parents 
and have my children be able to visit their grandparents in San Rafael. 
The aging population, obviously I don't think those numbers were challenge — were high enough.  
There will be a higher ridership if the transportation is, again, marketed as a safe transportation and 
gets you to where you need to be, which is downtown markets.  Thank you for your comment.  Thank 
you. 

155-5   
See 
response 
155-4. 

MR. CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  Our next commenter is Jessica Stull-Otto, followed by David Ziegenhagen.  

Comment Set 156  Jessica Stull-Otto 
MS. STULL-OTTO:  Hello.  My name is Jessica Stull-Otto.  I study environmental studies and planning 
at Sonoma State University.  I wanted to bring up a couple things that were briefly mentioned, but 
my name was already on the list. 
Ridership, I think it's incredibly important that we look into the future.  Though the ridership may be 
slow to take off at first, we need to consider the future projections of increased oil costs and increased 
population in the area. 

156-1 
See Master 
Response C 

And as Mike Sandler mentioned about the numbers of the carbon savings as kind of low, I think it's 
still really important that we consider doing our part in mitigating global climate change and not — 
as one of the many steps in mitigating global climate change.  Not doing so could like — global climate 
change could have a detrimental impact on our tax revenue as wine country.  So please consider those.  
Thank you. 

156-2 
See DEIR 
Section 3.5 

MR. CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  Our next speaker is David Zirgenhagen, followed by Duane De Witt.    

Comment Set 157  David Zirgenhagen 
MR. ZIRGENHAGEN:  Good evening.  I'm David Zirgenhagen and I'm Vice Chair of the Cloverdale 
Planning Commission, but I'm not speaking as a member of the Planning Commission.  I just came 
in out of the rain and this was as good a place as any to hang out. 
I want you to know that Cloverdale, and I think other areas, are anticipating the arrival of rail service.  
Cloverdale, as you probably know, already has a train station.  If this is all approved and it starts, 
we even promise to get the clocks on both sides of the sign working and giving the same amount of 
time. 
Cloverdale's housing element in its general plan anticipates train service.  We are zoning and we're 
planning land use on the east side of the freeway in anticipation of rail service.  We're going to get 
more high-density housing.  We're going to get more affordable housing.  And the one area in our 
community that we have to really do this creatively anticipating the future is near the station.  We've 
already got land available, and our zoning and land use takes this into account. 
I'm one of the I think quite a few people in Cloverdale who drive when — if we're going into the City 
and not coming back late in the evening, drive to Larkspur, take the ferry, and go into town and get 
a transfer and go wherever we need to go.  It works now.  It'll work a lot better with the train.  Thank 
you. 

157-1 

Response 157-1:  Comment noted.  As mentioned in the comment, the proposed project would help to realize 
Cloverdale’s planning goals.  
MR. CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  That concludes the speaker cards that we have for individuals.  Again, 
if you do want to make a last-minute entry, Rick Brown's over here with cards.  We have two more 
speakers right now, both representing organizations.  The first of those is Duane De Witt of the 
Trans Bay Transit Riders Union, and then we'll have Bill Kortum of Sonoma Conservation Action. 
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Comment Set 158  Duane De Witt, Transbay Transit Riders 
MR. DE WITT:  Hello.  My name is Duane De Witt.  I'm from Roseland.  Trans Bay Transit Riders are 
folks that take public transportation to get down into San Francisco or the East Bay.  Currently for 
me to go from Santa Rosa to Berkeley, 52 miles, to take a class down there takes three and a half 
hours one way by Golden Gate Transit, BART and AC Transit if I need to get there. 
So what I wanted to talk with you about was the adequacy of the EIR and I wanted to make sure 
that we understood that the document needs to deal with ridership.  Because as I read it, one of the 
things you intend for this transit system to do is increase ridership.  You want to make sure you get the 
highest amount of riders possible.  So I feel that that document is inadequate in its stationary of 
plans, especially as it addresses the zoning for housing. 
Although it's been said in the documents I see here — and may I ask for Saturday's meeting that 
you bring the EIR here and have it available for the people to be able to refer to.  When I asked to 
look at it, I was told I couldn't. 
So in the EIR, these documents that we just picked up out front point out that you want to have city 
center land use development and that you want to encourage other forms of travel, such as buses.  
You need to discuss the bus more in the EIR.  You need to make sure that you have implementable 
bus routes and connections that will make this system successful. 
As it stands right now, I have to walk to a nearby bus stop, and then I have to time my bus to get down 
to the transit center in Santa Rosa.  Then try to catch that Golden Gate Transit.  Then try to get to the 
connections at the next spot.  You folks have to make sure you have to have a good well-planned 
transportation scheme here that will work with your connections. 

158-1 
 

Response 158-1:  SMART will continue to work with local bus transit providers to plan for bus route connections 
to future rail stations.  Moreover, the proposed project includes a number of shuttles.  For more information about 
the proposed shuttle service, see Section 2.5.5 in the DEIR or Master Response B. 
This rainy night out here, I didn't see any bikes parked out front.  And I'm really glad that you guys 
like bikes and you think it's going to be a great thing.  But bikes are not how most commuters get to 
work.  And the people I see on the Golden Gate Transit, most of them are commuters going to their 
jobs in Novato, Marin County.  Many of them are Hispanic.  They're not carrying bicycles to get on 
the bus.  And we got to find a way to make sure that you're addressing those commuters.  Many of 
them are just waiting to save their money up to buy cars. 

158-2 
 

Response 158-2:  The proposed project should attract low income riders.  Its fares for long distance commutes 
will not be substantially different than those of Golden Gate Transit, which uses a zonal based pricing system.   
So the train is really going to have to basically get a better environmental impact statement.  I feel 
there's not just inadequacies on how the zoning of the stationary plans will be, but about increased 
density.  Having people live near these stations. 
I know that Santa Rosa is actively pursuing trying to avoid housing.  I've been at meetings where I 
hear those folks say they want a food and wine center.  If you think tourists are going to make 
transit work, that is not going to be correct. 
I am not a expert, but I do know the professor mentioned earlier from U.C. Berkeley, Robert Sovero 
[phonetic], and we do have a University of California transportation center down there.  And they 
definitely say that this type of a transit system is going to need a very high ridership base to work. 
With that in mind, I would advocate that you try and make sure you have the highest densities pos-
sible for housing within one-half mile of this transit stations, the 14 stations.  Some would say a quarter 
mile.  And I know there's different legalities that can get some enhancements for that. 
But I would just finish up with saying that ridership projections of approximately 4,800 daily rides 
forecasted with eight roundtrips, as I could see here on the documents just now.  And I haven't 
read that whole bit EIR.  I got to tell you, that's a big document.  And I've been using it against the 
door occasionally. 

158-3 
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Response 158-3:  SMART will encourage transit-oriented development in its station areas consistent with local policies 
and preferences.  The development proposal for SMART’s property at the Railroad Square Station in Santa Rosa 
includes significant amounts of housing and not just a Food and Wine Center.  For more information about ridership 
projections, see Master Response C.  For information about the impact of extensive TOD development on ridership, 
see Master Response I. 
So the thing of it is you folks are elected representatives.  You're on this.  You've got to really dig 
into this document and make sure it's adequate to finance this product appropriately with ridership 
and fare box returns so that the people are going to see this as a good situation and that more 
riders will come to it as the cities build out. 
That food and wine center in Santa Rosa is not going to support this entire train line.  So what we 
hopefully can get from you folks, especially the people in Novato who might follow Santa Rosa's 
model, is good housing close to the train station. 
I'll live right across the street from the train.  I've done that before.  If you can set me up to get down 
to Berkeley to classes in less than an hour and a half, I'm on baby.  See ya. 

158-4   

Response 158-4:   See Master Response N for information on project costs and funding sources.  The comment 
related to housing located near rail stations is noted. 
MR. CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  All right.  We did get a couple more cards from individuals, so we'll call 
them next.  John Schubert will be next, and then we will have Christopher Murphy. 

 

Comment Set 159  John Schubert 
MR. SCHUBERT:  Name is John Schubert.  I've been a resident of Sonoma County for 67 years.  I have 
worked in various capacities throughout the county.  In my younger days I even worked along the 
river.  I used to work for Italian Swiss Colony.  And one of the most interesting things there were the 
number of tank cars that pulled in to Italian Swiss Colony and would load up with 10 to 50,000 
gallons of wine, and ship it to Chicago, and then have it bottled. 
Also, the number of lumber trains that used to come by Italian Swiss Colony.  Also the number of 
aggregate trains that came through Sonoma County.  And Mr. Jehn, former Mayor of Cloverdale — 

 

MR. JEHN:  Still current Mayor.  
MR. SCHUBERT:  Oh, current.  Oh, you're back on again.  Okay.  And being familiar with NCRA, 
then.  Some of the ideas that have come up that sitting back here in the audience, we're talking about 
daily ridership.  What about special events that this county and Marin County conduct for people 
who do not want to drive their cars or ride the bus?  What about the rail fans?  Now, you think about, 
oh, this is just going to be like one shot in the dark. 
Since the '70s, look around the whole Bay Area, the number of railroad museums and special events 
that have arisen.  You have the Rizza Power in Willits.  You have the Skunk Train.  No connection 
to the outside world who are still functioning.  Niles Canyon.  Bay Area Railroad in Rio Vista Junction.  
Too bad the Golden Gate Railroad Museum is being kicked out of Hunters Point.  There was another 
one.  You have a lot of people that you can still tap into besides just the daily ridership. 

159-1   

Response 159-1:  Comment noted. SMART’s proposed schedule is 30 minute frequencies, five days per week. 
The other thing, too, what about maintenance?  The number of Caltrans workers in this state per mile, 
how many — how many workers would it take per mile to maintain this track?  I am very familiar with 
this track.  I am out on there.  I crank out maybe about 300 miles on this track here in Marin, Sonoma 
and Mendocino Counties through the Speeder Clubs, maintenance — Motor Car Operators West.  
We're out there continually.  We're familiar, very familiar with this track. 
People back here say, well, look at the rails that are hanging in the air.  There hasn't been any serious 
professional maintenance, as we all know.  You and the Board have recognized this.  But what is 
the cost per mile for maintaining this versus cost of mile — per mile of Caltrans on 101?  I have two 
minutes. 
Also, not just maintaining the track and the roadbed.  What about the electrical aspect of this?  
Maintaining signals.  How many signals does Caltrans maintain?  How many signals do our cities 
that are a part of this district maintain?  How many would be involved with the railroad? 

159-2 
See 
response 
15-9 and 
Master 
Response N 
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The other question I have that hasn't been brought up yet, I don't know exactly if they thought — if this 
Board has thought to the future like NCRA about future freight on this during the nighttime as a 
by use track.  You know, like I've already mentioned, the wine industry, the lumber, the aggregate, 
also garbage and trash.  We know what is happening out in Cotati.  We know what is happening 
there at the Novato dump and what they're — what we are up against.  And how other communities 
throughout California are looking to Nevada for shipping. 
It's an alternate use, but it's another — it's like you watch the pennies, the dollars will take care of 
themselves.  You tap into these resources, it's more into the pot right here.  I fully support this 
Board, the NCRA and the railroad.  Thank you. 

159-3 
See Master 
Response O 

MR. CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  Our next speaker is Christopher Murphy, and then we really are getting 
near the end. 

 

Comment Set 160  Christopher Murphy 
MR. MURPHY:  Hello.  My name is Christopher Murphy.  I'm a resident of Santa Rosa for the last 
couple years now, Sonoma County for the last six. 
I am representing myself as a citizen, and thank you for the opportunity to do so, as well as my 
fellow citizens for waiting so long for all of us to speak. 
I'm also — even though I'm not representing the Sonoma County (unintelligible) Co-op, I serve as 
the President of that organization here in Santa Rosa.  And I think in addition to all the things — 
benefits mentioned by the implementation in putting this train back on the tracks, the opportunity 
to use a renewable safe fuel such as bio diesel at least of a blend of 20 percent, if not 100 percent, 
is just one more additional reason to consider using this. 
Right now the AST standard for bio-diesel is only about 20 percent.  That'll probably change by the 
time that this train would be on the tracks.  So the — I think in the draft environmental impact report 
it mentioned the trains being considered were not necessarily hybrids.  But at this point I think, from 
what I understand, the trains are basically diesel hybrid engines. 
So, again, because of the — the emissions are significantly cleaner than petroleum diesel.  It's a — 
bio-diesel is also a domestically available product, so it provides jobs and markets for farmers as 
well as distribution, et cetera.  So I think that's just — again, just one more reason to really support 
this.  Thanks. 

160-1 

Response 160-1: The DEIR notes that no vehicle modifications are required to operate the proposed DMU 
vehicles with 20 percent or less biodiesel fuel mixed with petroleum diesel.  For information about the air quality 
implications of using a 20% biodiesel fuel, see DEIR page 3-64 to 3-67.  
MR. CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  The last speaker card I have is from Bill Kortum representing the 
Sonoma Conservation Action. 

 

Comment Set 161  Bill Kortum, Sonoma Conservation Action 
MR. KORTUM:  Good evening. 
UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Bill, you have to say your name for the record. 
MR. KORTUM:  Bill Kortum. 
UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Thank you. 

 

MR. KORTUM:  From Petaluma.  You know, the EIR process is just a tool for you a decision-makers 
to make wise decisions.  And, unfortunately, the land use aspect in this EIR is not very extensive, 
which is a disappointment to many of us.  But when we reflect back, the Calthorpe was the real land 
use study for this area. 
I look on the rail as the third leg of the stool.  Sonoma County has pioneered almost nationwide in 
originating the open space district.  It was admired throughout the nation.  We certainly pioneered 
urban growth boundaries.  And this is all very well.  But if we continue accepting population, which 
is very hard to control, and everybody personally comes to this county bring one and a half automo-
biles, we have to address that.  And the rail addresses that. 

161-1 
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If you come to Sonoma County now, you have to have an automobile before you have a house, 
before you have a job.  And the reason we need the rail is that people can enjoy a lifestyle with less 
use of the automobile.  So that is the third leg of the stool.  It's preventive medicine in a way to save 
what we've done in this county and that's admired far and wide for what we have done in saving the 
open space of this county. 
As I read the EIR, whoever that was in green eye shade evidently never heard of urban growth 
boundaries.  He just said and cities have urban growth boundaries.  If he knew better, he'd know 
that those urban growth boundaries are in the hands of the voter, and that is the big difference. 
So those in Marin that are concerned about the growth in this county if they vote for this should look 
closer to see how well we've done in controlling growth and preventing sprawl.  And it's unfortunate 
the EIR did not go into that. 
Ridership always front and center.  After all, not only BART but Sacramento, San Diego had much 
bigger predictions of ridership than they actually initially achieved.  But they're all completely up to 
and over original projections at this time.  Once you have this thing in place, they will come.  And 
the land use will come.  And that's the decision that you should make as to why we want that rail.  
Thank you. 
Response 161-1:  As suggested in the comment, the proposed project could be part of a larger regional growth 
management strategy.  The project, in and of itself, cannot prevent decentralized, “sprawl” type development.  
Such prevention can only be guaranteed by growth management policies that actively inhibit the development of 
open space areas. The presence of the proposed project can, however, make transit-oriented development more 
viable in urbanized areas, and could increase the share of walk, bike and transit trips within Marin and Sonoma 
County.  See response 43-112 for more information. 
MR. CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  Mr. Jehn, that concludes all the comments I believe we have.  

(Public comments concluded.) 
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Comment Set 162  Larry Chu, City of Larkspur  
MR. CHU:  Thank you, Chairman Boro, Board of Directors for SMART.  I'm here today with Council-
member Joan Lundstrom, former Mayor, and also Commissioner of the Transportation Authority of 
Marin representing the City of Larkspur. 

 

I'd like to thank you for giving the City of Larkspur the opportunity to comment on the adequacy of 
the DEIR analysis for the SMART project.  As you know, Larkspur has commented on this particular 
project on a number of occasions in public meetings and in written correspondence.  We had stated 
that the proposals to have a train terminus in Larkspur Landing is inconsistent with our General Plan. 
In evaluating the DEIR, the City Council feels that these previous comments have been ignored, 
and we remain deeply concerned that the difficulties with this project and its impacts to our community 
have been oversimplified and in general — and too general to be meaningful. 
There is also data that we have found in this analysis to be inaccurate, and the depth and breadth 
of our concerns have truly not been represented in this document.  We hold deep beliefs that the 
DEIR is inadequate and needs to be rewritten, revised and recirculated. 
The City has already submitted a response in writing to SMART with 27 detailed comments, and 
that information will be received in your offices.  But there are five general areas that we'd like to 
present to you today.  Specifically, traffic and circulation issues, parking issues, ridership, the site 
selection and local land use, and visual impacts. 

162-1 

Response 162-1:  See response 9-2 and Master Response R for information on the proposed project’s Larkspur 
Station. The proposed project does not include a station in the Larkspur Landing Shopping Center, but rather on 
the NWP right of way with pedestrian connections to Larkspur Landing and the Larkspur Ferry Terminal. 
To start with the traffic and circulation, we find that it's unacceptable to use five-year-old information 
in doing these projections.  There were more available projections actually in June of '03 as well as 
December of '04. 

162-2 
See Master 
Response  
A.1 

Now, there's a specific contradiction in the draft itself.  It states that the Greenbrae interchange is 
congested at commute hours.  And yet, the tables show that the level of service in the a.m. and p.m. 
peaks are at Class of Service A.  There's only one instance which is in the p.m. peak eastbound which 
is at Level B. 
Now, if you compare apples to apples, we can go back to a city analysis done in November 2000 which 
shows those particular areas to be at Level C in the a.m. and Level D in the p.m. 
In the off ramps specifically, those areas were shown to be a Class of Service D and Class of 
Service E at that time.  We've since done a subsequent analysis in 2003 which shows that those off 
ramp areas are at Class of Service F.  And anybody who currently goes through the Larkspur Landing 
Ferry and Larkspur Landing Shopping Center areas would not only have a true feeling of what's going 
on, they can actually experience that it is total gridlock down there. 

162-3 

Response 162-3: See Table 3.6-4.  Based on information provided by the City of Larkspur’s agent, the LOS at the 
Northbound Highway 101 ramp at Sir Francis Drake is C in the AM and D in the PM.  The LOS at Larkspur 
Landing Circle West and Sir Francis Drake is also D in the PM. 
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In moving to the — oh, and one other thing.  There hasn't been any data collected on the impacts 
related to any of the reverse commute that would reduce — that would also have an impact on 
the congestion and traffic in that area. 
Larkspur Station would also be sharing parking with the ferry transit system.  Both these systems also 
share the same a.m. and p.m. peak periods.  Parking is frequently full, and the draft properly states 
that there are constraints.  The result of these significant drive-arounds create additional congestion 
problems and illegally parked vehicles in the area. 

162-4 
See Master 
Response 
E.1 and E.2 
& Master 
Response R 

What is really lacking is a site-specific inventory of the existing land use and parking problems within 
the Larkspur Landing area.  In addition, there are no projected parking requirements for the Larkspur 
Station.  No new parking solutions have been proposed, although there's an implication that there 
could be shared parking with the Marin Airporter, but no specific analysis has been done with this 
site with respect to capacity. 

162-5 
See Master 
Response R 

Site-specific analysis is also needed at Larkspur Station to deal with short-term issues identifying 
the impacts of traffic and parking during the periods of construction. 

162-6 
See 
response 
9-15 and 
9-27 

Now, moving on to ridership, the draft contains no analysis of the possibility that new rail users will 
be previous bus users.  Switching from one form of public transit to another deserves consideration 
and analysis, and we don't believe the draft has given adequately information addressing either 
one. 

162-7 
See Master 
Response  
C and 
Master 
Response H 

The last point we'd like to make with respect to ridership, and although you don't want to talk about 
specific costs, I'd like to make the comment that this particular segment from downtown San Rafael 
to Larkspur estimates about a four percent ridership service.  We find that to be grossly disproportion-
ate to the proposed cost and the operating expenses of the project. 
And what we're really looking at is a 2.2-mile segment from downtown Larkspur to — or from downtown 
San Rafael to Larkspur.  That's 1 of 14 stations.  And although there's no specific information about 
the Larkspur segment in the draft, it was given to our Council back in July of 2003 that it could rep-
resent as high as 27 percent of the overall cost of the project. 
Now, the segment of this particular rail line begs for elimination, and it's clear that our City Council 
feels that there's no justification for expending such a significant amount of public funds to extend 
the rail to Larkspur.  At this point I'd like to have Councilmember Lundstrom continue our discussion 
about the specifics on the General Plan issues, as well as the visual impact issues. 

