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AGENDA

July 2019 San Jose to Merced Project Section Community Working Groups

Introductions & Agenda Review

Refining the Alternatives: Collaboration with Partner Agencies, Stakeholders,
and Members of the Public

Characteristics of Alternatives
Identifying a Preferred Alternative
Discussion of Staff-Recommended State’s Preferred Alternative

Outreach Update
Public Comment




MEETING OBJECTIVES

» Share staff-recommended State’s Preferred Alternative and process for identifying the State’s
Preferred Alternative

* Provide CWG members with an opportunity to discuss the staff recommendation
* Collect CWG feedback on the staff-recommended State’s Preferred Alternative

Staff will summarize the comments received at today’s meeting and report to the Authority Board
for consideration with the recommended State’s Preferred Alternative on September 17, 2019.

Identifying the State’s Preferred Alternative does not approve or adopt a preferred alternative for
final design or construction.




REFINING THE ALTERNATIVES:

Collaboration with Partner Agencies,
Stakeholders, and Members of the Public




BACKGROUND

 There are differences between the four alternatives and the staff recommendation is based on
stakeholder input and analyses completed to date.

* All alternatives will be analyzed at an equal level of detail and described in the published Draft
EIR/EIS.
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ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

2010
Preliminary
Alternatives

Analysis

f

CEQA/NEPA
NOI/NOP/
SCOPING

33

2011

Supplemental
Alternatives

Analyses

T

2014
Checkpoint B
Addendum

Public Outreach
Agency and
Stakeholder Qutreach

. 2017
Alternatives Checkpoint B
Refinement Addendum

i i

Public Outreach
Additional Agency and
Stakeholder Qutreach

} REF|N|NG THE ALTERNATlVESI Collaboration with Partner Agencies, Stakeholders, and Members of the Public

2019
Checkpoint B
Addendum




SAN JOSE TO MERCED COMMUNITY OUTREACH

2016 — 2019

Community
Working Groups
(24)

Technical
Working Groups
(14)

Open Houses
(11)

Community,
Stakeholder &
Environmental

Justice Outreach

(450+) Board Meeting
September 2019
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INTERFACING WITH NORTHERN CALIFORNIA AGENCIES

2018 — 2019
WATER WILDLIFE TRANSPORTATION/ ENGINEERING/ JOINT 2018

AGENCY ALIGNMENTS MANAGEMENT CROSSINGS ROADS DESIGN LAND USE OUTREACH BUSINESS PLAN
California Highway Patrol o
California Strategic Growth Council o o o o
Caltrain o o
Caltrans Districts 4, 5, and 10 o o
City of Gilroy o o o o
City of Morgan Hill o o @ o
City of San Jose o o o o
Floodplain Administrators and Managers o o o
Gilroy, Los Banos & Morgan Hill USDs o o o
Metropolitan Transportation Commission ® [ )
Mineta San Jose International Airport o o
Pathways for Wildlife o o
Peninsula Open Space Trust o o
San Benito County Resource Mgmt. Agency o o o
Santa Clara County Parks o @ @ o
Santa Clara County Planning Department o o o
Santa Clara County Roads & Airports o
Santa Clara Valley Habitat Agency o o o o
Santa Clara Valley Open Space Authority o o o
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority o o o o
Santa Clara Valley Water District o o o
The Nature Conservancy o o o
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KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED
DURING OUTREACH

* Aesthetic and visual quality

» Biological resources, wetlands and other waters of
the U.S., and wildlife movement

« Community cohesion
 Cultural and tribal resources

* Disruption/loss of parks, recreation,
open space, agricultural lands/operations

* Environmental justice

* Flooding and floodplains

* Noise and vibration

* Residential and business displacements
« Safety and security

* Traffic




STATE’S PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Range Evaluation I Identification of

of of | the State’s
Alternatives ! Alternatives Preferred

Alternative
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CHARACTERISTICS OF ALTERNATIVES
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SAN JOSE TO MERCED RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES
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TYPICAL CROSS SECTIONS

Embankment Dedicated At-Grade Blended At-Grade Tunnel

Two high-speed rail Two high-speed rail Two high-speed ralil Two electrified, blended
tracks on an aerial tracks on an earthen tracks at ground level passenger tracks (with
structure embankment adjacent to existing Caltrain) and one
freight tracks non-electrified freight ~ Twin bore tunnel through
track at ground level the Pacheco Pass

} CHARACTERISTICS OF ALTERNATIVES ﬁ/7 13




SAN JOSE DIRIDON G ~f
STATION APPROACH — w
9
« Alternative 1
San Francisco s SAN JOSE DIRIDON
Short Viaduct to |-880 Project Section - STATION APPROACH
Aerial Diridon Station
* Alternatives 2 and 3 TR
Long Viaduct to Scott Blvd. ALTERNATIVE ] s
Aerial Diridon Station R
- Alternative 4 sfs;l:t'it'_éi';ra
At-grade alignment predominantly in .
existing railroad right-of-way ek sanjose
At-grade Diridon Station W & SENOF e,
San Jose to Merced Alignments _ sanJose. \ Fraltr‘ain
- Acrial & (horade | N Station

e Embankment

e At-Grade
Tunnel
Trench

() HSR Stations
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MONTEREY CORRIDOR

* Alternatives 1 and 3
Viaduct in median of Monterey Road
Narrowing of Monterey Road

* Alternative 2
Grade-separated embankment between
UPRR and Monterey Road
Narrowing of Monterey Road

* Alternative 4
At-grade predominantly in existing
railroad right-of-way

} CHARACTERISTICS OF ALTERNATIVES

ALTERNATIVE 3
ALTERNATIVE 1
ALTERNATIVE 2
— ALTERNATIVE 4

Communications Hill

Skyway Drive

Branham Lane

Chynoweth Avenue

LEGEND

San Jose to Merced Alignments
e Acrial
s Fmbankment
e At-Grade
Tunnel
Trench

() HSR Stations

MONTEREY
CORRIDOR



MORGAN HILL TO