162-8 
 

Response 162-8:  See response 9-6 and 56-2 and Master Response R for information pertinent to the proposed 
Larkspur Station. 
MS. LUNDSTROM:  Thank you.  I'll focus on two other issues:  site selection and local land use and the 
visual impacts.  First of all site selection.  The selection of the preferred alternative for a Larkspur train 
station at Larkspur Landing was not adequately analyzed relative to existing land uses.  The proposed 
train station is the only elevated SMART station and sited not where a station historically stood.  This 
double track, two platform station twenty feet above ground would be in the middle of an existing 
commercial and retail center, which would drastically change Larkspur Landing Shopping Center. 
This end-of-the-line structure is, to quote the DEIR, one of the most challenging to design in the entire 
system.  It is challenging, in my opinion, because a daily city-like train structure up in the air on pilings 
is proposed.   

162-9 
See Master 
Response R 

The City repeatedly has asked for a full and complete analysis of all alternative station locations, which 
includes this preferred alternative.  The DEIR analysis is deficient and incomplete.  There's no 
analysis about potential adverse impacts on property values on the shopping center and impact on 
City revenues.  This constrained site would result in the demolition of a number of office and com-
mercial buildings.  That impact is not analyzed. 

162-10 
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Response 162-10:  See Master Response R for the proposed Larkspur Station information; no buildings would be  
demolished due to the proposed station location on the NWP right of way. 
Furthermore, there is no discussion about construction impacts, which at this site would be major.  
Excavation and drilling support pilings, pile driving, erecting huge steel beams, pouring cement, et 
cetera, all within an existing heavily congested built-up area.  There's no vacant land to accommo-
date the necessary equipment, trucks and vehicles for workers.  Construction noise, air quality and 
traffic must be analyzed, particularly at this site. 

162-11 
See 
response 
9-15 and 
9-27 

Secondly, visual impact.  The DEIR ignored the City's previous request for photo simulations and 
other analysis of the proposed station at Larkspur Landing.  The DEIR states there are no significant 
visual resources identified for the City of Larkspur in the plan, meaning our local General Plan.  
However, throughout the Larkspur General Plan are descriptions of visual resources ranging from 
views of Mt. Tamalpais to the southern ridge heights to the marshes and waters of Corte Madera 
Creek and Bay. 
This particular train site is not an inland site.  It is the only SMART train station near San Francisco 
Bay.  The visual impact of an elevated train station, this prominent location by the Bay is sensitive.  
And if for some reason the train station were at the ferry terminal itself, I as a Commissioner on BCDC 
would have difficulty making the finding that a massive elevated train structure would not have a vis-
ual impact on the Bay. 

162-12 
See 
response R 

And as emphasized by our Mayor, the Larkspur segment should be eliminated from consideration 
for all the reasons we have stated.  Thank you very much. 

162-13 
See 
response 
9-6 and 
Master 
Response  
R 

Comment Set 163  Dawn Montoya, North Bay Council 
MS. MONTOYA:  Absolutely.  Good morning Chairman Boro and fellow Board members.  My name is 
Dawn Montoya and I'm the Executive Director of the North Bay Council and we are a coalition of 
employers in both Marin and Sonoma County representing nearly 20,000 employees. 
And our comments will be in writing to all of you, but I wanted to take this opportunity first to thank you 
for your hard work on getting the Draft EIR out to the public, out to everyone, and to offer this time 
for comment.  As we all know, drafts always need revisions, and commenting is the best way to find 
that information. 
For many years — I just wanted to comment that for many years employers have been asking for 
solutions to 101, to traffic.  And we believe that regional collaboration is the way to solve — not to 
solve, but to offer a piece of the puzzle in solving our transportation issues.  So city by city and 
county by county as far as employers in this region are concerned is just not good enough anymore. 

 

And so we thank you for your hard work.  We believe that multi-modal transportation is the future for 
this region in order to be successful in many different ways.  And although we were disappointed at 
the error in the numbers, we definitely feel that SMART will address this in an appropriate and timely 
fashion.  And we thank you again for the ability to comment, and we look forward to working with SMART 
to make this project as good as it possibly can be.  And we thank you very much for your hard work. 

163-1 
See Master 
Response  
C 

Comment Set 164  Gordon Bennett, Sierra Club 
MR. BENNETT:  Hi.  My name is Gordon Bennett.  I'm here representing the Sierra Club as Chair.  I 
want to say that like most of the public the Sierra Club has not come to a decision on SMART, either 
to support or oppose it.  We are retaining an open mind, but we are depending on the EIR to provide 
the information necessary for us to come to that decision. 
On behalf of the Sierra Club, I've reviewed many EIRs, some of which have had errors on all sides 
of the issue.  So I have to say that it is to SMART's credit that the Draft Environmental Impact 
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Report for SMART makes errors everywhere on all sides of the issue.  But, of course, that is why it's 
a Draft EIR.  So I'm here to say, please correct the errors and do it in a timely fashion. 
We think that this project may be upwards of a billion dollars when all costs are included.  That's billion 
with a B.  So we want to make sure the public has timely information to make good decisions.  So 
we're asking for the Draft Environmental Impact Report, including the financial projection, to be out 
at least six months before the projected vote date. 

164-1 
See Master 
Response  
N 

So I would like now to turn this over to my colleague, Karen Nygren, for more detailed comments from 
the Sierra Club.  Thank you. 
MS. NYGREN:  Yes.  Karen Nygren.  I'm the Transportation Committee Chair for the Sierra Club. 

 

Let me focus on a discussion on one of our many concerns of the inadequacy of the DEIR.  It's the 
lack of the discussion relating to the cumulative impacts of the passenger rail service sharing the same 
single track with the freight service.  And the impacts of the freight running from Cloverdale to Ignacio 
Wye Highway 37 will impact SMART along the entire corridor to Larkspur.  Both operations will run 
north and south during the day at the same single track. 
Currently the DEIR document discusses the impacts of passenger service in almost total isolation of 
freight service, except for a brief and inadequate discussion related to the hazardous wastes.  SMART 
would not be a BART, which is a double-track line dedicated solely to passenger service. 
First some background information to help you understand our concerns regarding the inadequacy 
and inaccuracy of the DEIR discussion regarding the impacts of freight in relation to SMART's oper-
ations.  Assembly Bill 224, which enable SMART states, quote, "The District shall work with the 
North Coast Rail Authority, the Federal Railroad Administration, and any of its successor agencies to 
achieve safe, efficient and compatible operations in both passenger rail and freight service along 
the rail from Sonoma to Marin Counties." 
The legislation also states, quote, "Passenger rail system will operate in harmony with existing freight 
service that operates upon the same rail line." 
The DEIR states on page 3-123 that, quote, "Freight service on the NWP would be governed by an 
operating agreement between SMART and the NCRA which will be renegotiated in advance of pas-
senger rail service start-up and will specify operating assumptions for freight." 
The SMART working paper number five, which I've read, states, quote, "Freight trains could operate 
at night.  However, this option is unpopular with the shippers, the operator, the communities that 
would be potentially affected by the noise associated with freight trains operating at night.  The 
freight trains will take four hours to travel between Ygnacio and Cloverdale.  Freight railroads do not 
usually schedule trains the same level" — and this is a quote.  "Freight level of railroads do not usually 
schedule trains to the same level of precision as passenger trains, and it would be difficult to restrict 
NWP's operations to the hours between a.m. and p.m. passenger peaks.  Freight will operate up to 
because of the improved tracks at 50 miles an hour, and passenger service up to 80 miles an hour.  
Also, additional new sidings will be needed to be constructed to accommodate the freight trains 
along the existing railroad right-of-way besides those that will be needed for the passenger service." 
The comments/quotes that I have just stated are only a few of those mentioned relating to freight 
operations in the DEIR of SMART and working paper five.  These compel the DEIR because of their 
discussion to adequately analyze the cumulative impacts of freight along with the passenger service 
in the document.  This has not been done. 

164-2 
See Master 
Response  
O 

Without this information, the document will remain inadequate.  The DEIR must not only talk about 
the various noise impacts of the passenger service in residential and open space areas, but also 
the cumulative noise impacts of freight operations working along with the passenger service. 
It is imperative to understand the collective daily noise of freight as well as passenger service to 
residents living in the close proximity of the tracks.  The DEIR merely discusses the traffic impacts 
at station and intersections.  The document fails to discuss the cumulative impacts of freight along 
with passenger service passing through these same stations on a weekday basis. 

164-3 
See Master 
Response  
O  

How will the rail cumulatively affect the level of service and the safety issues at intersections and stations?  
Is freight service allowed to mitigate the significant noise impacts using quiet zones?  The use of quiet 

164-4  
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zones as mitigation measure suggested for SMART, is this one that can be used for freight service 
as well?  This has not been discussed in the DEIR. 

See Master 
Response 
E.3 

Where will the new sidings for freight service be located?  The DEIR states freight service will 
require the new sidings, but there is no discussion of mapping of these locations, their associated 
impacts of the mitigations in the document.  These additional sidings are required so that freight can 
get out of the way of the passenger service, which will go hopefully speeding by.   

164-5 
See Master 
Response  
O 

What are the various impacts of these new freight sidings to wetlands, noise, pollution, air quality 
and so forth?   

164-6  
See Master 
Response O 

How will freight service operating during the day affect the scheduling of SMART's passenger rail ser-
vice and freight service schedules?  Will they be unreliable?  Will they run during the day?  Take 
four hours to travel the distance from Cloverdale to the Y and the travel at different speeds and the 
passenger service? 
How would this affect the timing of the passenger service in relations to the seamless connection 
to the shuttle bus service?  Would this in turn affect the ridership estimates?   

164-7 
See Master 
Response  
O  

What will the safety concerns of freights sharing the same track as the passenger service? 164-8 
See Master 
Response O 
and P 

What are the cumulative impacts of the air quality in relation to freight and the passenger service? 
Currently the DEIR only looks at the air quality of SMART.  Freight trains will have a different emis-
sion than diesel or bio-diesel DMUs.  These impacts must collectively be evaluated and adequately 
addressed to understand the air emissions level related to train service at the station sites along the 
railroad right-of-way and on the residents living adjacent to the tracks. 

164-9 
See Master 
Response O 
and DEIR 
Section 3.5 

As I conclude my comments, I've only addressed one of the areas of inadequacy in the document.  And 
this particular area of freight and how it relates to the passenger service will make a huge difference 
throughout the entire document. 
The Sierra Club comment letter that is 27 pages long that we have submitted has a multitude of other 
issues relating to the inadequacy and accuracy of the document that must be responded to in order 
to understand the operations of SMART, the freight service, and the impacts of — and their mitigations. 
We look forward to hearing the results of this document and being able to make an educated decision 
on the project.  Thank you very much for allowing us to have an opportunity to comment.  And we 
look forward to having all our concerns responded to in a timely and comprehensive way so we 
have an opportunity to review it prior to, as Gordon Bennett had said, hopefully at least six months 
prior to the election.  Thank you very much. 

 

Comment Set 165  Eric Anderson, Marin County Bike Coalition 
MR. ANDERSON:  Hi.  Good morning.  Eric Anderson, Marin County Bike Coalition.  Sorry, I can only 
type.  I can't write by hand anymore, so my apologies. 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment this morning.  I also want to say thank you to the Board 
and to staff and the consultants for the countless hours that have gone into this EIR.  The effort really 
shows. 
We will be submitting our comments in writing, so I'll keep my comments very brief this morning.  As 
one of the previous speakers mentioned, many groups have not yet taken an official position on the 
SMART project yet, and the Marin County Bike Coalition is one of those.  So I'm going to actually limit 
my comments just to the bikeway sections of the EIR this morning. 
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So my first comment is about reduction in traffic congestion.  Building phase one of the pathway will 
allow bicycle and pedestrian access to transit centers and the future rail stations, and this will remove 
both existing traffic from city streets, as well as heading off increases in traffic congestion.  So we 
feel that the EIR should try to quantify these positive effects of the bikeway, which is something that's 
not currently in the document. 

165-1 
See Master 
Response L 
and DEIR 
Impact T-7 

My second comment is about environmental impacts of the pathway.  As indicated in the EIR, the 
environmental impacts of Phase one of the pathway are minimal and can be totally mitigated.  
We're really relieved to see that the pathway is not proposed to make any major incursions into 
wetlands or other biologically sensitive areas.  And indeed, the most valuable wetland area in the 
project corridor, which is in the area of the Marin-Sonoma Narrows, is not a part of phase one of the 
bikeway and is not proposed to be built as a result of the EIR. 
The EIR should clearly state this when summarizing the environmental impacts of the pathway.  I think 
that would be very helpful for the public to understand the pathway impacts. 

165-2 
 

Response 165-2:The bicycle/pedestrian pathway will impact some wetland areas on the corridor, as iden-
tified in the DEIR.  Proposed mitigations for any wetland loss are also identified in the DEIR to ensure 
that the impact is not significant.  It is true that the pathway avoids the largest single wetland area 
along the corridor, between Novato and Petaluma, by utilizing the U.S. 101 corridor Novato Narrows 
Project.   
I have another comment about environmental impacts of the pathway.  The report states that the 
majority of the environmental impacts from construction are due to the implementation of the bikeway.  
However, in a number of areas throughout the bike report — throughout the report, the bikeway and 
other construction impacts are described together. 
So we think it would be useful to break out the impacts of the bikeway construction from other con-
struction activities, especially where those activities impact sensitive areas such as those described 
in the biological resources section. 

165-3 
See 
response 
44-3 

And my final comment, sorry, is about economic benefits of building the bikeway.  The pathway will 
have economic benefits for local communities and for the region.  It's been proven that cyclists spend 
money at local businesses as a result of using new pathway facilities.  Commuters who bike or walk 
to the train will be happier, healthier, more alert and more productive, will take fewer sick days, and 
they'll increase their productivity and value to their employers. 
Offering this kind of an alternative reduces the amount of time people spend stuck in traffic, and 
recovering that lost time means more efficient work days as well as happier workers.  We know that 
that's really difficult to quantify, but we'd like to see some attempt in the EIR to quantify those positive 
economic and health benefits of implementing the bikeway.  Thank you very much. 

165-4 
See 
response 
44-87 

Comment Set 166  Carol Hoover, Trio Now 
MS. HOOVER:  Good morning.  It's a pleasure to be here today to talk about this exciting project.  I've 
lived in Marin over 30 years. 
MS. HOOVER:  Thank you.  Carol Hoover.  I represent my company, Trio Now, which is a branding 
and identity firm, and also my community of friends who encouraged me to come here today who 
are in great support of this project, but they really don't know any of the details and the amazing 
hurdles you all are going to have to jump in order to answer all of the worthy concerns that every-
body has about this project. 
I also work in Alaska in the nonprofit world with cultural preservation and habitat preservation issues.  
Roads and the effects of oil, I work around Prince William Sound, and the lasting effects, the harmf-
ul effects that oil is very toxic and highly polluting.  And when we see the pile-up on the roads that 
we have and the back-up and the horrible problems that it causes, I commend Marin and Sonoma 
County for getting together and trying to solve this with the rail. 

 

My point here today, my primary point, is that I don't know how to address this in the EIR, but the 
quality of life issues and how that would translate financially I feel like should be part of the report.  
Because I think that it's not just a matter of cost and how much this project is going to cost.  Because 
if it does cost a billion dollars, it's also going to be putting a billion dollars back into our pockets. 

166-1 
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But the quality of life and the courage and the vision that it's going to take to change to do mass transit, 
to take advantage of it, to promote it, and to take part in making it happen is something that I think 
we all have to take responsibility for. 
I would like to be involved in this project from a community standpoint and help let the public know 
that it's happening and what they can do to take part.  Because I have to say, most people don't know 
how to take part in a public meeting, they don't know what their role is, and they don't know how much 
of a difference they make. 
And that's the point I wanted to make.  And I wanted to thank you for letting us all come and speak 
at this early stage in the project.  Thank you. 
Response 166-1:   See DEIR E.S.7 Project Benefits for information related to transportation benefits of the proposed 
project. 

Comment Set 167  Basia Crane 
MS. CRANE:  Oh, yes.  I'm Basia Crane.  I live in Kentfield.  Although I'm Secretary of Marin United 
Taxpayers, the comments I make today on the draft of the EIR are solely my personal views.  I'm 
not representing any organization. 
I also have waded through the entire draft report.  I've attended the meetings in Sonoma, the hearings 
in Sonoma, and the Larkspur hearing the other evening, and here are some of my comments on the 
draft of the EIR. 

 

The very first item that I noticed when I read the report was that parking is available at 11 stations, 
but no parking available at the 3 major hubs, which are Santa Rosa, San Rafael and Larkspur. 
We heard earlier from the City of Larkspur, which is deeply concerned about the assumptions in the 
DEIR that the proposed rail station would share parking with the ferry and the Marin Airporter 
facility.  There's no analysis in this report of existing parking at those sites, and all of the available 
capacity of those two parking areas. 

167-1 
 

Response 167-1: That is correct; the hub stations are intended to be primarily accessed by walk or transit, 
although parking is available near San Rafael downtown.  See Master Reponse T for more information about 
parking. 
Item two; no mention is in this report of who pays for the, quote, "free shuttle".  I hear the word "free 
shuttle" throughout the entire report, and yet, there's no indication of who's going to pay for this. 

167-2 
See Master 
Response B 

Item three, I think SMART continues to mislead the public on the real costs of this train.  There's no 
backup in the report for the cost figures that are in there.  SMART says 340 million, and Calthorpe 
says 1.5 billion.  Ten to 12 million for operating costs.  I don't know.  This is a low figure when com-
pared to operating costs of other trains in the North Bay, and I've checked around. 
I called the San Mateo County Transit District that has a new plan for a train in the making and 
it's called Dumbarton Rail Corridor.  It's a train 20 miles, heavy rail between Menlo Park and Newark, 
with 4,800 projected passengers and a start-up date of 2009, very similar to this train, and it's in the 
planning stages.  The projected capital costs are 300 million, operating costs 8 million.  This is a 
20-mile train with only 4 stations. 
MS. CRANE:  All right.  Thank you.  Same thing in Seattle, the rail line there is so far over budget at 
this time that the Seattle Times, which initially endorsed its construction, now advocates scrapping 
the project. 

167-3 
See Master 
Response N 

Also stated in this report is that 4,800 passengers is a number that cannot substantially improve traffic 
congestion on 101.  That's a very minimal benefit for Marin County residents, who will be paying 
one-third of the cost, when fewer than 15 percent of projected SMART riders would be Marin County 
residents. 

167-4 
See Master 
Response C 

I have to make this quick.  Okay.  The DEIR doesn't focus or discuss whether commuters will be willing 
to get out of their cars if they have to make three transfers.  Nothing in this report about what would 
happen if ridership became too small.  Would it then be used solely for freight? 

167-5 
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Response 167-5:  The travel forecasting model considers and heavily penalizes transfers, so they are accounted 
for.  Clearly, some people are willing to make several transfers.  One of the purposes of the shuttle system is to 
make those transfers as painless as possible, by timing the shuttles departure from (and arrival at) stations to meet 
train times, and locating the shuttles as close to the train platform as practical.  Future freight operations are inde-
pendent of the proposed project—they could occur with or without the project. 
There's no accounting for how much of the 65 million set aside in state and federal funds in 2000 to 
finalize rail planning has already been spent.  SMART was formed as a taxing agency without a public 
vote and continues to spend public moneys before the public vote. 
This report clearly shows that the cost of having this train far outweighs the benefits shown in the EIR. 

167-6 
 

Response 167-6;  SMART includes a monthly project cost report at all Board meetings that delineate cost drawdowns; 
see project website for monthly Board packet information. See Master Response N for project cost information. 
And can I switch back to being representing Marin United Taxpayers?  I only have a few — 
MR. CHAIRMAN:  I believe that since you let us know that you're not representing that organization, 
we do need — 
MS. CRANE:  All right. 

 

MS. CRANE:  All right.  Nowhere in this document — and I noticed in this document — 
MS. CRANE:  Okay.  Nowhere in this document is there mentioned the feasibility of using the existing 
rail right-of-way for rapid bus transit, Wheels on Rails.  It's not mentioned in this report, but I know 
former Supervisor Gary Giacomini thought it was an excellent idea.  According to a recent poll, 
87 percent — 
MS. CRANE:  Thank you.  According to a recent poll, 87 percent of the public feels nostalgic about trains 
and thinks train is a good idea, but only 3 percent would ride it.  That's a recent poll. 
We're not thinking far enough into the future.  Marin's workforce has changed.  People in the service 
industries from foreign countries drive their own cars to work. 
MS. CRANE:  All right.  The railroad right-of-way doesn't go where the people want to go.  Going back to 
choo-choo train is akin to going back to horse and buggy. 

167-7 
See Master 
Response  
M and DEIR 
Section 
4.1.3 

Comment Set 168  Nina Lilienthal-Murphy, Lincoln-San Rafael Hill Neighborhood 
MS. MURPHY:  Good morning, everybody.  My name is Nina Lilienthal-Murphy.  I'm President and co-
Founder of the Lincoln-San Rafael Hill Neighborhood Association.  It's nice to see everybody 
today. 

 

The Executive Steering Committee for the Lincoln-San Rafael Hill Neighborhood Association is against 
this train as presented in the Draft Environmental Impact Report.  We request a no build alternative 
or a new train, more modern technology alternative. 
The project as it is now will kill all quality of life for 70 miles.  Not just in our neighborhood, but all the 
way down the tracks.  And I'm going to go over many points and just hit on them here.  Okay? 

168-1 
See Master 
Response  
M 

One of the things brought up about the ridership with over 4,000 people riding the train, you know 
that's not even 10 percent of San Rafael's population of 55,000 people in our town alone?  That 
doesn't cut it for any of us. 
Consider the range of ridership.  Not coming up with just one number.  This is it.  This is going to be 
the number that's going to ride the rails.  I can't see that at all.  None of us can.  It may take years to 
get off the ground, and we need projections.  Where are they?  Our yearly projects, we need to see 
them with more accurate information so we can really study this intelligently. 

168-2 
See Master 
Response C 

Will the work on the SMART railroad be done at the same time as the Highway 101 gap closure or 
the Novato Narrows or the Sonoma putting in the third lane?  Do you know how much congestion and 
gridlock this is going to cause and what an insane county this is going to be?  It'll be never ending. 
And if we do do something like that and build the train while we're building these other entities, we're 
going to end up having to get more buses out there and we're going to need it and that's going to be 
another expense. 

168-3 
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Response 168-3: The gap closure project is already under construction and is slated for completion at the very 
end of 2008.  The timing of the Novato Narrows widening is not scheduled, but would most likely not begin until 
after 2010.  The southern Highway 101 widening (Petaluma to Rohnert Park) is likewise unlikely to begin before 
2010.  The northern segment (Santa Rosa to Windsor) is likely to be completed by 2010, according to SCTA. 
How many tracks are there actually going to be?  I have not heard a real number to date.  First it 
was one.  Now it's two.  Are both lanes going to be on the west side?  Are we going to split them up?  
What happens if there's a malfunction?  Is everything going to be halted?  Has this been studied?  It 
doesn't seem like it to me after reading the Draft Environmental Impact Report. 

168-4 
See Master 
Response J 
and P 

Shuttles, transfers, oh God, if I did it from my house, I wouldn't ride the train.  And I live close.  How 
many times do you have to transfer?  Do you have to take your car somewhere, hop on the bus, 
hop on the ferry, you know, to get to the ferry and then get to the train?  You know, who knows? 
Are these transfers going to be free, or are they going to start out free and then there'll be a bait and 
switch and all of a sudden we'll charge you five bucks for each transfer later on?  This also needs to 
be studied. 

168-5 
See Master 
Response B 

Ferries are full now.  Buses are full now.  And why on earth aren’t we going to San Francisco in 
this train?  A train crossing in San Rafael will add congestion throughout the whole area.  Our 
population has changed since there was a change 20 years ago.  Crossing these intersections, 
having the train cross through the intersections will be tough and it'll back up all the way. 
We have one accident on Lincoln Avenue and it can go for a full mile and a half and that's just a 
little bumper that has moved over and is out of the way.  I'm curious as to how long when these — 
how long when these trains do pass through intersections are they going to take.  Are they going to 
stop for a full five minutes, a three-minute stop?  What is it?  How long are they going to interrupt 
our traffic? 

168-6   

Response 168-6:  See Master Response E.2 which addresses the local street network in San Rafael.  See 
Master Response A.3 for information on Larkspur Ferry ridership. Trains passing through intersections should take 
an average of 35 seconds.  See also Master Response M regarding alternatives eliminated from further 
consideration.. 
The size of the train, I hear it's about a block long.  I'm not sure if this is truly accurate since we're 
going to be adding on the freight eventually.  So is it going to be two blocks long, five blocks long?  
Which will add more impact into San Rafael.  Doesn't work for us.  And what time of day is it going 
to go through San Rafael, the frequency and the speed?  The timetable on waiting for a train to 
pass through is very, very important to all of us. 

168-7   

Response 168-7: A two-car train is approximately ½ the length of a downtown San Rafael block. No freight 
service is proposed south of the Ignacio Wye in Novato. 
We encourage a quiet zone, a train slowing down with no whistle, or no screeching metal as it 
hits the hub.  Air quality will go down.  Noise pollution will go up.  Yet, realtors state that the value of 
our homes all surrounding the train are going to increase and people enjoy living next to a train.  
Are you ready to live next to a train that's going to throw a whistle off at 5:00 a.m. in the morning 
every single day?  Go for it.  I ask any one of you to live there.  Buy a house.  There's a realtor out 
there waiting for you. 

168-8 

Response 168-8: That is an incorrect statement.  Single level Colorado DMU’s are 85 to 89 feet long (a fairly 
standard dimension for all US passenger railroad cars).  So a two car train would be 170 to 188 feet.  That is 
approximately half the length of a city block in downtown San Rafael.  See Master Response Q regarding 
establishing Quiet Zones. 
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What type of pollutants will be in the air if we use this train that is suggested, a bio-diesel train?  
Grease.  Someone said it's going to smell like French fries.  I think it's going to smell like old stale 
donuts myself.  But either way, pollutants are pollutants, and I'd like to be a little bit more detailed 
about what those pollutants really are. 
Remember, air and wind blow in all directions.  It's not just going to come into our neighborhood.  
It's going to blow over to Dominican.  It's going to blow over to Fair Hills.  It's going to go all over the 
place.  The whole town will be affected.  All towns will be affected.  Freeway noise affecting eight 
neighborhoods right now.  Imagine what a train would do.  The noise and the air quality are giant 
concerns of ours.   

168-9 

Response 168-9: See DEIR 3.5.5: “The use of biodiesel fuel instead of traditional diesel would result in a 
relatively small change in the amount of pollutants generated by the project. The biggest benefit would be the 
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions.” 
It'll also affect wetlands.  Repairing and adding railroad tracks around the neighborhood or around 
the counties, birds, wildlife and endangered species should be looked at a little bit more.  And I think 
you're just kind of bypassing through all that.  Oh, well, what the hell.  But we've spent so much time 
on that little field mouse, we can't forget those guys.  They were here a lot longer than we were, and 
still are, for a reason. 

168-10 
See DEIR 
Section 
3.9.7 

One of the biggest concerns for our neighborhood association is the possibility of being hit by a train.  
Do you know how many children live in our neighborhood, especially along the flatlands where the 
railroad tracks are now, where they play and play basketball and jump and run?  I think the statistics 
of how many people are hit by trains should be looked at very, very closely. 

168-11 
See Master 
Response  P 

Trains are meant to go in corporate areas, not through neighborhoods and residential peaceful quiet 
neighborhood where people want to relax and bought a home to live in, but in areas where noise was 
meant to be and there is an area specific for that noise.  That's where trains should go. 

168-12 
See Master 
Response  
Q 

We're not thinking this through and we're not thinking it through at all.  We're saying, well, we have an 
old pair of railroad tracks, let's put them back together again, even though we've repaved over them.  
We're not looking at the long-term vision. 

168-13 

Response 168-13:  See Master Response M for alternatives to the project that were considered and rejected as well 
as Section 2.4 of the DEIR for information on the history of the project’s development. 
Freight, how will [the project] affect the air and noise quality?  That's another issue and that needs 
to be looked into very much.  Freight, is this going to be a standard on every day once it starts moving?  I 
have a feeling it will. 

168-14 
See Master 
Response  
O 

And why is the train stopping in San Rafael and not San Francisco?  To me, to all of us in our 
neighborhood, this is a half-ass job.  I'm sorry.  Excuse the language. 
The most obvious intelligent idea would be a monorail right down the center of the freeway that 
goes all the way into San Francisco, that doesn't affect anybody.  That would be a dream come 
true.  Where is the modern technology?  With all the brains here in Marin County, can't we come up 
with something better than a stupid bio-diesel train?  Give me a break.   What about a flyover? 
With transportation Measure A passing finally to quiet the city around our neighborhood, here we 
go, now you want to create more noise.  Well, thank you very much.  After nine years of working on 
the San Juan Noise Abatement Committee, I'm disgusted. 
NIMBY.  Everybody says, oh, it's not in my backyard.  Well, you know what?  I've been living here 
for 26 years in the same house while the train was up and running and now it's not.  And you 
know what?  I'm not against trains.  None of us are against trains.  We're just against poor planning.  
And this is totally poor planning.  Where is the modern technology?  Where is the — where is the 
vision for the next 30 years down the road? 

168-15 
 

Response 168-15:  See Master Response M for alternatives to the project that were considered and rejected as 
well as Section 2.4 of the DEIR for information on the history of the project’s development. 
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There is no parking.  You can't park now.  You going to go back up into our neighborhoods again?  
Okay.   

168-16 

Response 168-16:DEIR Table 3.6-12 shows that there would be more than adequate parking at stations. 
Didn't we study trains versus buses about three or four years ago and it came out overwhelmingly in 
favor for the buses?  So what the hell are we doing here?  Why aren't we insisting on buses, buses, 
buses.  We don't want a wine and casino train running through any neighborhood.  We can't afford it 
now and we won't be later. 

168-17 
See 
response 
168-15 

MS. MURPHY:  Thank you very much.  

Comment Set 169  Allan Nichol, Trains & Pathways in Marin 
MR. NICHOL:  Good morning.  My name's Allan Nichol.  I'm representing Trains and Pathways in 
Marin.  We are a political action committee.  And it is our intention to canvas most of the households, 
certainly in all the urban pattern of Marin County.  And to date we've canvassed over — we've knocked 
on over 1,200 doors, and we find — in terms of the demand of the train, we find that 87 percent of 
people that we have contacted support trains and bikeways.  And I think that's very significant and 
doesn't seem to reflect the previous speaker's attitude.  But it's very heartening to see such a tre-
mendous grassroots support for this effort.  Thank you. 

169-1 
 

Response 169-1: Comment noted.  

Comment Set 170  John Diamante, Threshold Environmental Center 
MR. DIAMANTE:  Good morning Directors.  I’m John Diamante from Sausalito and San Francisco.  I'll 
submit written comments, so will address the report in detail.  A couple of aspects, though. 
One has to wonder about the think through and long-term envisioning capacities of someone who 
buys a home next to a railroad right-of-way and is now surprised by the prospects of resumed rail 
service.  That's one observation. 
And the second is in this debate we've heard a lot from a person who has styled themself an econ-
omist.  I think it's a very peculiar kind of economist who doesn't understand the economic and envi-
ronmental dynamism of the region in which he lives, who hasn't worked out the economies of rail 
service, a bus driver hauling 60 people versus a train driver hauling 2 or 300, the bus vehicle life of 
10 years versus a rail vehicle life of 30 to 50 years, and all the correlative fuel and other economies.  
It's really a very peculiar kind of economist who would tear down his county and his region and deni-
grate the potential for environmental and efficient transportation eco structure.  So I'd just like to put 
that on the table. 

 

About the SMART project and the EIR segment, as I often say, it's very important to keep in mind 
that this SMART project segment only represents one-fifth, approximately, of our legacy railway 
system.  You can see it in green here on this map.  One-fifth of the legacy railway system is the 
Cloverdale to Larkspur, and it will be Larkspur, segment of the SMART project. 
So important as we move forward not to lose sight of the potential of the entire system that we have 
inherited which serves seven counties:  Humboldt, Mendocino, Sonoma, Napa, Solano, Marin and 
the City and County of San Francisco, never mind the junctive service of Lake County or Del Norte, 
the East Bay and so forth. 
So we should focus on restoring this integrated system.  And there is a danger moving forward that 
SMART alone will become the kind of money sump that BART has become in the nine-county region 
sucking off moneys that could be used to revive the entire five- or seven-county service system. 

170-1 

Response 170-1:  The comment that the SMART project is part of an overall regional rail network is noted. 
Now, it's my feeling and that of other people who've tracked this for 20 years that the NCRA, the 
northern authority, and SMART, the southern authority, now have access to enough tens of millions 
of dollars right now to repair and rebuild the entire four-county railroad from Arcata to Larkspur for 
certification by the FRA.  That's doable with the money in hand from the various measures that have 
been passed the last couple of years and submissions that are coming. 

170-2 
See Master 
Response  N 
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We are in danger, though, that SMART rolling again toward a nine-figure $300 million plus budget 
will tap, drain, compete with or just take the moneys that could be used to bring the whole region's 
rail infrastructure up.  So I just would make that observation. 
Regarding the EIR itself, it's disappointing to see that apart from the Historical Society and various 
museums and so forth, that none of the groups or individuals who've really been engaged in pro-
pounding the return, the resumption — and it is a resumption and not a start — a resumption of rail 
service the last 20 odd years since the Highway 101 Corridor Action Committee were engaged or 
interviewed or expertise used by the survey team and all its consultants. 

170-3 
Comment 
noted 

But, in short, we are, the Threshold Environmental Center, the Friends of the Railway, various allied 
groups, and there are new ones coming into being all the time working toward passage of the political 
measure in both counties, working for the momentum that you Directors have established that this 
turnout evidences, of the primacy of rail as a backbone transportation infrastructure linked by path-
ways, bikeways, neighborhood shuttles, regional feeders, to the point where the car for about half the 
population in our region will really become an option instead of the dependency it is today. 
So we're for resumption of all of the historical services handled by this single-track railway with 
state-of-the-art passing and safety controls that is intercity express, intercity local, freight, commute 
schedules, excursions, special and civil emergency train movements.  All these things were done 
70 years ago.  We look for all of them to occur again, and all of which can be summed up in let's all 
work for the best regional railway soonest.  Thanks so much. 

   

Comment Set 171  Lionel Gambill 
MR. GAMBILL:  Good morning.  I'm Lionel Gambill.  I live in Novato.  And I have — I just want to give 
you my take on the importance of maintaining freight service. 
SMART's 70-mile corridor includes 55 miles of the Northwestern Pacific Railroad main line, which is 
a 316-mile railroad from Lombard in Napa County to Eureka, plus several branches from the Ygnacio 
Wye, the San Rafael branch, extends south for 13 miles. 
And that railroad is a lifeline for all of the northern counties.  So freight — it's absolutely essential 
that freight operate on the 55 miles that SMART is going to be sharing with NWP/NCRA.  That's the 
only possible alternative for Highway 101 for people up north.  And one rail freight car takes three 
18-wheelers off the highway. 

171-1 

Response 171-1: Comment noted.  See Master Response O. 
I want to talk a little bit about criteria for evaluating travel modes.  A lot of the discussion on this has 
involved comparison between rail and highway, rail and carpool, rail and buses, so on.  I'd like to 
offer three criteria. 
One is, does this travel mode reduce dependence on highways and automobiles?  It seems to me 
that only a non-highway mode can do that.  Cars can't do it.  Carpools can't do it.  Buses can't do it.  
Because they have to run a highway.  We have our own right-of-way and that right-of-way has to be 
kept open for rail or we would do tremendous damage to the economies to the counties north of here. 

171-2 

Response 171-2: See Response 166-1. 
The second criteria I'm offering is, are we applying the same standards to rail as to highway modes?  
And where rail impacts do not rise above existing levels of road and highway impacts, they're not 
significant. 
And I'm hearing a lot of opinions here that are contrary to the reality that I've observed.  The fact is 
this kind of rail system is in use in six different systems on the West Coast, and other systems all 
over the country.  It's extremely successful.  It's popular.  It's cost effective.  It's environmentally far 
more sustainable than a highway.  People love the trains.  They ride them.  It works.  And I wish that 
we could run passenger trains right now on this railroad so people could ride it and see for themselves. 

171-3 
Comment 
noted. 

And my third criterion is, have we established baselines, existing impact levels, against which to 
assess these new impacts?  For example, and here's one that's going to shock some people.  This 
is on page 3-136 of the DEIR.  Noise impact of a freight train 50 feet away is 75 decibels.  Noise 

171-4 
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impact of a city bus 50 feet away is 80 decibels.  So we're talking about a new impact that would 
be lower than the existing impact. 
Response 171-4:  The noise baseline was established as the first step in the analysis, based on ambient noise 
levels; baseline conditions are summarized in DEIR Section 3.7.3.  The methodology for assessing noise impacts 
is described in DEIR Section 3.7.5. 
On the issue of ridership, that's been covered.  I do want to mention that the question has come up 
repeatedly is this going to take riders away from the bus services.  There are studies showing that 
80 percent of new start rail riders are former drive alone commuters.  In fact, several studies show 
that once rail is implemented, bus ridership goes up.  The whole transit system increases ridership.  
That happened in St. Louis.  It happened in Philadelphia.  It's happened in many places. 

171-5 
See Master 
Response H 

I've been to one other hearing on this.  This was in Novato.  And some of the opponents are conjur-
ing up what I see as phantoms.  The single-track myth, single-track railroads with passing sitings exist 
in many places, several places in California.  They work.  There's no problem. 
In September and October last year I rode trains for many, many miles on mostly single-track rail lines 
with passing sidings, and we met a passenger train in the opposite direction every five or ten minutes.  
Now, this was in China but — and maybe some day we'll catch up.  And it worked.  It works beautifully.  
The trains ran on time and they were fast. 
So there's a single-track myth.  If you talk to any railroad operations people about the supposed single-
track problem, they'll laugh.  It doesn't exist.  It's a phantom. 

171-6 
See Master 
Response  P 

Noise, the Colorado rail car, which is so far the only available DMU, uses a Detroit diesel series 60 
engine, one on each end of the railcar.  The Detroit series 60 engine is a truck engine.  There are 
thousands of trucks on the highway that are powered by Detroit diesel series 60 engines. 
I want to know how come a Detroit diesel series 60 engine can produce unacceptable noise levels if 
it's in a railcar, but not if it's in a truck.  That doesn't make sense to me.  That's another example of 
applying a double standard. 

171-7   

Response 171-7:See  DEIR Section 3.7 for information on horn noise levels. 
Cost, cost, the estimated cost for adding two lanes to Highway 101 in the Narrows works out to $49 
million a mile.  That's many times what the per-mile cost of SMART is going to be. 

171-8 
See Master 
Response  N 

And I'm going to wind it up at this point because I think SMART is doing a great job.  I think it's unfor-
tunate that the consultants made the error of assume four lanes in each direction on Highway 101 
at the Narrows.  The Marin Public Works Department disputes that estimate.  And SMART is well 
aware of the problem there. 

171-9 
See Master 
Response  
A.2 

So I want to thank you and congratulate on all the good work you've done and urge you to continue 
on the same track and to deal with the comments appropriately in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report.  Thank you. 

 

Comment Set 172  Tymber Cavasian, Gerstle Park 
MS. CAVASIAN:  Good morning.  My name is Tymber Cavasian.  He was very close.  I live in Gerstle 
Park, which is the neighborhood in San Rafael abutting the half mile downtown SMART boundary to 
the west. 
And I serve on the Gerstle Park Neighborhood Association Board and the Federation of San Rafael 
Neighborhoods, which I'm here speaking for today.  The Federation has not yet taken an official posi-
tion, like many organizations, but is getting a start with evaluation of this Draft EIR. 
In theory, multi-modal transportation and decreased car reliance is positive.  However, it certainly 
doesn't mean rail system is a foregone answer.  And I appreciate that many key items have already 
been entered into the record that I was going to recover, so I should be able to be within the timeframe. 

 

First I need a couple of specific definitions mentioned that might — should be added.  The kiss and 
ride isn't really defined in the glossary or well in the document. 

172-1 

Response 172-1: See response 32-14. 
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And the significance of the half mile boundary isn't really discussed in terms of is it a study area, 
development area, noise area, user area.  What exactly is the significance of the half mile boundary?  
And if it is significant, the drawings don't always include the full boundary.  They kind of chop off at 
various left/right croppings. 

172-2   

Response 172-2: The drawings aren’t intended to show the entire study area.  It is not clear what part of the DEIR 
the comment refers to.  In some issue areas ½ hr. is the area of  potential impact. 
Next, it seems in the Draft EIR the SMART project is melded with other projects often.  And logistically 
I know that might be necessary, but it makes it hard to evaluate.  So as much as possible it should 
be separated out. 
It seems to include assumptions that depend upon other circulation improvements being funded and 
built, but no analysis appears if those assumed improvements are not built or funded, which is a 
distinct and possible outcome given a range of players and economics.  So I would ask that there is 
some sort of a range of outcomes versus a given outcome based on a whole host of things happening. 
This data could easily be attached as a table showing various scenarios so we can evaluate the range 
of outcomes and achieve some separation of SMART impacts, benefits and costs. 

172-3 

Response 172-3: See Master Response F and G for ridership forecasts based on different assumptions related to 
the construction of the Novato Narrows Project and varying gasoline prices. 
The cumulative project showing — there's a list in there called cumulative projects, and that seems 
a bit suspect.  And we ask that it's reviewed again before certification.  It'd be most useful, whether 
or not it's required, to include things like ABAG-mandated growth for the project area, not just the 
four-year passed constructed projects and approved projects.  That might be going above and 
beyond the duty, but it might also give us a better picture of what's happening. 

172-4 
See 
response 
32-17 

SMART seems to be insidiously attached to other important projects before the voters have decided 
for or against rail, which is alarming.  It can drive down the feasibility of those other projects as it 
elevates costs, makes it harder to debate the project merits, and has negative impacts on the design 
of those projects.  And in this document, again, the assumptions aren't really clear how much of that's 
all melded together.  It seems to be in the gap closure project, the Cal Park Tunnel connection, involved 
with various widenings or not, and is affecting land use decisions.  So somehow that needs to be more 
clear. 

172-5 
See 
response 
32-18 

I'm not going to go a lot into costs because we've heard good testimony from both the project pre-
sentation that the 2004 costs are going to be updated.  But it does make it hard to look at when the 
assumptions are so old.  And I do wonder, you know, and encourage that those new 2000 — you 
know, the appropriate costs get out as soon as possible. 
And when they're out that they're in plain English about what's the total number, broken down 
capital costs, operating costs, bike pathway costs, debt costs.  What really is the cost?  And, you 
know, what's in and out.  Is the Larkspur extension in?  is the shuttle service in, or is it estimated on 
baseline service?  What about the parking lot maintenance, security costs?  And what about the 
quiet zone improvements?  Obviously we're going to want some.  That seems to be a whole issue 
I'll discuss later.  But are they in? 
What happens if the rail revenues exceed or shortfall those from projected?  Again, if there were 
scenarios in there, it would be easier to analyze in ranges versus one given scenario because reve-
nues can go up and down. 

172-6 
See Master 
Response  N 

And I didn't find, nobody found, the mention of the useful life of the capital improvements.  And per-
haps it's out of the 2025 planning horizon, but barely given historical like 30-year life spans of trains.  
I think it should be addressed where the reconstruction costs are going to come from and how that 
works so the public can have the ability to understand that we aren't buying at once.  We have to 
maintain it like other systems. 

172-7 

Response 172-7: This is taken into account in the financial analysis  See Master Response N.. 
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Finally, sort of the tactics of we must do it now or it will cost twice as much seems a worry since the 
costs are 2004 costs.  So, again, we need to bring those costs home.  Are they double?  Are they 
worse than double?  What are they? 
And in general, I hear a lot of banter about and in the documents SMART paying for this or that.  And I 
mean SMART really is people paying for stuff.  And so I think that the more clear we can list what 
people are paying for the more happy people can be to contribute. 

172-8 
See Master 
Response  N 

Section 5.5 notes areas of known controversy, and yet, they don't seem to be fully studied or fleshed 
out.  We've heard a lot about ridership, so I'm going to try and be brief on that.  But it does appear 
that the ridership in the DEIR is incomplete.  The net numbers are important and they're not clearly 
broken out.  We need to know about those new riders versus losses to existing transit. 
According to appendix one, it seems the majority of riders on this train will be beginning and ending 
their trips in Sonoma County, and that supports that maybe the purpose of the train is to enable com-
muting.  And likewise, means Marin County will be heavily subsidizing the transportation program. 
Ridership data will help and must be presented by start/end trip format to get the correct results and 
give a clear picture of who will be served and best we should do it.  The estimates need to be shown 
incremental by year, not just as a finished product of 2025.  It's too hard to evaluate an end 2025 
number and not the incremental changes. 

172-9 
See Master 
Response H 
and  Table 
C-1 of  
Master 
Response C 

We need to know the impacts on Golden Gate and local transits and other public transportation 
modes.  The commute times need to be clearly quantified for both directions of a.m. and p.m. traffic, 
including track siding times, and the reliability of the data, and expect a contingency plan for equip-
ment failures, accident and delay.  Something needs to be included in that.  That will affect ridership. 

172-10 

Response 172-10:  See Master Response  H regarding impacts on transit, Master Response  J regarding 
reliability and revised Section 3.6 regarding the transportation analysis results.  Travel times are shown in DEIR 
Appendix I. 
Exact data regarding connectivity to Golden Gate Transit Ferry and costs to commuters seems to be 
missing.  And the shuttle services are mentioned but they're not very specific.  So it leads us to wonder 
how the EIR can be addressing all the issues and how all the costs can be included. 

172-11 
See 
response 
32-39 

The projects for ridership numbers, are they dependent on the transit-oriented developments being 
built or not?  What happens if the growth doesn't happen the way SMART is projecting?  What will 
that do to ridership? 

172-12 
See 
response 
32-31 

And then the last thing is that compelling studies do exist that show that suburban rail directly and 
negatively can affect lower-income folks in more urban environments because the high price suburban 
rail sucks up the resources for other transit systems.  And that seems to be a social or economic impact 
that might not be addressed in the overall transit plan. 

172-13 

Response 172-13: See response  32-32 
Boy, that goes fast.  As important as what the DEIR is saying is what it's not saying.  It does say 
that three-car trains are possible, but I don't see where the procedure or policy for modifying the 
two-car service to three-car trains kicks off, and why the impact studies aren't included if the 
services goes to three-car trains particularly through failure zones like San Rafael and Larkspur. 

172-14 

Response 172-14:  See response 32-33 
The document is not concrete as to the speeds the trains will adhere to.  It leaves an open door based 
upon successful train scheduling.  Noise, safety and other impacts change with higher speeds, so 
these two need to be presented in ranges, or the caveat to speed up the trains needs to be removed. 

172-15 

Response 172-15: See response 9-42 
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I'm going to go ahead and skip down to some growth-inducement things.  Section 5.3.2 lacks sub-
stance in supporting studies.  It says the population growth will not have a direct link to the commuter 
train.  But for no other reason than the supporting statement that it will have a positive impact on job 
growth linkage that seems absurd because that will trigger regional housing mandates to local cities 
to provide more housing than otherwise planned. 
Like bridges and freeways before it, rail will facilitate urbanization along its line, commuting versus 
living where you work, which seems opposed to many of the goals that we have been living and trying 
to achieve in the region. 
And then the real estate prices, historically they do go up along rail, and that will affect affordability 
and how those affordable housing projects are supposed to get built.  So the DEIR seems to have 
some conflicting conclusions and that needs to be dealt with in impacts under the growth inducement 
section. 

172-16 

Response 172-16:  See Master Response T, Impact on Property Values. 
I'm going to skip the bike and pathway things except that it's not very clear in there how bikes are 
allowed on trains.  And if bikes aren't allowed on trains, that greatly diminishes the benefit and 
otherwise needs to be pointed out. 

172-17 
See 
response 
44-2 

Also, in Appendix C SMART is under-designing bike capacity at the San Rafael station, which seems 
absurd. 

172-18 

Response 172-18: See Master Response K regarding Appendix C. See Master Response U regarding bicycle 
access and parking at stations, as well as response 32-6, 64-12, and 64-13 regarding bicycle parking provision at 
the Downtown San Rafael Station. 
UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  I just want to say, you're welcome to submit comments in writing. 
MS. CAVASIAN:  I think I will because I had comments on the alternative projects and the downtown 
San Rafael station specifically, and I'm going to get those in by Monday.  Thank you for your time. 

 

Comment Set 173  Mike Arnold, MCET 
MR. ARNOLD:  Here, here.  Mike Arnold, co-Chair of MCET.  The MCET joins the Cities of Larkspur and 
Novato who have called for significant revisions to the Draft Environmental Impact Report.  We 
endorse the position that the DEIR is so inadequate and needs to be substantially revised that it should 
be reissued as a draft and recirculated to the public for review and comment. 

 

A key conclusion of the DEIR is the following sentence stated in the executive summary:  "The pro-
posed project is environmentally preferred in the transportation impact area."  This statement is one 
of the mistakes in the document alluded to by staff and the press because it is not supported by the 
analysis in the DEIR. 

173-1 

Response 173-1: Information contained in Master Responses and in Response to Comments has not altered this 
conclusion. 
Furthermore, we believe that a more reasonably prepared document would come to a different con-
clusion; namely, a Draft Environmental Impact Report that didn't have a skewed and biased specifi-
cation of the express bus alternative would find the following:  That express buses would take more 
riders than rail, would take more cars off the road, and would not have the negative environmental 
impacts that rail has on congestion in downtown San Rafael and Larkspur, noise in Novato and San 
Rafael neighborhoods, and the negative impacts on wetlands endangered species habitats. 

173-2 
See Master 
Response  D 

From the perspective of this conclusion, consider the following mistakes in the DEIR, all of which favor 
the rail:  Ridership, as paltry as it is, is overstated by at least 12 percent.  You guys have assumed 
the midday train carries over twice as many riders per peak than the peak hour trains do.  You need 
to explain this assumption or reduce the total ridership accordingly. 

173-3 
See  
response 
42-2 & 
42-10 and 
Master 
Response C  



 Chapter 3: Comments and Responses on Draft EIR 
 

Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit 3-781 FEIR 
  June 2006 

The DEIR indicates that trains going in the off peak direction will have the same travel times between 
stations and stations traveling in the peak directions.  According to SMART's working papers, three 
out of four trains traveling in the off peak direction are going to be pulled over six times between 
Windsor and Larkspur.  There is an expected delay from pulling trains over.  This will annoy riders, 
delay their trip, and it will impact ridership.  The DEIR needs to factor this into the ridership analysis. 

173-4  
See 
response 
42-23 

The DEIR provides no data on whether SMART can afford the proposed level of service it claims.  
Before the hearings have even been held, we are told that the costs are going to rise because the 
cost figures are two years out of date.  Well, then, how valid is the assumption that there will be 24 
trains serving Marin County?  Why not 40 trains?  Why not 10 trains?  The public has a right to 
know how the level of service was determined, what the level of service this agency can afford, and 
how the frequency of service will change over time. 

173-5 
See Master 
Response  N 
and Master 
Response  C 

As indicated by others, there's no calculation of how many rail riders are coming from buses. 173-6   
See Master 
Response  H 

We endorse that the DEIR should address start-up and interim service level.   173-7 
 

Response 173-7:  See Master Response C. 
Does the public know that rail implementation is going to be staged and such staging has implications 
on the costs and the service levels?  Twenty years is a long way away.  How about disclosing to the 
public what sections you'll be serving and when you'll be extending rail and what the expected rider-
ship level is in those different time periods. 

173-8 

Response 173-8:   The proposed project does not include subsequent stages of development. 
Now that Larkspur has spoken and passed a resolution opposing the extension to Larkspur, we 
believe that the Environmental Impact Report should disclose how this agency intends to deal with 
the city that has passed this resolution.  Will SMART ignore Larkspur's General Plan?  The public 
needs to know what SMART plans so it can assess how realistic its claim that there will be a con-
nection to the San Francisco Ferry and when SMART expects that connection to be completed. 

173-9 

Response 173-9:   See Master Response R for information about the Larkspur Station and responses to Comment 
Letter 9. 
Now, what about the express bus alternatives?  The description of the express bus alternative is 
just another fine example of how this agency continues to distort and skew information in order to 
come up with bias conclusions.  It's not just us.  The Cities of Larkspur and Novato have found the 
express bus alternative to be biased and needs to be specified in a way that is fair. 
For example, as constructed the express bus alternative has no additional buses going into San 
Francisco.  You've been promising for years a San Francisco-based ferry connection.  At least 
disclose why you think this obvious alternative doesn't include increasing buses into San Francisco.  
How come the model assumes two-hour headways in express buses between Sonoma and Marin? 
The SMART Board has already lost significant credibility with the public by issuing a document as 
defective as this one, including an obviously biased express bus alternative doesn't pass mustard.  
Not with us.  Not with the City of Novato.  Not with the courts.  Simply put, the courts have ruled 
consistently that obviously trumped-up alternatives are a violation of state law. 

173-10 
See Master 
Response  D 

Turning to the bus shuttles.  SMART proposed nine routes.  Eight of them are in Marin.  Each route 
is approximately thirty minutes, although they don't describe these routes in any kind of detail for 
the public to assess whether or not this is true.  It says there will be six-minute headways in the 
morning and ten minutes in the evening.  That's forty-five shuttles in the morning, twenty-seven in the 
evening.   

173-11 
See 
response 
85-40 and 
Master 
Response B 

Who is going to pay for these shuttles?  Certainly not SMART.  It doesn't have the capacity to fund 
forty-five shuttles eight hours a day two hundred and fifty-six days a year.  The DEIR must disclose 
how these are going to be funded and who is planned to operate them. 

173-12 
See Master 
Response  N 
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Now consider the shuttle operations description.  The first train to hit Novato in the morning is before 
6:00 a.m.  According to the description, this means six shuttles motoring around Novato before 6:00 
a.m. in the morning.  This doesn't pass any reasonableness test. 
So what are the routes?  How many shuttles are you really going to operate?  And when and where 
are you going to operate them?  The DEIR needs to explain how 192 rail passengers in Larkspur 
turns into a shuttle ridership of 2,000 riders per day in an area where bus shuttles have just been 
canceled due to low ridership.  Or is this just another mistake? 

173-13 
See Master 
Response  B 

What about Novato where peak hour rail ridership is under 100 riders, but the shuttles take 750 riders 
per day.  As Larkspur points out in its comments letters, these numbers are ludicrous.  According to 
the DEIR, shuttles generate riders.  Lots of transit riders, according to the draft document.  And 
therefore lots of associated benefits.  The problem is these benefits don't exist because the shuttles 
won't exist.  And even if they did, the shuttles are not going to get the kind of ridership that's claimed 
in this document. 

173-14 
See Master 
Response  B 

And what about Golden Gate Transit?  SMART has denied for years it will have impacts on Golden 
Gate Transit.  Of course it will.  Some bus riders are going to switch to rail.  SMART gets regional 
funds that come from the same pool of funds that fund bus transit services.  If the sales tax is passed, 
SMART will get more and Golden Gate Transit less.  Golden Gate Transit is already in a budget 
crunch.  Less future dollars and bus services will be cut.  The DEIR did not address any of these 
factors. 
It needs to disclose to Marin County that if the sales tax is passed, the likelihood is that Golden Gate 
Transit's average cost per passenger will rise.  And hence, the cost to Marin County to subsidize local 
bus transit will rise.  In other words, to those local bus transit users in the audience, pass this sales 
tax, watch your bus service decline and watch your fares increase. 

173-15 
See Master 
Response  H 

So the conclusion is we believe the rail ridership numbers are too high.  It is not a mistake to assume 
the HOV lanes will be completed.  If you want to show how ridership is impacted by an incomplete 
HOV lane system, produce projections both ways.  Be transparent with your assumptions so the 
public understands how the assumptions drive the conclusions. 

173-16 
See Master 
Response  C 
and F 

The express bus alternative was designed to bias the express bus ridership downward.  The public 
has a right to know how many riders, significant investments in express bus services, what number 
or riders they'll generate.  The bus shuttle description is incomplete and totally inadequate.  It leads 
to the conclusion that the number of transit riders is high and overstated and the associated benefits 
is overstated.  All the sections on the bus shuttles need a significant dose of realism. 

173-17 
See Master 
Response  H 

The assessment on the impacts of Golden Gate Transit is totally inadequate.  It's time to disclose to 
the public the impacts of SMART on Golden Gate Transit.  For these reasons we believe the revised 
required revisions to the EIR are so substantial that the document needs to be reissued in draft 
form. 

173-18 
See Master 
Response  
A.3 

In addition, the admitted flaws in the report have caused SMART to lose even more credibility with 
the public.  And that under these circumstances it would be prudent and in everyone's best interest 
to have the rail ridership and express bus specification and ridership peer reviewed by an indepen-
dent third party. 
Let's put aside the debate over whether SMART is distorting the numbers.  Let's have independent 
experts opine on the reasonableness of these key calculations so we can get on with the debate over 
the merits of investing $1.2 billion over 20 years on a single-track train that will likely go no farther 
south than San Rafael.  Thank you. 

173-19 
See Master 
Response  A 
and C 
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Comment Set 174  Bill Kortum, Sonoma County Conservation Action 
MR. KORTUM:  Bill Kortum representing Sonoma County Conservation Action.  We've run the canvas 
operation in Sonoma County for 15 years.  One of the most popular subjects we can talk about at 
the door is the rail.  Very high percentage of people want to do something about the rail. 
I want to show a little sympathy to the SMART Board this morning.  After all, it's a Saturday morning.  
I really feel for you.  I've been there.  Not many Saturday mornings, so thank you for doing this. 
I'm also very appreciative that somebody that's writing the EIR is here.  And I want that person to 
hear about the region that he's analyzing a rail in and that is a very, very unique region.  These two 
counties have shown the world, have shown the nation, have shown the state what environmental 
protection is all about. 
Outstanding projects, whether it famous Giacomini 60-acre limitation, or the Bodega Head fight for a 
nuclear power plant, or open space districts, or the creation of the Coastal Commission, there's no 
two counties just like us.  And this issue, this putting of a train in these two counties, is just as important 
as those other issues as far as the future of these two counties. 
Unfortunately, we have created an environment that is not safe, and it's not safe because the automo-
bile has not been contained.  And we've done such a good job that everybody wants to move to these 
two counties.  And we have no solution for that. 
When they move here, they bring one and a half cars, according to statistics.  And it's the automobile 
that's going to erode the great environmental triumphs we've had in these two counties. 
What we need is to utilize this rail to give people a chance to select a lifestyle that's not as dependent 
on the automobile.  And there's nothing else on the horizon that accomplishes this except the rail.  
So we do have to dig in and give just as much attention to the start-up of this rail as we have to 
these other great environmental triumphs that we've had in this county. 

 

One of the great environmental trends that we've pioneered in these two counties is the urban 
growth boundary, and those urban growth boundaries are going to have to go back to the voters 20 
years after they were started.  And if we don't do anything about present land use within those cities, 
those urban growth boundaries are going to have to be expanded. 
One of the most direct answers to preserve those boundaries is the whole concept of smart growth.  
Smart growth is really stimulated when you have rail stations and can develop transitory developments 
around those rail stations.  And I think the writer of the EIR should — I know this isn't necessary, but 
should touch on these in a prelude to the EIR because he's writing about something in a very unique 
area. 

174-1 

Response 174-1:  See DEIR Impact LU-2 which acknowledges the beneficial effects on land use. 
Now I'd like to talk a bit about the Calthorpe study.  Calthorpe study is a very optimistic study using 
10-minute headways to — that he produce something like 20,000 riders a day.  And everybody laughed 
at that.  But he was very optimistic and he had worked this out.  But it's a perfect counterpoint to this 
very conservative EIR. 
And I hope that the writer of the EIR takes a look at the Calthorpe study.  Because in the end Calthorpe 
said, despite the remarks by the last speaker, we need every one of those modes of transportation 
maximized, and that includes buses.  And in the end, if you maximize all of those, you still end up 
with congestion.  So to say one is better than the other, it's just not in the cards.  You need them all.  
Let's not get petty and talk about, well, the buses are better than the rail, vice versa.  We need every 
one of those and we're still in trouble in these two counties. 
So let's look at this thing with a much bigger scope and realize we better start now to do the things 
to prevent the automobile from doing us in.  Thank you. 

174-2 
See Master 
Response C  
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Comment Set 175  Jana Haehl, Marin Conservation League 
MS. HAEHL:  Thank you.  I am Jana Haehl, President of the Marin Conservation League.  The Marin 
Conservation League appreciates the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
prepared for the Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit, and we have submitted 28 pages of written com-
ments related to 138 specific items in the DEIR.  It will be posted on the MCL website next Tuesday.  
Therefore, I'll take only a few minutes of our allocated time to offer a few summary comments. 

 

What we found is that the proposed rail project's description in the DEIR is so seriously flawed due 
to being based on poorly supported assumptions, as well as lacking in construction and operational 
detail, that meaningful analysis of impacts is compromised throughout the document. 
The assumptions upon which the alternatives are based distort both the description and the compari-
son of their impacts with those of the proposed rail project.  This makes any meaningful comparison 
of alternatives difficult, if not impossible.   

 
175-1 

Response 175-1:  See Master Responses A  through D for clarifications to the proposed project’s assumptions. 
The entire impact analysis is also skewed by SMART's selection of a primary objection that is incon-
sistent with the public's own often expressed objective.  The public clearly wants traffic congestion 
to be reduced on Highway 101.  Yet, the DEIR acknowledges that the proposed rail project will not 
reduce traffic congestion on Highway 101. 

175-2  

Response 175-2   See response 42-42. 
We further found that the DEIR consistently overstates the benefits of the proposed rail project, espe-
cially as they would apply to the vast majority of Marin residents.   

175-3 

Response 175-3: The DEIR impact analysis was developed for the entire corridor, impacts and benefits are not 
summarized solely for Marin County residents. 
The many errors and omissions in the DEIR force us to conclude that this very expensive document 
which took an extremely long time to prepare must undergo major revision in order to provide reliable 
ridership projections and realistic evaluations of the various alternatives and their impacts.  We urge 
that all comments be comprehensively addressed in the final EIR.  If the responses are not adequate 
to support informed decision-making at that time, we will urge substantial revision and recirculation 
of the final EIR prior to certification. 

175-4   

Response 175-4:   Comment noted. All comments have been comprehensively addressed.  See response 9-1.. 
It seems clear that there cannot be a definitive discussion of the proposed rail project or its feasibility 
until the still missing financial data is provided by SMART, which we understand will be sometime in 
September or later.  Making such important information available only a few weeks before the sched-
uled November election does not serve the public interest well, and it is likely to jeopardize SMART's 
ability to achieve the required two-thirds majority for a sales tax increase to support the rail project.  
Thank you. 

175-5 
See Master 
Response  N 

Comment Set 176  Fred Levin, Sonoma County Taxpayers Association 
MR. LEVIN:  Good morning.  My name is Fred Levin.  I'm the Executive Director for the Sonoma 
County Taxpayers Association and a member of the Citizens Opposed to the SMART Train Tax 
Cost Squared. 
Mr. Arnold was very articulate and probably took most of my thunder, if you will, so I'll just keep my 
comments to a very minimal amount. 
The DEIR satisfies the requirements for an analysis of the sales tax measure that would be placed on 
the ballot for this project. 
Now, earlier this week I made a presentation to you folks in Santa Rosa and I talked about the rider-
ship projections and how inadequate they are.  But there are several other important elements that 
need to be looked at by your Board. 

 

Number one, we've been talking about the project cost.  Section 2.8 is one paragraph devoted to 
the cost.  Now, I understand that a more detailed analysis will be provided later in the year.  But I 
urge the Board to insist upon a complete breakdown, not just items that talk about improvement 

176-1 
See Master 
Response  N 
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without costs associated with them.  It's very important that the taxpayer understand the elements 
that go into this cost estimate and the degree of accuracy.  Accuracy is important. 
I want to remind you very briefly of the lack of actual cost estimates that reign in the Bay Area.  For 
instance, the Bay Bridge was estimated 1 billion, and now we're looking at 6.2 to 6.3 billion dollars.  
BART started out at 996 million and it's gone — it finalized at 1.6 billion.  BART to SFO was estimated 
at 1 billion.  It finalized at 1.6 billion.  And the SFO upgrade, the airport, was estimated at 1.9 billion, 
and it ended up at 2.6 billion.  Please, accuracy in the cost estimate is very important for the taxpayers 
to make a decision. 

 

One other item that I'd like to talk about and then I'll sit down is the run time for the train.  It's been 
reported that the run time would be 45 minutes from San Rafael — pardon me, from Santa Rosa to 
San Rafael.  Table 2.5-2 says it's 59 minutes.  So please make that correction, or take a look at it 
and see if it's an adequate assumption.  And I yield my time.  Thank you very much. 

176-2 
 

Response 176-2:  Table 2.5.2 in the DEIR shows a running time of 50 minutes between Downtown Santa Rosa 
and Downtown San Rafael. 

Comment Set 177  Jerry Peters, Novato Chamber of Commerce 
MR. PETERS:  Thank you and good morning.  I have to improve my handwriting.  It's Jerry Peters with 
a J.  I'm past President of Novato Chamber of Commerce.  This is effective last Friday.  Our new 
President, John Williams, has been on the East Coast.  He's unavailable this morning.  I'm here to 
make some very brief comments. 

 

First of all, the Novato Chamber very much supports SMART.  It has some comments regarding the 
ridership figures.  We think they should be much higher.  We'll be filing those comments by e-mail. 
We think that this rail — we want to point out this railroad has been in Marin and Sonoma Counties 
for 121 plus years.  We've been talking about starting this rail service for 16 years.  And I'm reminded 
that we need to keep the perspective of what we're all doing here today and in the future on this rail.  
And the best example I have for it is something that happened last night. 
MR. PETERS:  Thank you.  The comment is my neighbor, who commutes, next door to me in the office, 
commutes down, and I said — he said — I said, "We're having a meeting today, Saturday morning."  
"Great.  You going to start the rail line?"  "No.  We're having a meeting about it.  We're having environmental 
problems."  And Mr. Ford turned to me and said, "Jerry, that's the environmental problem."  He looks 
on the freeway every day, as I do.  We appreciate your support to get this problem solved.  Thank you. 

177-1 
See Master 
Response  C 

Comment Set 178  Sue Beittel speaking for Perry Newman, League of Women Voters 
MS. BEITTEL:  Sue Beittel speaking for Perry Newman [phonetic], the President of the League of 
Women Voters, who wasn't able to be here today. 
The League of Women Voters of Sonoma County and the League of Women Voters of Marin County 
together have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the SMART rail project.  We find 
the Draft EIR to be comprehensive and thorough.  We will submit jointly a written list of very specific 
comments and questions for you to consider as you revise and refine the draft. 
However, we have one overriding concern that is so important that we are presenting it to you pub-
licly at this meeting; namely, we believe that the assumptions of the Draft EIR regarding planned 
improvements for Highway 101 are inaccurate.  The traffic modeling in the Draft EIR includes too 
many mixed-flow lanes on Highway 101 in both Marin and Sonoma Counties in 2025. 
Consequently, the highway capacity analyzed in the Draft EIR was incorrect in both counties.  The 
actual capacity of the highway in 2025 will be considerably less than the capacity that was modeled. 
It is vital that assumptions about improvements to Highway 101 be accurate.  These assumptions 
affect the results of the traffic modeling that predicts the volume of traffic and level of congestion on 
Highway 101, and ultimately train ridership. 
If more improvements are assumed than are in fact planned, then the traffic modeling will project 
less congestion than will turn out to be the case.  As a consequence, projected train ridership will be 
significantly understated. 

178-1 
See Master 
Response  
A.2 
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We recognize that the Draft EIR is not intended to be a balanced evaluation of the pros and cons of 
the project.  Nevertheless, accurate projections regarding traffic congestion on Highway 101 and train 
ridership are critically important in assessing the overall environmental impact of the project.  Thank 
you for your consideration of our concerns and comments. 

Comment Set 179  Steve Birdlebough, Friends of SMART 
MR. BIRDLEBOUGH:  Thank you.  I am Steve Birdlebough from Friends of SMART.  I did make some 
comments on Tuesday.  I have some others.  And we will be submitting a written document.  As a 
matter of fact, that's already gone in by e-mail. 
First of all, I want to congratulate the Board and the staff on finally prying the document out of the 
consultants.  And I want to sympathize with the consultants because I too have had to deal with 
term papers and other documents that were up against a deadline.  And every time the professor 
would extend the deadline, of course I would find more to do in my paper.  So I came to — as 
someone preparing a written document — 
MR. BIRDLEBOUGH:  Fine.  Anyway, there's always more to study in one of these things.  We'd 
have just a few suggestions.  We would like to see an improved description of the benefits to the 
cities, including Novato, Petaluma, Santa Rosa and Larkspur, from the improved land use that's made 
possible as a result of rail service.  And we realize this is difficult, but there is more than simply air 
quality and greenhouse gas benefits and reduction of congestion as a result of rail service. 
We think that it's well-established that people walk twice as far to a train station as they will to a bus 
stop.  And the result of that is that when you look at the footprint of the catch man area around a train 
station it's four times the size of the area around a bus stop.  This means that you can have a much 
more robust walkable area that's available for infill development when you use rail service.  And this 
is the fundamental difference between the train and the bus.  I'm not trying to criticize buses.  Buses 
and trains need to work together.  But I think the report needs to evaluate the differences in reach-
ing some conclusions about the benefits of the rail. 

179-1 
See Master 
Response  I 

Secondly, there needs to be description of the ways the project provides mobility in years other than 
2025.  We're in a situation where 2025 happens to be the year, maybe five years after the projected 
completion of the additional lane, the HOV lane, through the Narrows.  And that will make a big 
difference in rail traffic.  So — 

179-2 
See Master 
Response F  

MR. BIRDLEBOUGH:  Thank you.  Thirdly, we would like to include a narrative that explains the 
curious prediction that travel demand will decline in the southerly direction during the peak hours of 
the year 2025.  Is that because the assumption is that gas prices are going to increase and everybody's 
going to stay home, or is it because there is an assumption that Santa Rosa will be the center of 
employment and everybody's going to be going north instead of south?  I think it would be useful for 
people to know just why that prediction has been made.  Thank you. 

179-3 
See Master 
Response  
A.2 and E 

Comment Set 180  Duane DeWitt, Transbay Transit Bus Riders Union 
MR. DEWITT:  Hello.  My name is Duane DeWitt.  I'm a transit rider.  Today I'd like to thank you for the 
opportunity to comment on this plan and your attention after such a long meeting.  Specifically I 
wanted to address the cumulative effects and the adequacy of disclosure of impacts. 
I wanted to focus on three of your development goals and policies that were adopted on March 16th 
of 2005.  You want to maximize transit ridership at each site.  You want to improve connectivity to 
transit, and you want to have mixed-income housing generated by this project.  Because I ride 
transit, I can see the inadequacies of some of the things in the EIR.  I'd like to give them letters, if I 
may, instead of numbers. 

 

A, inadequate description or assessment of the Santa Rosa Railroad Square Station, there's not a 
good assessment in this EIR.  It's an omission. 

180-1 
See 
response 
15-6 
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There's an inadequate description of connectivity for buses and especially for Americans with disa-
bilities accessibility to those bus services. 

180-2 
See 
response 
20-36 

There's C, inadequate description of sites for housing in all the station area plans, but especially in 
the Santa Rosa Railroad Square Station area plan. 

180-3 
See Master 
Response  I 

D, inadequate description of cumulative effects of the various development impacts that will be 
spurred by the SMART rail should it be enacted. 

 

Response 180-4:   Cumulative effects are fully analyzed in the DEIR.  Growth-inducement is 
addressed in 5.3.Future development has been planned for around the station sites consistent with  
the local general plans. 

 

E, express bus services need to be explored more.  I have a map here that talks about how in the 
north is the lowest quality of bus services at this current time.  That's been information generated by 
the University of California Transportation Center. 
As a bus rider, I just want it all to get better somehow.  It really is a drag, you guys.  And I'd like you 
to have some of this information available in Spanish.  Because most of the folks I ride the bus with 
speak Spanish.  The ones paying the fares need to understand what's going to occur. 

180-5 
See Master 
Response  D 

So with that said, I just wanted to leave on this last note.  You wanted to reduce reliance on auto-
mobiles and encourage other forms of travel such as buses, bikes and walking.  I think you really 
need to do more assessment of buses rather than the bikes and the walking.  Because when it's raining 
like hell outside, folks really aren't into riding their bikes.  I see them coming down to the buses. 

180-6 
See 
response 
16-6, & 
response 
16-7 

And you've been cutting back bus services.  I didn't say you specifically.  Excuse me.  The Golden 
Gate Transit system, Santa Rosa Transit.  Bus service needs to be adequately assessed for this to 
be a good EIR.  I really appreciate all your hard work.  I don't want to appear as someone who inter-
rupts meetings.  But I just really think you need to give the voice to the citizens sometimes more 
than the groups.  And all these citizens that sat here, they deserve three minutes or more, not just a 
minute after these groups went on and on.  Thank you. 

180-7 
See 
response 
17-10 

Comment Set 181  Mary Ann Nardo, Mahone Creek Flood Group in San Rafael 
MS. NARDO:  I'm speaking in behalf of the Mahone Creek Flood Group in San Rafael and I'm 
actually — 
MS. NARDO:  Mary Ann Nardo.  And I'm going to connect the dots between a flooding problem in our 
neighborhood and the Draft EIR, actually.  There's been a flooding problem that's existed in our 
neighborhood for years and it has been exacerbated by an existing old railroad trestle that crosses 
Mahone Creek in downtown San Rafael. 
Mahone Creek flows through the hills above Sun Valley and through downtown San Rafael and into 
the Bay, and it basically is a storm drainage for a large part of San Rafael. 
It was determined by an independent engineering study in 1995 that there's a flow restriction in 
Mahone Creek and it's caused by the existing trestle.  And during storm runoff conditions the trestle 
and the structure are submerged. 
Anyway, there's a resulting flooding in the vicinity of B, C and D Streets.  And I'm not talking about 
the kind of flooding that happened this year with everyone.  I'm talking about a flooding that happens 
in our neighborhood on multiple — excuse me, multiple times a year every year potentially. 
So I've been working with Andrew Preston, the Director of Public Works, to try to improve this situa-
tion.  The Public Works Department actually has plans for a replacement trestle that would not con-
flict with the plans for the light rail line.  And so there's just two impacts in the EIR I'm going to just 
point to. 

181-1 
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One impact, WR5, according to FEMA guidelines, they're allowing an increase in flood height that 
may not exceed 12 inches.  And we're asking that no increase in the flood height be allowed.  We're 
asking that — the existing trestle does not presently meet FEMA guidelines, and we'd like it to be 
replaced by the San Rafael Public Works Department.  And we're also asking that existing culverts 
be enlarged to also — to prevent the yearly flooding. 
Response: 181-1  SMART has taken into account recent storm damage in updated cost estimates. See Master 
Response N for information on project costs.  SMART is working with the City of San Rafael to address the Mahone 
Creek trestle concerns to avoid future flooding. See response to #14-33. 
And then there's another mitigation measure under water resources and it's talking that — saying 
that design structures and other improvements, you know, would be — other, you know, design 
structures and improvements would be made so as not to raise flood levels.  And basically, we're 
saying that this is a significant enough problem and it's enough of a health and safety issue to be 
addressed now. 
And the railway project is obviously years in the decision-making and in the building, and we would 
just like this to be stated.  We'd like this to be — replacing the trestle would be compatible with the 
needs of the City and the potential railway project.  Thank you. 

181-2 

Response: 181-2  See response #181-1.  As noted in the Executive Summary of the DEIR, section ES-7, 
improved drainage along the entirety of the NWP is a major benefit of the proposed project. 

Comment Set 182  Craig Thomas Yates, Marin County Committee on Disabilities 
MR. YATES:  Good morning.  I appreciate the time.  I've heard a few things touched on the disability 
issues and also mobility of impaired people, but it's not greatly in depth.  Because I also work with 
MTC, and I'm on the Advisory Council (inaudible).  And when we implemented a grant funding for 
the station up in Santa Rosa, they had no accessibility plan in their EIR for that station, as well as 
any other stations. 
The other problem is, seven years ago, when I first got involved with SMART, it's evolving to a point 
where you may have to change the acronym from SMART to another name.  It doesn't seem very 
smart anymore, particularly to mobility impaired. 
Mobility impaired doesn’t mean just disabled people.  There's a lot of mobility impairments pertaining 
to mothers with children, things of that sort, for accessibility plans.  There are no accessibility plans 
and (inaudible) are ill-equipped.  They need to be addressed. 
Otherwise, situations like this evolve and then what happens afterwards, 99 percent of the time 
accessibility issues are not addressed.  And then a lawsuit comes to the Board, and where's the 
consultants?  Where was their delinquency?  We pay too much money to consultants instead of 
common sense.  Thank you. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
182-1 

Response 182-1  The station concept designs in Chapter 2 of the DEIR and the revised concepts in Chapter 4 of 
this Final EIR all take accessibility into account. The station concepts have been developed with consideration for 
the circulation and access requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). The details of station design 
and access, including accessibility plans for each station, will be refined to ensure compliance with ADA requirements 
during the final design of the project. In addition, the concept designs for the stations address mobility concerns 
through the following considerations: 
 auto and bus drop-off locations are as close to station platforms as feasible and the path of travel from these 

areas to the station platforms is free of obstructions. 
 wherever possible, the bicycle/pedestrian path has been routed to avoid conflicts between SMART patrons 

(especially those with mobility impairments) accessing the station platforms and bicyclists traveling through 
the station area. 

 access from auto park-and-ride lots to station platforms has been designed to provide an unobstructed path of 
travel from areas with disabled parking stalls to rail platforms. 
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Comment Set 183  David Schonbrunn, TRANSDEF 
MR. SCHONBRUNN:  Good morning it looks like still.  David Schonbrunn, President of TRANSDEF.  
I wanted to offer you some highlights of the comments that are going into our letter. 
I've been working for the past 15 years to restore passenger rail service in Marin and Sonoma Counties, 
and I've been really looking forward to the release of this DEIR, hoping that it would become a model 
for other agencies. 
Unfortunately, due to the unusual nature of the project, this EIR is a disappointment.  It isn't just con-
servative.  It is out and out grim where it could have been celebratory.  It was obvious from the begin-
ning that this EIR would not find much in the way of adverse impacts because there aren't many.  In 
fact, there were serious legal arguments that an EIR was not required for this project. 
However, the decision was made to do this EIR to give the community confidence in the project.  We 
think the adverse impacts were adequately addressed.  EIRs typically are documents about when 
bad things happen to the environment.  That model is not especially relevant when a project principally 
has benefits rather than adverse impacts. 
This EIR is a standard by-the-book EIR.  It shows no creativity or imagination in elucidating the project's 
benefits.  Because it is not looking at environmental benefits, it doesn't find many, thereby not providing 
you as decision-makers and us as voters enough information to evaluate the project adequately. 
I don't know if we have the consultants or the reviewing attorneys to thank for this situation.  But rather 
than it being a useful tool to help us think about our future, this EIR is merely a rote exercise. 
Knowing full well that a conventional environmental impact report would demonstrate only modest 
benefits from the investment of public funds in passenger rail service, TRANSDEF submitted exten-
sive suggestions for scoping the EIR.  By not implementing any of those suggestions, the DEIR misses 
the opportunity to document the project's benefits that have caused its supporters to work so hard 
for so long. 
While often ignored by EIR preparers, benefits do constitute, quote, "an effect which a proposed proj-
ect is likely to have on the environment and, therefore, are entirely appropriate subject matter for 
study in an EIR." 

183-1 
See 
Response 
63-1 

I want to run through some of the undocumented project benefits, something that you haven't heard 
about today.  Number one, it provides a travel mode with reliable travel times.  The transportation sec-
tion could have had additional significance criteria looking at other benefits.  And here are some that 
I've identified:  consistently reliable travel times, reduction in travel time, attractive vistas that can be 
observed without having to drive defensively, time to sleep, read, socialize or work, reduction in the 
stress of commuting, and reduction in the risk of collision accident, including risk of fatality or paralysis. 
Please note, while these features are impacts on people, so are things like inadequate parking supply 
or an increase in motorist delay.  This is the kind of creative thinking that I would have wanted to 
see your consultants come up with, but it didn't happen.  Maybe it can happen now. 
In addition, we can see increased mobility for emergency workers when Highway 101 is closed.  We 
can see increased mobility prior to and during Highway 101 construction.  In fact, there's ample grounds 
to ask Caltrans for mitigation money to provide operations of SMART during construction so as to 
allow traffic to not get as horrible as it otherwise would. 
One of the important things is that this project implements a transportation control measure in the ozone 
strategy that was adopted January 4th. 
And finally, in terms of benefits, it encourages smarter growth.  It provides the opportunity to shift more 
of the future planned growth into transit-oriented development than exists in current general plans. 
An interesting question that could have been asked but wasn't is, what would be the impact on our two 
counties if all planned growth were shifted into SMART station areas?  We actually did this as part of 
an alternative regional transportation plan that MTC modeled, and it showed tremendous benefits. 
The important thing is that having that kind of information would give city councils motivation to look 
at intensifying their downtowns.  Without having done that, that information is not available. 

183-2 
See 
Response 
63-1 
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MR. SCHONBRUNN:  Yeah.  I wanted the Board to hear these things. 
MR. SCHONBRUNN:  I will just say that this is frankly not fair changing the rules midstream. 
MR. SCHONBRUNN:  You also heard people who gave up part of their time, just for the record. 

 

Comment Set 184  John Grubb, Transportation Alliance 
MR. GRUBB:  …all the time you're putting into this project.  I appreciate your public service. 
My name is John Grubb.  I am a resident of San Rafael.  And I am representing the Transportation 
Alliance, which is a group of 50 leaders from the bicycle environmental business smart growth and 
then train advocates. 
I wanted to ask today how important is the environment.  In the end, of course, that's what the envi-
ronmental impact report is about, the environment.  And the conclusion of this report is loud and 
clear.  That considering the various transportation alternatives for the North Bay, building a light rail 
system would be the best for the environment. 
Now, Marin County has the proud honor of being on the leading edge of the environmental move-
ment in the United States and perhaps the world.  And now we're considering adding a public trans-
portation system to the North Bay.  This project is critical to our environment because, according to 
the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, in the next 20 years Marin and Sonoma will have 100 
and — 

 

MR. GRUBB:  I'll get to that.  Okay.  We're going to have 164,000 new residents, an increase of 23 
percent, in the next 20 years.  This report shows, but we think it needs to do a better job, of how it 
can save our environment.  And primarily because of the ridership projections. 

184-1 
See Master 
Response  C 

So it says that there's going to be less pollution because it'll take 1.2 million less people on Highway 
101 each year.  The train cars will produce 20 times less pollution than equivalent cars.  But then it's 
been mentioned that there's bio-diesel.  What is the impact of bio-diesel?  How is that different?  
And also, how much greenhouse gas is that going to take off?  We'd like to see that. 

184-2 

Response 184-2:  See  DEIR Section 3.5 for information on the reduction of green house gases as a result of the 
project. 
This is going to preserve our land, our green space and farms, because the train can prevent sprawl, 
that sort of development.  We'd like to see more in the final EIR about how is this going to prevent 
sprawl.  How realistic is it there's going to be housing at these train stations? 

184-3 
See Master 
Response  I 

And finally, about bikes, I would like to see more of the impact of the increased bike ridership on the 
70-mile-an-hour — or 71-mile bike lane.  How is that going to impact traffic? 

184-4 
See Master 
Response  L 

I guess I'll leave it at that except to say that the ridership projections are based on the Novato Narrows 
being complete, San Rafael being complete, and the carpool lane from Windsor all the way down to 
Sausalito.  Yet, the train is going to be up in supposedly three or four years.  And we'd like to see 
ridership numbers in a five- or ten-year period after the train gets started so that we can adequately 
know what is the environmental impact in that time period as well.  Thank you. 

184-5 
See Master 
Response C. 

Comment Set 185  Barbara Salzman, Marin Audubon Society 
MS. SALZMAN:  My name is Barbara Salzman.  I'm representing the Marin Audubon Society.  We will be 
submitting a letter.  I have a list of issues related to natural resources primarily.  But I'd first like to point 
out that I think perhaps the reason that people are having trouble seeing the environmental impacts of 
this project is because the project setting and the actual description of the project are not adequate. 

 

The project setting describes the corridor transportation characteristics.  It doesn't describe the nat-
ural resources and the physical environment as required by CEQA.  Also, that section needs to be 
revised to include an update on what's actually happened to the rail and the actual conditions of the 
rail line as a result of these storms.  It isn't just our property that was affected, which is adjacent to part 
of the rail.  There's problems all along the line and that's a significant impact to the project. 

185-1 
See 
response 
41-3 and 
41-4 
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With regard to the project description, there are a number of specifics, but most glaring was the insuf-
ficient description of the trail.  You can't — this is an entirely — almost entirely new development.  It 
will require fill, coverage, you know, in urban area, in non-urban areas, over habitats.  I don't know 
how much fill.  I don't think you do.  How much coverage is going to be there?  It needs to describe 
what the trail's going to look like, what it's going to be made of, and what it's going to cover.  It's going 
to cover wetlands, people's agricultural lands, whatever. 

185-2 
See 
response 
1-1 and 41-5 

The biological resources section, the wetlands discussion is particularly deficient.  The trail and the 
rail will cover about 32 acres of tidal and seasonal wetlands.  You can't tell really where it is.  
There's some general acreage and location. 
Of particular concern to us is the Gallinas Creek area.  It's habitat for endangered species, clapper 
rails.  It's the — according to a survey we had done two years ago, it's the major habitat for Clapper 
Rails in the entire North Bay.  And you sure couldn't tell that from this document. 
The mitigation for the wetland loss would put it off to a future plan, mitigation plan.  So you can't even 
tell whether it would be feasible.  It would be out of the public analysis for some future time. 
The mitigation could be outside of the railroad right-of-way.  It allows for enhancement as mitigation, 
which means that you could have a net wetland loss because you'd be enhancing existing wetland.  
It would allow for one-to-one mitigation ratio, none of which are adequate, and are going to affect 
are natural environment. 

185-3 
See 
response 
1-1 and 
responses to 
Comment 
Letter 41 

The endangered species discussions particularly with regard to Clapper Rail and Steelhead need to 
be revised because the Gallinas Creek issue as well as Miller Creek is still head habitat.  I don't know 
Sonoma County, so there may be additional aspects up there. 

185-4 
See 
response 
1-1 and 
responses to 
Comment 
Letter 41 

Other impacts not identified are noise and rail — noise and light glare.  But with regard to the impacts 
on adjacent habitats and lands, one of the figures clearly shows the fence between the rail and the 
trail.  There's no fence between the trail and the adjacent, so people could walk into the wetlands, 
bring their dogs in, into adjacent farmlands.  That impact needs to be addressed. 

185-5 
See 
response 
1-1 and 
responses to 
Comment 
Set 41 

And finally, I would like to point out that our real natural heritage is our natural resources and our 
natural ecosystems and they are what deserve to be primary.  That's why we have CEQA. 
And the — I think judging by the — our concerns, which are much more than this, but — and the 
others today, this document, as others have mentioned, needs to be recirculated as a draft.  Thank 
you. 

185-6 
See 
response 
9-1 

Comment Set 186  Patrick Seidler, Transportation Alternatives for Marin 
MR. SEIDLER:  Good morning.  My name is Patrick Seidler from Transportation Alternatives for Marin.  
Transportation Alternatives for Marin is a pedestrian and bicycle advocacy group.  I have comments 
in two areas. 
One, regarding the pedestrian/bicycle path, the first section is Anderson Drive to Irwin.  This — right 
now that segment is in your phase two part of the development, and should really be moved to the 
phase one part between Anderson and Irwin. 
The reason being is that there's two significant changes have taken place since the designation in 
phase one.  One is the full funding and planned development of the Cal Park Hill Tunnel from the 
Larkspur Station to Anderson Drive, and the second one is the planned path between Mission and 
the top of Porto Suelo Hill.  So what you have is a real opportunity to draw people and increase your 
ridership numbers if you complete that segment from Anderson to Irwin. 

186-1 
See 
response 
44-40 
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The other part of the Anderson to Irwin segment that should be changed is right now you have a 
main line that's in place and your plans call for a new side track to be added on the east side.  That 
track should be moved to the west side between Anderson and Irwin. 
The reason is that the path from Larkspur to Anderson Drive is on the east side.  If you put the — if 
you put the pedestrians and the cyclists on the east side from Larkspur to Anderson and then back 
onto the west side and then back to the east side, you have two railroad crossings, you don't need 
to do that.  There's room there inside of the railroad right-of-way to do it.  You just simply need to put 
the side track onto the west side and keep the path on the east side. 
The next section is your Mission to North San Pedro Road section.  The EIR should be modified to 
show the alignment being what's planned for the HOV gap closure project from Mission Avenue to 
the top of Porto Suelo Hill.  So the alignment you have described in the EIR is not what's being 
planned to be put in the next I think it's two or three years.  So it'll be completed in the next two or 
three years.  So that should be modified. 
And, in addition, the top of Port Suelo Hill down to North San Pedro Road should be included in phase 
one, not phase two.  So top of Porto Suelo Hill you have in phase two.  So now you have the HOV 
project's going to be completed from Mission to top of Porto  Suelo Hill.  If you complete it from Porto 
Suelo Hill to North San Pedro Road, now all of a sudden you've got a lot of people who can access 
the train stations from both north and south with that other segment. 

186-2 
See 
response 
44-37 

My second comment is in regards to your stations.  I urge you to incorporate the recommendations 
of your bicycle/pedestrian advisory group with regards to the stations.  So I'm not going to belabor 
the point.  But I think if you look at the document, it's well thought out.  And if you can include those 
comments, I think it'll really improve your station planning.  Thank you. 

186-3 
See 
responses to 
Comment 
Letter  64–
all 

Comment Set 187  Gary Ford, Marin United Taxpayers Association 
MR. FORD:  Good morning.  My name is Gary Ford and I'm the President of the Marin United Tax-
payer Association.  I'll make my comments really brief because a lot of them have been dealt with 
other speakers. 
MUTA has reviewed the Draft EIR.  We find it inadequate in several areas.  I'm going to try to just 
abbreviate and give you a Reader's Digest. 

 

Under the funding section we have major problems with the funding sources of the fed, state, county 
and city.  We request that the Draft EIR go into major detail and cite the specific federal, state, county 
programs by which money will be utilized. 
We also seek to have either parole evidence or written evidence where we're going to get this money. 
We also request that the Draft EIR go into great detail on the economic considerations facing Wash-
ington, whether the deficit in the federal government will impact funding here. 

187-1 
See Master 
Response  N 

Part and parcel to that is the issue of the shuttle buses.  We request that the Draft EIR study the 
Golden Gate bus district when it cut back its shuttle service and what was the impact.  We wish to 
have an analysis done that if the shuttle buses are restricted to the various stations of the railroad, 
what will be the impact of the ridership. 

187-2 
See Master 
Response  B 

The Novato Narrows has been discussed before.  We certainly want to see the mathematical model-
ing, whether it's logarithmic analysis or not, on how the Novato Narrows will affect the ridership. 

187-3 
See Master 
Response  F 
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The other issue that's quite alarming is that of all the cities in Marin County it will be San Rafael that 
bears the brunt of the economic, environmental and financial consequences of the ridership.  We 
are therefore requesting that the Draft EIR do a very thorough analysis of the traffic considerations 
and the financial status of the City of San Rafael.  Because the City of San Rafael is in a deficit and 
may go out to a positive with the recent sales tax, what will be the effect of having a rail go through 
San Rafael? 
Furthermore, we request the Draft EIR put into some kind of analysis about what the effect if the 
City of San Rafael does not do a bond issue on betterments. 

187-4 
See Master 
Response  N 
and Master 
Response 
E.2 and E.3  

We further request the Draft EIR make some discussion about what would be the effect of the plan-
ning if the City of Larkspur refuses to allow the train to terminate in Larkspur.  Will this Board invoke 
powers of eminent domain to force the City of Larkspur to take its train? 

187-5 

Response 187-5:   See Response 42-29.  
Moreover, if the City of San Rafael has to agree that the rail terminate in San Rafael, then the Draft 
EIR must reflect that consideration. 

187-6 

Response 187-6:  See Response 42-29. 
We finally note that in the whistle stop station there are no plans for any commuter parking.  Whether 
that plan is in conflict with the San Rafael Draft 2020 Plan, we're requesting that the Draft EIR invoke 
certain clauses of the 2020 plan to make sure they're not in conflict.  And if they are in conflict, what 
is the resolution. 

187-7 
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Response 187-7:  See response to Comment #32-8 for a general discussion of parking considerations at the 
Downtown San Rafael Station. Although there would be no “dedicated” SMART patron parking, SMART riders 
could make use of the existing underutilized park and ride lots under Highway 101 in downtown San Rafael. 
Policy NH-24 of the San Rafael 2020 Plan reads: “Full Range of Transportation Options. In addition to autos, 
encourage a variety of ways for people to travel to, in, and through Downtown, including: Bicycle and walking 
paths to other neighborhoods; Boyd and Albert Parks; and along Mahon Creek; Bike lanes where appropriate; 
Efficient bus service; A rail transitway; and Shuttle buses.” (p. 74). SMART will support this policy by providing a 
rail station in the downtown. 
Policy NH-36 refers specifically to the Hetherton Office District (the subarea of the downtown where the SMART 
station is located) and states:  “b. Transportation Hub. Use the Transportation Center to coordinate and facilitate 
the different ways people move to and around Downtown, including bus, rail, auto, bicycle and on foot. Include 
safe pedestrian and bicycle connections linking this area to the stores, services, cultural facilities, and recreational 
opportunities in other parts of Downtown. Expand connections from the Transportation Center to other parts of the 
City . . .” (p. 80) This policy does not refer to park-and-ride parking as a program goal for the Hetherton Office 
District. SMART will support this policy by improving pedestrian and bicycle circulation in at the station, including 
the provision of a bicycle station, as well as providing bus and shuttle drop-off space. 
Policy NH-27 regarding parking in the downtown area states: “Continue to make parking convenient and easy to 
find by encouraging solutions that address Downtown’s urban parking situation. Needed improvements include: 
Providing a range of long and short-term parking; Facilitating the joint use of parking areas where appropriate; 
Reducing the visual impacts of parking areas through design and landscaping; Improving pedestrian safety in 
parking lots and garages; Alleviating parking congestion where appropriate by converting underdeveloped open 
lots into public and private parking lots; Improving signage and visibility of public parking facilities.” And policy 
NH-27a regarding a Downtown Parking Strategy states: “Continue to maintain a comprehensive parking strategy 
including the management of the operations (revenue, enforcement and maintenance).” (p. 75) Neither of these 
policies refer specifically to park-and-ride facilities, and, as stated in response to Comment #32-8, SMART will 
work with the City of San Rafael to develop strategies for parking management in the downtown area in order to 
support this policy. 
Policy C-17a, regarding SMART, states: “Should voters approve funding of SMART commuter service, support 
the following design features within San Rafael: 1. Establish stations in Downtown and in the Civic Center that will 
serve as multi-modal commuter transit hubs; 2. Design stations and rail crossings safe for pedestrians and with 
minimal impacts on roadway traffic; 3. Support crossings at-grade through Downtown and strongly advocate for 
trains that are of a length that they avoid blocking traffic at an intersection; 4. Ensure that new development 
adjacent to the rail line is set back a safe distance and adequately attenuates noise; 5. Encourage high-density 
transit-oriented development in the vicinity of the rail stations; 6. Include noise mitigation as described in policy 
N-9 (Sonoma Marin Area Rail Transit); 7. Provide a north/south bike/pedestrian path on or adjacent to the railroad 
right-of-way.” (p. 183). This policy does not state the need to provide commuter park-and-ride in association with 
the Downtown San Rafael Station, and SMART is supporting the elements of this policy through the design of the 
Downtown San Rafael Station. 
Policy C-33b regarding Commuter Parking states: “Further evaluate provision of additional commuter parking 
near intermodal transit hubs in Downtown and in the Civic Center area to determine the effects of the additional 
parking on increasing transit ridership.” (p. 195)  As noted above, underutilized parking at the existing Downtown 
San Rafael Caltrans park and ride lots have been taken into consideration in the revised model runs, see Master 
Response A. 
Finally, we're all pushing for a, you know, November '06 date here.  Maybe that's not doable, guys.  
Maybe November '07.  And maybe we need to go back to the drawing board and get a second Draft 
EIR so we got good information.  I want to plant that seed.  Thank you for your time. 

187-8  

Response 187-8:  The SMART Board of Directors will make a determination regarding a potential 2006 ballot 
measure. 
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Comment Set 188  Patrick Murphy, San Juan Noise Abatement Committee 
MR. MURPHY:  My name is Patrick Murphy.  I'm with the San Juan Noise Abatement Committee.  
I've been dealing with the noise issue in central San Rafael for nine years. 

 

First I would like to say an overall comment that the noise analysis of the SMART rail project through 
the corridor in San Rafael is inadequate.  The question is why.  One reading was done at Stephens 
Place near Mission.  The reading there was 62 db. 
CEQA requires that you study the cumulative impacts of the noise.  I would like to make reference to 
the Caltrans 101 gap closure noise analysis that was done and made reference to in the EIR.  I would 
also like to show that a report — because that report, the nose study for the gap closure project, was 
inadequate, a new noise study needed to be done.  And why?  Because they did an inadequate 
screening. 
Now, the FTA and the Federal Railroad Administration requires screening.  Why?  To analyze.  In 
their own words, the FTA defines screening, "distances sufficiently large to encompass all potential 
impacts."  CFR 771 also requires one to analyze all potential impacts of noise. 
Sixty-two db reading in one part of San Rafael is inadequate.  That's why the CMA funded a 300,000 
— the Marin Rim Community — or County Congestion Management Agency funded a $300,000 
study to be done in the adjacent areas to the 101 gap closure project.  That is made reference to in 
the November 27th, 2001 document put out by HMMH, Harris, Miller, Miller and Hanson.   

188-1 
See 14-18 

Screening is very important.  There are other impacts besides just a site of the rail.  Sound walls have 
been brought up.  What types of sound barriers will be used to protect the community from any type 
of rail impact?  When will those barriers be put up?  Prior to construction. 

188-2 
 

Response 188-2:  See response 13-7.  No sound walls along the rail line are proposed. 
The type of vehicle.  The DMU is used by one place in this country and that is in Ft. Lauderdale.  The 
information that was given to you and related in the EIR is specs that were produced by the manufacturer.  
I can sell you a bridge, too. 
Let's look at the DMU.  The motors are under the carriages inside the vehicle.  Are the riders going 
to like the noise that's inside that vehicle?  Are they — is that going to encourage the use of the 
rail?  I don't think so. 

188-3 

Response 188-3:   See DEIR Section 3.7 for detailed noise information on the proposed DMU vehicle  42-20.. 
The exterior analysis was not fully completed.  Why?  Because the reflectivity on the existing sound 
barriers that go through San Rafael which are made of cinderblock which are adjacent to the rail will 
be reflecting any type of three noises:  the engine noise, the vibrations, and the rail — or the wheels 
on the rails.  These all have to be analyzed. 
Now, four, the horn.  Oh, yes, the horn.  A hundred and ten db at a quarter mile away.  Oh, boy.  Watch 
out.  You're going to get up at 5:30 through central San Rafael, that's for sure. 
Now, I'll tell you what.  There is technology, as demonstrated in a letter by Walter Stakosh.  We need 
to apply all state-of-the-art technology with regards to noise abatement and mitigation. 
The impact of noise of a horn going through a neighborhood is that equal to low-flying aircraft or emer-
gency vehicles.  When you talk at houses less than 30 feet away from the impacted project, that's 
going to be a terrific impact on those houses. 
I feel personally and several of the members of the community that have been addressing noise feel 
that the inadequacy of this environmental study with regard to noise impacts through central San 
Rafael will have a detrimental effect ultimately on not only the passage of this project, but the envi-
ronment in which this project passes through central San Rafael. 
I believe that the City of San Rafael should support the ultimate mitigation measures and the latest 
technology that would be required to abate all noise impacts through central San Rafael.  Anything 
less will be unacceptable.  Thank you. 

188-4 
16-11 
 
 
 
See Q. 

Response 188-4:  The train horn would be 110 dBA at 50 feet, not a quarter mile as stated in the comment. With 
regards to impacts of the train horn please see the response to comment 127-2. 
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Comment Set 189  Gary Albright, Friends of SMART 
MR. ALBRIGHT:  Good morning.  My name is Gary Albright.  I've been a volunteer for Friends of 
SMART and I'm currently an urban planning major with Sonoma State University.   

 

And I just wanted to briefly touch on the adequacy or inadequacy of the express bus alternative.  
Based on my experience with my wife commuting to the City daily on the Express Golden Gate 
Transit, her commute has become an endurance test because being on a bus, even though it's an 
express bus, does not allow for the mobility of being able to get up and walk around, and also the 
lack of restroom facilities. 
And when you're looking at a two-hour commute that can sometimes stretch to two hours and forty-
five minutes, depending on weather and road conditions, then it becomes something to contend with. 

189-1 
Comment 
noted. 

And also, I would like to also mention that I think that buses are part of a total transit solution.  I think 
that trains need to be incorporated also because trains also provide a backbone of moving large amounts 
of people.  And scheduling is a major issue because I can normally not depend on my wife arriving 
home at the same time on the express bus.  And I think that that would be something that could be 
counted on with a train.  Thank you. 

189-2 
 

Response 189-2:   Comment noted that bus and train operations should be coordinated. 

Comment Set 190  Susan Adams 
MS. ADAMS:  Still good morning.  Good morning, distinguished Board Members.  I'm Susan Adams.  
I'm here speaking as a resident of Marin County today.  And I spent a significant amount of time 
over my Christmas holiday hunkering down with this document.  And as you can see by the number 
of sticky tabs, I have a great deal of comments.  I've submitted those comments in writing to you. 
But before any of you start wondering about my lack of having a social life, I can convince you that 
this has been a very important issue for the members of my neighborhood, and the discussions that 
we've had have actually improved the quality of my social life. 
But on a more serious note, I'm submitting my comments in broad part because I was disappointed 
by the quality of this document, especially with the amount of money and the time that we waited to 
have this document. 
I was looking for the meat and potatoes, and there were a number of areas that I was specifically 
looking for that were not addressed well.  Many of those were made by comments that were made 
today, good points that were already made. 
And I think that if we don't have the information that the voters are looking for in determining whether 
or not to tax themselves that we're not going to have — you won't have success with this effort. 

 

Some of the comments that weren't made yet, I would like clarification on the ridership number.  Are 
you — when you're saying 4,800 riders, is that — are they one-way riders, or are we talking about 
roundtrip riders?  And what's the — 

190-1 
See Master 
Response  C 

MS. ADAMS:  Okay.  Just one comment that wasn't made.  What happens to people that get stuck on 
the track when the track breaks down in the middle of the marsh?  How do you move them out?  So 
I will end now and submit my comments. 

190-2 
See Master 
Response  P 
and J 

Comment Set 191  Jackie Schmidt 
MS. SCHMIDT:  Good morning.  My name is Jackie Schmidt and I'm on the Board of the Montecito 
Area Residents Association of San Rafael.  But I'm just speaking today personally because MARA 
has not taken a position on SMART yet. 

 

My comments are limited to two paragraphs in the executive summary, paragraph N-2 and paragraph 
N-5, both of which have to do with sound in downtown San Rafael.  Paragraph N-2 talks about per-
manent increase in the ambient noise levels, possible mitigation being reducing the train speed to 25 
miles per hour between Linden Lane and the San Rafael Station.  But then it says if it does not restrict 
normal train operations. 

191-1 
See 
response 
47-1 
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I would like to see the EIR say whether it would or it wouldn't.  Presumably SMART knows whether 
reducing the speed would affect SMART's train operations.  So that's sort of what we used to call a 
cop out.  We'd like to see whether this mitigation is even possible discussed in the EIR. 
The paragraph N-5 is about the wonderful train horns, which talks about the possibility of quiet zones 
which have to be approved by the Federal Rail Administration.  There's nothing that I was able to 
find in the EIR that talks about how likely that is.  Is there some technical problem that's going to — 
we already know is going to make that impossible?  Are quiet zones even possible?  If so, are they 
— is there 80 percent chance?  Is there a 2 percent chance there'd be a possibility of getting quiet 
zones?  How much do they cost?  And are they in the budget?  And if not, obviously they should be 
in the budget. 

191-2 
See Master 
Response  
Q 

The concern here is particularly the — 
MS. SCHMIDT:  Thank you.  Are these mitigations possible?  And if — are they likely?  And if not, 
what would — are there any backup mitigations?  Homeowners and downtown San Rafael merchants 
are going to bear a huge burden of this noise.  And I'd like to see backup mitigation such as SMART 
providing soundproofing on buildings, et cetera.  Thank you. 

191-3 
See 
response 
47-3 
and Master 
Response Q 

Comment Set 192  Roger Roberts 
MR. ROBERTS:  Good morning, or perhaps good afternoon.  I'm not sure where we are at this point.  
I would like to make my comments in the form of a question.  How can we understand the potential 
environmental impacts of this project without understanding the feasibility of the project? 
This EIR appears to indicate that ridership levels make feasibility a doubtful case.  However, if the 
ultimate project is ultimately expected to become feasible, then ridership projections undoubtedly 
will be much higher with commensurate increases in environmental impacts.  This is not analyzed in 
this environmental impact study. 
It seems to me, therefore, that we must have feasibility information to really understand the real 
potential environmental impacts of SMART and I ask that it be provided.  Thank you. 

192-1 
See 
response 
114-1 

Comment Set 193  Bruce Bajema 
MR. BAJEMA:  Bruce Bajema from San Rafael.  I'll limit myself to a couple of things.  I suggest the 
authors revisit all their tables.  There's a little bit of voodoo math here and there.  They don't add up, 
period.  Some of their percentages don't work if you actually work out the math.  I'm one of those 
strange people that do things like that.  So I worked it out, and they're wrong.  So let's get it right. 

193-1 

Response 193-1:  See Master Response A and C for clarifications to the ridership and impact analysis.  
The other thing that they totally ignore, it seems to me, is downtown San Rafael in the afternoon is 
— becomes gridlock if there's so much as a minor, minor fender-bender or something down there.  
What is going to be the impact of six, eight, ten trains going through and stopping all east-west traffic 
for a minute and a half or two minutes?  That's going to — that's gridlock, folks.  Downtown San Rafael 
doesn't need anymore gridlock.  Thank you. 

193-2 
See  
response 
14-2 & 
response 
14-16 

Comment Set 194  Tanya Narath 
MS. NARATH:  Good morning.  My name is Tanya Narath.  And I would simply like to say that I believe the 
Draft EIR is adequate and complete in addressing the adverse impacts.  I recognize that the ben-
efits are understated.  However, I would really encourage the Board to move forward with full speed 
ahead to complete the EIR, publish the Final EIR so that the voters can vote on this in November.  I 
would not like to see anymore taxpayer money spent on rewriting the EIR and recirculating it.  So you 
have my support in moving ahead.  Thank you. 

194-1 
Comment 
noted 



 Chapter 3: Comments and Responses on Draft EIR 
 

Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit 3-798 FEIR 
  June 2006 

Comment Set 195  Peter Palmer 
MR. PALMER:  Good morning.  My name is Peter Palmer.  I wanted to make these comments at a 
SMART meeting in San Rafael but was prohibited from doing so, so here goes. 
For the past 47 years I've lived in the Dominican area of San Rafael, thinking of it as an elegant city, 
especially since this freight train stopped running and waking us up early in the morning.  A train actually 
changes the ambiance of the area as it pollutes with noise and fumes into an industrial place.  It will 
not encourage downtown shopping or restaurant patronage. 

195-1 
Comment 
noted. 

If we have a train in San Rafael, its noise and pollution every 30 minutes.  The loveliness of San 
Rafael will end.  Home prices and property values will decline since normal home and yard activities 
will be seriously affected.  Thank you. 

195-2 
See Master 
Response  T 

Comment Set 196  Wendi Kallins 
MS. KALLINS:  Thank you.  My name is Wendi Kallins.  I live in Forest Knolls.  And I have devoted my 
professional career to promoting green transportation alternatives. 

 

I would like to add these comments to the Draft EIR.  First of all, if you are going to be evaluating or 
shall I say reevaluating express buses, by their definition rapid buses, which is what I think people 
are thinking about, need a dedicated lane.  Therefore, since Sonoma County does not have a dedi-
cated lane for rapid buses, I would like the costs of creating HOV lanes all the way through Sonoma 
County and the timeline of creating those included in that evaluation. 

196-1 
See Master 
Response  D 

Secondly, the elephant in the room that nobody seems to be talking about is the fact that gas costs 
are going up.  Last summer when gas prices hit $3 a gallon, it was reported that transit ridership 
throughout the nation went up.  So we really need to evaluate the increase in gas costs and how 
that's going to affect the transit ridership. 

196-2 
See Master 
Response  
G 

Finally, I want to see the benefits of marketing through transportation demand management.  That 
was not included in the EIR.  Most places that include transportation demand management show a 
significant increase in ridership.  I run a transportation demand management program myself and I 
know how well it works. 

196-3 

Response 196-3:  See Response 96-3. 
And I just want to reiterate that we need to evaluate based on not having HOV lanes going through 
Novato and San Rafael, because that's going to significantly affect the ridership.  Thank you very much. 

196-4 
See Master 
Response   
F 

Comment Set 197  Mariah Baird 
MS. BAIRD:  Good afternoon.  My name is Mariah Baird.  I've lived in Marin for 28 years.  I'm a resident of 
San Rafael.  I live seven-tenths of a mile from the tracks.  I'm also a lawyer.  I'm familiar with CEQA.  
In my opinion, the Draft EIR is inadequate.  You need a new draft for Recirculation. 
As a person who's going to be impacted by the proposed project, including the noise problem, a voter 
and a taxpayer, I'm unhappy with the lack of credibility in this document, and the apparent attempt 
to push something through without fully informing the public. 

197-1  

Response 197-1:  The SMART Board of Directors will make a determination as to the adequacy of the EIR and 
whether sufficient analysis has been presented for consideration by the District’s voters  See response 9-1 re: 
recirculation.. 
Right off the top there's five things in the draft that call its conclusion into question.  A hundred and 
eight people will take seven trains to Larkspur in the morning rush hour, or fifteen people per train.  
That's after twenty years, not at start-up. 
Only 191 Sonoma residents will ride on 7 trains to Marin in the morning rush hour.  According to the 
2000 census, over 18,000 Sonoma residents work in Marin.  Another 8,000 pass through Marin on 
their way to San Francisco.  According to SMART, 36 people will get off 7 southbound trans in north 
Novato, and 12 get off in south Novato.  According to the census, over 6,000 Sonoma County resi-
dents commute to Novato. 

197-2 
 



 Chapter 3: Comments and Responses on Draft EIR 
 

Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit 3-799 FEIR 
  June 2006 

According to SMART figures, only about 250 cars will be taken out of the southbound morning high-
way commute in Marin County and 70 cars out of the northbound commute, over a three-hour com-
mute period. 
According to Caltrans, about 14,500 cars pass the Civic Center during the peak in the morning. 
Response 197-2   See Master Response C for ridership assumptions and clarifications.  The commentor does not 
include those who ride buses, in addition to rail. 
Eighty-five percent of the ridership is Sonoma County residents.  The vast majority of these will be 
commuting within Sonoma County.  That means only 15 percent of the riders will be Marin County 
residents. 

197-3 
See Master 
Response  C 

MS. BAIRD:  SMART is asking Marin to pick up a third of the cost.  I would really like to continue my 
comments.  In view of the shortened time, I will just make the final statement.  The ridership analysis 
and the design of the express bus alternatives needs to be peer reviewed by an independent third 
party chosen with public input and representatives from both sides of this debate. 
You need a redo based on updated and complete information.  When you do that it will be clear that 
it is unlikely that rail is the environmentally preferred alternative given the low ridership figures.  A rea-
sonably designed express bus alternative will generate more riders. 

197-4 

Response 197-4:The Express Bus Alternative has been revised and described in the FEIR.  It carries fewer riders 
than rail, for two reasons: 1) it is not as fast as rail for many trips; 2) it generally serves the same potential pool of 
transit riders as does the existing GGT bus service.  See Master Response A, C & D. 
MS. BAIRD:  The draft should be revised and recirculated in draft.  Thank you. 197-5  

See 
response  
197-1 

Comment Set 198  Willard Richards 
MR. RICHARDS:  Chairman Boro and SMART Board Members, my name is Willard Richards.  I'm a 
SMART supporter.  I began reading the EIR with high hopes, but was quickly disappointed by the 
number of errors and also the omission of discussion of the beneficial effects. 

 

I've submitted two pages of bloopers in the air quality section that I assume the consultant will want 
to correct.  There is an omission there.  Gasoline contains no carcinogens.  Gasoline exhaust contains 
no carcinogens.  While diesel particle emissions from the SMART vehicles are carefully analyzed, 
there's no analysis of that benefit from SMART. 
I don't have a problem with that, but I want to have that commented on.  It's not required to analyze 
all the benefits, but — and I'm happy to have SMART save money by not doing that. 

198-1 
See 
response 
113-all 

The traffic model considers only the nine-county Bay Area.  Therefore, it does not include Mendocino 
residents who drive to Cloverdale.  That combined with the modeling error that Lillian Hames men-
tioned indicates that the ridership is likely underestimated. 

198-2 
 

Response 198-2 :The MTC model includes highway trips from outside the Bay Area, but not transit trips. 
Therefore, I would caution people who want to use the SMART EIR to document the benefits of SMART.  
The document does not document all the benefits.  If the discussion there — so it's not possible to 
use the document to compare with the costs to do a cost benefit analysis. 

198-3 
See 
response 
63-1 

Comment Set 199  Louis Nuyens 
MR. NUYENS:  Hi.  Lou Nuyens.  Just a few comments or observations on numbers.  Station-to-
station fare matrix C-1 gives SMART fares in year 1990 U.S. dollars.  Please update.  Would updating 
fares make a difference in ridership estimates? 

199-1 
 

Response 199-1: ; Updating fares would not make a difference in ridership estimates;  however, multipliying fares 
in the station-to-station-fare matrix C-1  by 1.56 will result in equivalent fares in 2005/06 dollars.  
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Page 29 states an attraction of more than 8,000 daily trips.  Page 32, 4,756, or about 2,400 each way.  
Please explain. 
Added together we see about 1,932 total riders in a.m. and p.m. peak.  If these passengers make a 
round trip, that's 3,864 peak period riders.  The DEIR states on page 32 a total of 4,756.  That 
leaves 892 remaining riders.  Will they all be on the midday train? 

199-2 
 

Response 199-2:  Revised ridership projections are for 4,900 peak period riders, and 150 on the mid-day train, for 
a total of 5,050 weekday trips on an average weekday.  See Master Repsonse C. 
Another apparent inconsistency, the DEIR states that non-rail riders would not be permitted to ride 
the free shuttle service.  It also states the shuttle routes in Larkspur would attract the highest number 
of daily riders with 2,000 boardings.  Since on page — 
MR. NUYENS:  Since on page 36 we see 318 passengers will get on or off the train in Larkspur, why 
are there 2,000 shuttle boardings? 

199-3 
See Master 
Response  B 

Also, the table for noise analysis does not include undeveloped lands, impacted adjacent areas.  Wild-
life and habitat of undeveloped lands must be included.  We can't consider this a complete EIR, I hope.  
Thank you. 

199-4 

Response 199-4: See DEIR page 3-135: “Noise exposure from the proposed passenger rail operations at distances 
greater than 25 feet from the tracks would be less than 60 dBAL; the level considered normally acceptable for 
outdoor use in residential areas”. Residential areas and other developed areas constitute the majority of at-grade 
public crossings that require train horns.   Undeveloped areas without at-grade public crossings would generally 
not require train horns.  See also Response 41-58. 

Comment Set 200  Ann Thomas 
MS. THOMAS:  Hi.  I'm Ann Thomas.  I'm a resident of Corte Madera.  
MS. THOMAS:  I'm a resident of Corte Madera.  And my comments were about noise.  And much of 
what I was going to say has been covered by Mr. — Ms. Schmidt and Mr. Murphy.  But to follow up, 
I think noise impacts are probably the most grossly understated of the impacts in this shamefully 
inadequate EIR. 

200-1 
 

Response 200-1:  The DEIR fully discloses all potential noise impacts, including significant impacts 
from train horn noise.  See DEIR Impact N-5. 

 

Regarding the quiet zone mitigation, I think the EIR actually pretty much admits that it's a straw dog 
that is unlikely to be approved by federal regulators, and if it were would create safety hazards that 
would exceed the impacts that any assistance to the impacts that they supposedly mitigate.  So you 
really do need some backup mitigation plans and not rely on quiet zone designations. 

200-2 
See Master 
Response  
Q 
 

Two things.  A lot of the noise impacts concern impacts on residential areas, and really ignore impacts 
in business areas.  This is particularly in an area like downtown San Rafael.  For example — 
MS. THOMAS:  — the text states — refers to the standard practice of sounding a horn a quarter of a 
mile before the crossing.  According to the project description, there are approximately 100 at-grade 
public crossings and an unspecified number of private crossings.  This means that warning signs — 
horns could be activated along a total of up to 25 miles of the entire line. 

200-3 
See 
response 
14-21 

You really need to provide perhaps a map or something to show the quarter mile segments where 
these noise — these horns are going to be shown, or something that will allow the public to under-
stand the magnitude of the noise impacts through — particularly in an area like San Rafael which 
from Mission — well, from the Civic Center on is going to be a noise tunnel throughout the morning 
and afternoon commutes.  So thank you. 

200-4 

Response 200-4:   Figure 3.7-6 has been updated from a schematic of the impact assessment to an example of 
the actual calculated impact area for one of the crossings. This type of calculation and impact assessment was 
completed for each crossing along the entire rail corridor.  
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Comment Set 201  Ellen Laferty 
MS. LAFERTY:  Okay.  As the cart follows the horse, the EIR follows the need.  Problem is they didn't 
follow the need. 
MS. LAFERTY:  Ellen Laferty.  I live in Sleepy Hollow. 
MS. LAFERTY:  Seems to me that the IJ or somebody, maybe the SMART Board, should do a 
survey.  Question one, can you get to work using SMART?  Two, would you use SMART to get to 
work?  Three, how many times a week?  Four, how many times a month?  Five, do you agree that 
Joe Nation ought to have polled this before pushing his assembly bill? 
MS. LAFERTY:  Six, do you agree that SMART staff ought to have pulled this before spending serious 
money?  Thank you. 

201-1 

Response 201 -1:   A summary of the SMART Survey conducted in March, 2006 can be found on the SMART 
website www.sonomamarintrain.org. 

Comment Set 202  Lilly O’Reilly 
MS. O'REILLY:  Hello.  My name is Lilly O'Reilly.  I'm a Marin County resident.  The SMART facts 
seem to be inaccurate here involving the pedestrian and bicycle trail.  It says a class one bicycle/
pedestrian pathway is being planned utilizing the SMART rail corridor.  I want to emphasize the class 
one.  On chapter four, page four-eight, it states, "As originally conceived, the bicycle/pedestrian 
pathway would have been continuous class one path located adjacent to the railroad tracks on the 
Northwestern Pacific right-of-way."  And it goes on to say "to avoid impacts on wetlands biological 
resources. 
"The right-of-way was too narrow to accommodate both the rail and bicycle/pedestrian path, and to 
take advantage of existing planned bicycle facilities near the corridor, an alternative was developed 
that locates 17 miles of the bicycle/pedestrian pathway outside of the Northwestern Pacific right-of-
way. 

202-1 
 

Response 200-1:  DEIR Section 2.5.2, page 2-14 clearly describes the proposed pathway.  54 miles 
are Class I. 

 

MS. O'REILLY:  I've looked at the different areas that they're suggesting for the bicycles and pedes-
trians to go, and it is — either side it goes back and forth.  It goes through stoplights in areas.  It is 
definitely not a class one bicycle path.  I think a class one bicycle path would be very, very important 
because it would be used as opposed to having extra unusual ways for bicycles and pedestrians to 
go that would be dangerous for them to use.  Thank you. 

202-2 
See 
Response  
200-1 

Comment Set 203  Bob Lemon 
MR. LEMON:  Yes.  My name is Bob Lemon.  I'm a resident of the Marin Valley Mobile Home Park.  
It's a senior community right adjacent to the tracks, within maybe 100 feet of a long stretch of line.  
Our concerns that have not already been addressed is, other than the noise of an 80-mile-an-hour 
train and possibly even freight in the future going by, we're concerned about vibrations from this that 
might affect our area because our community is built on a hillside.  And then there's also environ-
mental hillside in back of us.  I didn't see anything like that in regards to that in the EIR report. 

203-1 
 

Response 203-1:   Based on the noise and vibration analyses performed, there would be no impacts associated 
with vibrations of passing trains in this area of the corridor. Operating train speeds would be less than 50 mph in 
the vicinity in question. 
Secondly, the bicycle path doesn't, again, give any consideration about a fence between the bicycle 
path and our community.  There would be nothing to prevent people from going off of the bicycle path 
and going right through our community to other areas of Novato. 

203-2 
See 
response 
16-9 

Secondly — thirdly, construction of any of the tracks of any that the only way that you can get to repair 
the tracks or do anything would be going through our community.  There's only one way to get to it 
in that particular area. 

203-3 
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Response 203-3:  SMART will access the trackway for repairs via high rail vehicles, the adjacent 
bicycle/pedestrian pathway and/or public streets.    

 

Fourth, there's a safety issue.  We're living in an urban circumstance basically here where next door 
is a huge community of Hamilton development which has a lot of children.  And I didn't see anything 
in the EIR that affected the fact of where is a fence going to be between the railroad and this com-
munity where children are playing, or could get access to it. 

203-4 
See 
response 
16-9 and 
Master 
Response  P 

And fifth, notwithstanding the economic impact on our community which could definitely affect the 
stabilization of the price of our homes.  Thank you very much. 

203-5 
See Master 
Response  T 

Comment Set 204  Susan Stomp on behalf of Joy Dahlgren 
MS. STOMP:  You're right, Rick, I'm not Joy Dalgren.  But Joy left her comments with me to enter into 
the record. 
MS. STOMP:  Joy had to leave and she left some comments.  Do you want my name? 
MR. CHAIRMAN:  Sure. 
MS. STOMP:  Susan Stomp for Joy Dalgren.  It seems that whenever people talk about SMART it's in 
the context of congestion on 101.  The DEIR says that the train is needed because of congestion 
and delay on 101.  This reinforces the public perception the train will make a difference in conges-
tion.  This is not true according to information elsewhere in the DEIR. 

 

Although the DEIR says that SMART is needed because of congestion, none of SMART's purposes 
is to reduce the congestion for good reason.  The DEIR says in 2025 the levels of service on Highway 
101 for all locations in both directions would be the same with SMART as with no project. 
So SMART would not make much difference on congestion.  Why?  Because the estimated ridership 
even in 2025 would be so low, 4,800 passenger trips per day. 
MS. STOMP:  This is similar to ridership estimates in three previous studies, so it is doubtful that any 
revised estimate is not constructing the HOV lanes through the Novato Narrows would make much 
difference.  Because of the low ridership, the difference in emissions and fuel consumption are also 
insignificant.  For example, the differences in CO2 emissions are less than one percent. 
So her point is that using congestion as a rationale for the project is not substantiated by the informa-
tion that's in the DEIR.  And other studies show that it would also not reduce the congestion on 101. 

204-1 
 

Response  204-1:   See Master Response C for ridership assumptions, clarifications and results.  A reduction in 
4,800 or 4,900 peak period trips is not inconsiderable.  Also see Master Response E.1. 

Comment Set 205  Dennis Brown 
MR. BROWN:  Hello.  I'm Dennis Brown.  Twenty plus years in architectural engineering firms, five years 
working on Los Angeles Metro Rail.  Lots of omissions, as we've talked about all day in the DEIR.  And 
some that quickly come to mind, we have DMUs in operation here in the United States.  It's not talked 
about at all in the DEIR.  How are you going to evaluate if you can't get some information on the oper-
ating rail? 
The information that's presented still says there's a car to be built that'll pass the FRA 49 CFR, part 238.  
This is the structural requirement for an 800,000 pound structural buff load test.  Colorado Railway, 
of course, is the one that's providing all this information for those who wrote the DEIR.  And it's in use. 

205-1 
See 
response 
131-2 

The DMU power units must meet the new tier two exhaust criteria and in 2007 and beyond.  They 
have not addressed that.  And it will also affect the diesel units in the bus and they're not compared. 

205-2 

Response 205-2:   The DMUs must meet a Tier 2 criterion that is for locomotives manufactured after 2004.  It 
appears that the commenter is referring to the Clean Diesel Trucks and Buses Rule that is for 2007 and beyond.  This 
rule does not apply to locomotives.  This rule was factored into the calculations for the buses.  EPA hopes to have 
a similar rule in place for locomotives in the 2010-2011 timeframe, but it has not been approved yet.  See DEIR 
Section 3.5 for additional details on assumptions used in the air quality modeling. 
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Drawings depicting streets in downtown San Rafael and pedestrian tunnel are in error.  They need 
a redo.  There's no quality assurance by the consultant in the drawings, and it needs to be enforced 
on them. 

205-3 

Response 205-3:  The comment is not specific as to the nature of the errors, so it is not clear what the comment 
refers to. SMART is not aware of any errors in Figure 2.5-24, 2.5-25, or 2.5-26 of the DEIR.   Please note that 
these  drawings are intended to show design concepts and are not final construction drawings. 
MR. BROWN:  Please fulfill your acronym and get needed professional work incorporated by the con-
sultant.  Thank you. 

 

Comment Set 206  Joe Neufeld 
MR. NEUFELD:  Hi.  My name is Joe Neufeld.  And I just want to let you know I'm opposed to this 
train, and so that led me to investigate chapter four predominantly regarding alternatives.  And one 
of the alternatives I found missing that I thought was a very viable alternative and wasn't explored is 
issue of affordable housing. 
I know I've talked to many people who work in this county but have to live elsewhere, and they're 
frustrated with the congestion, as many people are.  And the first response I say, "Well, why don't 
you move here?"  And they say, "Well, I can't afford it." But I think given the opportunity to commute 
by any means, bus, train, probably the best option for them would be to live where they work. 
And I think TRANSDEF, who made a presentation, I think they made some suggestions about transit 
centers or villages.  And then you took a vote and you determined that you're a transportation agency.  
You're not a land use and management agency.  And so I guess any suggestion regarding housing 
or land use would probably be discounted by your Board.  But I think among the voters I would like 
to see more resources and funds being used for — 
MR. NEUFELD:  — affordable housing.  I don't think anybody's mentioned that. 

206-1 
Comment 
noted. 

And the second comment I want to make is I read in the alternatives regarding buses, I think that in 
one of the areas in the DEIR it mentioned how buses — you wrote off the alternative of buses because 
you said that would interfere with freight, the opportunity for freight.  There was an option to pave the 
— and the right-of-way and put buses on there, but then that would interfere with freight. 
MR. NEUFELD:  So I think that we need to concentrate that it seems that where we consider that 
this is going to be a passenger rail line, I don't think so much — it seems that you don't want to 
lose this opportunity for freight, but I don't think the voters care too much for freight as they want 
passenger. 

206-2 
See Master 
Response  
M 

Comment Set 207  Alan Scotch, Marininfo.org 
MR. SCOTCH:  Good afternoon.  I am Alan Scotch.  I also represent Marininfo.org, which I would 
recommend everyone visit and you'll see there the opinion of an ex-BART Director on SMART.  
Marininfo.org.  I should have filled out a yellow slip. 

 

I'd like to address only the express bus alternative, but would like to be more specific than previous 
speakers.  History of real projects assure that the feasibility of the following bus alternative:  An 
express bus system financed by less than half of the capital expenditure and operating at half of the 
operating cost of SMART is a far more cost effective solution to both Marin's traffic congestion and 
Sonoma's, and will reduce traffic congestion five times more than SMART.  Okay.  I can say that 
because there's nothing in this document that can refute that.  Okay? 
With comparable expenditure, it will reduce traffic congestion five times more than SMART.  I can 
say that again.  An expenditure close to half of that which will be made on SMART will provide 
many dozens more modern clean air, quiet buses, expanded and more parking ride bus stops, and 
will enable far more commuter trips at peak, and provides a flexible solution that can change with 
development. 

207-1 
See Master 
Response  D 

No mention is made of the cost of any alternative relative to the cost of SMART.  Each alternative's 
relative cost effectiveness of reducing traffic congestion is missing. 

207-2 
See Master 
Response  N 
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SMART has ignored the most cost-effective solution to Marin's and Sonoma's traffic congestion.  And 
if so, I think appears deliberately misleading and deficient because they probably already know the 
better solution already, express bus, as we all do.  Thank you.   

Comment Set 208  Don Wilhelm 
MR. WILHELM:  Good afternoon.  I'm Don Wilhelm from Novato.  I speak to the inadequate design of the 
express bus alternative.  The DEIR makes a major issue of establishing a baseline for the study, 
identifying this baseline as the 2001 RTP.  Yet, the DEIR does not incorporate feature of express bus 
plans that existed at that time. 
I direct your attention to the Bay Area Transportation Blueprint for the 21st century, 2001, the Bay 
Area Rapid Bus Proposal, year 2000, and the Marin County Transit Futures 2001, as well as the 
2001 RTP that discusses express bus.  These plans included extensive expansion of the bus service 
to Sonoma and Marin, with service into San Francisco. 
The DEIR should designate new bus service to San Francisco and the East Bay, where Golden Gate 
Transit currently has a 13.8 percent market share.  If not, it will be inconsistent with its own baseline. 

208-1 
See Master 
Response  D 

There's been some talk about a DE — 
MR. WILHELM:  — a DEIR ridership model to be rerun without the HOV lanes being completed in 
the Marin-Sonoma Narrows.  The only reason that this highway would not get built within the next 
20 years would be because the SMART rail system would be siphoning off so much state, federal 
and regional funding.  The EIR should address this issue.  Thank you. 

208-2 
 

Response 208-2:  See Master Response N for information on project costs. The updated 2006 Expenditure Plan 
presents the proposed funding sources for the SMART project which are distinct from highway funding.  See also 
response 45-1. 

Comment Set 209  Kingston Cole 
MR. COLE:  I'm Kingston Cole.  I live in San Rafael.  I'm also a consultant and I've worked with 
more than 10 transit agencies throughout this country over the last 15 years.  My comments are 
based upon a policy analysis that came out 2 weeks ago by the Kato Institute with a great name.  
It's called the Desire Named Streetcar.  And they go through all these major studies — that's my — 
I get more time.  And they go through all the various studies that have been made. 

   

I'll just give you a couple conclusions that I've reached that I think are reasonable based on your DEIR.  
You really have made an insufficient analysis of your express bus option.  The reason?  Because 
the GAO, the federal GAO, in 2003 came to the conclusion, and I quote, it can cost 50 times as much 
to build a rail line as to start a bus service with comparable frequencies and schedules.  Why do I 
think SMART is going to beat that number?  Fifty times?  That means with your numbers you could 
do the same thing with buses for $7 million. 

209-1 
See Master 
Response  D 

MR. COLE:  Second thing, your underlying cost assumptions are wrong.  The Department — the FTA 
concluded in 2002 you have every one, all the major transportation studies, 41 percent over estimate 
of the cost of the project.  And another set of Department of Transportation studies said, guess how 
much they missed on the passenger ridership?  They estimate they missed by 100 percent the other 
way.  So that means you can get 2,400 people, all right, for about a half a million dollars.  Half a billion 
dollars based upon those studies.  Thank you very much.  I'll bring this — I'll send this.  It's a copy 
of my written comments. 

209-2 
See Master 
Response  N 

Comment Set 210  Priscilla Bull 
MS. BULL:  Okay.  I'm Priscilla Bull.  I live in Kentfield.  It seems to me that the information provided 
in the DEIR does not support the conclusion that the SMART is an environmentally superior alterna-
tive.  And I won't go through all the lists because people have been doing that all day. 

 

But one thing that concerned me was that one of the stated purposes of the SMART project is to 
provide an alternative mode of transportation to the existing.  Then when they go through all these 
things, they say SMART is the environmentally superior to improving the highway and to buses 
because they don't provide an alternative mode of transportation. 

210-1 
Comment 
noted 
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It seems to me that's sort of Alice in Wonderland thinking.  If you set up your purpose and then the 
only thing that would fulfill that purpose is your project. 
MS. BULL:  — then you obviously have a foregone conclusion.  Thanks. 

Comment Set 211  Barry Buckley 
MR. BUCKLEY:  My name is Barry Buckley.  I live in Novato.  I grew up right here in this region.  
I am going to just quickly say that I was really pleased to read this document in terms of its educational 
value.  I lived here in 1958 when we last had passenger service on this rail line. 

 

I want to point out that there's an economic law that says trains move weight across land cheaper 
than any other means of transportation.  I also want to say that the bicycle element in the Draft EIR 
is inadequate.  As a bicyclist, I couldn't even understand let alone read the plans as I tried to pull 
them up online last night.  They're sideways.  The blueprints are sideways on my computer. 

211-1 
See Master 
Response  V 

Anyway, I think that they also need to talk about in more detail the provisions for bicycles on board 
the trains, as well as such things as cell phone usage and IPOD usage aboard the trains.  I would 
like to see them poll Marin College students — I'm sorry.  It's 30 seconds?   

211-2 
See Master 
Response U 

I'd like to see them poll Marin College students that are — I know in Novato there's many of them that 
go north to college, whether they will ride the train. 

211-3 

Response 211-3:  Counter commute ;and all types of trips, including to college, were included in the ridership 
analysis. 
And finally, I would like to see a cost benefit analysis done on the pipe — on whether pipelines could 
be run along this right-of-way.  I think it's time that SMART started looking at this like let's make some 
money on it and let's quit spending money on it.  With that I'll submit my comments in writing.  Thank 
you. 

211-4 
See 
response 
76-3 

Comment Set 212  Georgiana McCarty 
MS. MCCARTY:  My name is Georgiana McCarty, a 30-year resident of San Rafael.  Most people 
have talked about the operational costs.  I wanted to say just a couple of brief words about the financing. 
This would represent for San Rafael residents the third tax increase in as many years.  A year ago 
today our tax rate was still six — seven and a quarter percent.  It's now seven seventy-five.  And it 
will go up to eight, I believe, April 1st, and would then go on with the passage of a sales tax. 
For many low income readers and riders and for many young people just coming here, they will — 
do not benefit from such a transportation system anyway, and it would be a double hardship. 

 

Specifically, I do want to talk about the loss of environmental benefits by the calculations connected 
with shuttle buses.  It takes about nine minutes without much specification.  Takes about nine routes.  
Excuse me.  Then it says there will be six-minute headways in the morning and ten in the evening.  
This means there would be forty-three shuttles operating in the morning and twenty-seven in the 
evening.  Who is going to pay for all these shuttles? 
MS. MCCARTY:  Not SMART. 
MS. MCCARTY:  Yes.  It doesn't have the money.  Even the City of San Rafael, a rail supporter, wants to 
know who is going to pay for and operate these shuttle buses.  Without such a system the system 
cannot succeed.  Thank you. 

212-1 
 

Response 212-1:  See Master Response B.  Shuttles would operate at 9 stations, every 30 minutes, timed to 
meet trains. 

Comment Set 213  Walter Strakosott 
MR. STRAKOSCETT:  My name is Walter Stakosh.  I'm from Mill Valley.  And I simply want to address 
the issues that Karen Nygren of the Sierra Club brought up and that has to do with freight service 
and noise.  And I'll try to go as fast as I can. 
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The DEIR states freight operations as an issue yet to be resolved.  The Los Angeles Times on May 
25th, 2003, wrote an article stated state-run line nears the end of the line.  It quoted Caltrans Planner 
David Yamashumli [phonetic] that restoring NWPRR would be like building a railroad in Switzerland, 
a most difficult location.  He states the rebuild would cost 500 million to a billion, and require mainte-
nance expenses that rule out profitable operation under any scenario. 
Having said that, the North Coast Railroad has hopes of starting up operation at least between Ygnacio 
and Willits.  If the operation should ever start up again, then it should be handled by a supplemental 
EIR/EIS. 
An existing operating agreement generally provides that freight service will be supported to passenger 
rail service.  As any future freight service is up in the air, I believe the DEIR probably dealt with the 
issue, and that is to put it off until something actually happens.  The priorities should be passenger, 
freight, and then excursion trains. 

213-1 
See Master 
Response  O 

As far as noise is concerned, the major issue is noise level at grade crossings.  The horn noise can 
be potentially significant at the crossings, as well as to residents in the vicinity of the grade crossings.  
The general plan states that noise levels less than 60 dba/ldn are acceptable for outdoor uses in 
residential areas.  Except in the area of grade crossing, the noise exposure would not exceed 60 dba/ldn 
at a distance greater than 25 feet from the track.  Distances — 
MR. STRAKOSH:  One sentence more.  Distances on the SMART route from the nearest residence to the 
rail varies from 30 to 100 feet, with the majority in the range of 60 to 80 feet.  So it doesn't seem to be 
that big an issue as far as noise is concerned.  Thank you. 

213-2 
See Master 
Response  Q 

Comment Set 214  Valerie Taylor 
MS. TAYLOR:  Hi.  My name is Valerie Taylor.  I'm a resident of San Rafael.  And I live less than a 
mile from the track.  I look forward to the day when I can walk down to the station. 

 

I wanted to comment on a public safety benefit that I don't think has been touched on today.  We 
also have the images from hurricanes Katrina and Rita, the gridlock on the highways as those with 
cars all tried to leave at once, and the tragic plight of those without cars who were left to fend for 
themselves. 
If we had an event of this nature here, we would need a way to move people out and a way to move 
goods in.  The rail would provide a significant public service in this situation.  I would ask that this public 
safety benefit be added to the executive summary section on benefits and to other sections as appro-
priate.  Thank you. 

214-1 
Comment 
noted 

Comment Set 215  Jim Schmidt 
MR. SCHMIDT:  I don't know whether the board is wearing out the audience or vice versa here, but I'll 
try to keep it short. 

 

I want to comment on a couple of procedural items that I think are really troubling.  We're into this 
process about $5 million worth of public funds.  And to learn at this stage that there are, quote, 
"errors" in the representation of alternative A or B that potentially can invalidate all the data we've 
looked at, all the findings that you're accessing is really troubling. 

215-1 
Comment 
noted  

I'll have to tell you, I as a citizen obtained the road network from MTC and reviewed every represen-
tation of the road network and their model from Sir Francis Drake through route 37 and it is correct, 
and it represents two lanes with one HOV lane through the Narrows.  If I can do that on my time, 
how can it be that three years later, $5 million of investment later, our consultants can't do that? 
What I'm worried about is this implication may very well invalidate the essence of the data you're 
evaluating. 

215-2 
See Master 
Response  A 

MR. SCHMIDT:  We know that the ferry shuttle use is screwy.  We know that 191 people coming 
across the county line cannot possibly make a difference.  We know that they are saying that 4,756 
riders, not mind you 4,800, but we know with absolute detail in 2025 what that ridership would be.  
It's crazy.  There is more uncertainty in the forecast and in the modeling estimating process than 
any of the benefits that you're assessing. 

215-3 
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Response 215-3:  See Master Response C and responses to 121-7 through 121-17.    Consultants believe that 
the trip distribution model used underestimates the number of intercounty commuters.  The revised patronage 
forecast is for 5,050 riders (or to use the value from the model, 5,056.) 
MR. SCHMIDT:  So I would request that the Board consider two things.  One, an outside peer review that 
looks at the whole methodology and the specification of alternative to see whether these are truly 
comprehensive and reasonable.  And secondly, that the Board advise the consultant staff to look at 
sensitivity.  What happens in 2007 or 2010?  What if the Narrows doesn't get built? 
MR. SCHMIDT:  Et cetera, et cetera.  Those kind of things of what if will give us a great amount of 
information about the implications for the decision that you're going to make for over a billion dollars 
worth of investment. 

215-4 
 

Response 215-4:   Dowling Associates has reviewed the model.  Sensitivity analyses are provided in Master 
Responses F and G.  There are no data available to run a 2007 model, but a discussion of 2010 results are provided 
in Master Response C. 

Comment Set 216  Jack Gundersheim 
MR. GUNDERSHEIM:  Jack Gundersheim in Corte Madera.  I want to thank you all first for still being 
awake, and it appears like you're all paying attention to everybody, and I appreciate that. 
I guess first of all I'd like to say that I'm a guy that took buses as the only means of transportation 
when I was a youth.  My family didn't even have a car for a long time.  So I'm certainly in favor of a 
good mass transit system. 
However, as the vast majority of people who will be expected to vote on this project, we rely on our 
information from the IJ reporting of it and not from reading the EIR.  So my comments are mainly 
based on what I'm reading. 

 

First of all, I think it needs to be very clear in the EIR and the emphasis needs to what's going to 
happen at commute times, because that's the whole point of this project to begin with.  It's really not 
of that great interest or concern for most of us what might happen as a recreational use of the train 
during off hours because the point is to reduce congestion. 

216-1 

Response 216-1:  The DEIR is clear that the service is intended to serve peak period travel, and is oriented 
toward commuters; see page 2-1 Project Objectives, Purpose and Need.. 
Secondly, I think it needs to be very clear that if — to me anyway, that the cost given should be 
including financing costs.  And I'm not sure if the numbers are correct.  But if they are, it's roughly 
$80,000 per person with the assumption of about 5,000 people.  And if you reduce that by the com-
mute people it's far more than that.  And that's an absurd use of public money. 

216-2 
See Master 
Response  N 

I believe that there should be much more emphasis on a bus system.  There needs to be three things 
addressed in a good bus alternative.  Number one, good and easy access to the bus system.  Num-
ber two, weather protection when you get there.  And number three, buses that go roughly every 
fifteen to twenty minutes. 

216-3 

Response 216-3: The revised express bus alternative has increased the frequency of service.  See Master 
Response D. 
I think we need to cost that alternative compared to this alternative and then one can see what 
really should be done.  Thank you very much.  Good-bye. 

216-4 

Response 216-4:  See Master Response N for information on project costs and funding sources.  See response 
45-1 and 45-2 regarding cost analysis in CEQA. 

Comment Set 217  Cynthia Clark 
MS. CLARK:  Good afternoon.  I'm Cynthia Clark.  I've been a resident of Marin County for 30 years, 
and I've been living in San Rafael for the last 10.  I've been not just a supporter of mass transit but a 
user of public transit for 29 of those 30 years, and I'm also a biker and — a recreational biker and 
hiker and walker. 
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I look forward to seeing the revised ridership numbers.  It's easy for me to believe that they are lower 
than they might actually be.  As standing around the bus stops with riders over many years with other 
commuters, it's my experience that people's travel habits change slowly.  They — people respond 
to the available options.  They're very sensitive to short — to travel times and to costs. 
I know some people just believe in public transit, like me, and other people are hard to get out of 
their cars.  But they are pragmatic and they do tend to respond to gas prices.  And that's one thing 
that can get people out — 
MS. CLARK:  — if the alternatives are available.  I'm a supporter of SMART for the shortened travel 
times, for the environmental friendliness of bio-diesel, which I think is insufficiently considered by 
the public in this situation.  That it's environmentally friendly and costs are going to go up.  The 
environmental impact of what you do is a strong consideration for me.  And the provision of the bike 
and the walking path are important to many of us. 

217-1 
 

Response 217-1::  See Master Response C for ridership assumptions, clarifications and results.  See Master 
Response G for sensitivity to gas prices  Biodiesel is considered in DEIR.. 

Comment Set 218  Gregory Andrew 
MR. ANDREW:  Thank you.  Gregory Andrew from San Rafael Meadows, across the highway from 
here.  In 2002, San Rafael Meadows Improvement Association submitted a scoping comment letter.  
Almost none of those comments were addressed in the Draft EIR.  And so for that, we need a sup-
plemental Draft EIR to address those comments. 

218-1   

Response 218-1:   All scoping comments were considered and all potentially significant environmental issues are 
addressed in the EIR. 
Related to that, the inadequacy of this draft, impacts on public safety, particularly Impact PFS-4 talks 
about impacts — potential impacts for school children and accidents with trains.  And it identifies it 
as a less than significant impact.  So who would ever think that that's a less than significant impact?  
That particular impact needs to be revised. 

218-2 
See Master 
Response  P 

Schools, it talks about schools within 500 feet.  It talks about Dominican University.  Fails to identify 
Coleman School, the San Rafael public school that is closer to the track than Dominican University, 
a glaring omission there. 

218-3 

Response 218-3:  Coleman School has been added to the text.  This correction does not change the overall 
impact analysis. 
Property values, we asked that property values be addressed, and they were not.  So we'd like to 
know the impact on property values of this train. 

218-4 

Response 218-4:   See Master Response X for information on property values. 
And finally, the purpose of the project needs to be revised.  It does not even mention relieving con-
gestion, improving traffic congestion.  Alternative modes of transit is not a suitable purpose at this 
kind of public funding.  Thank you. 

218-5 
See 
response 
42-42 

 


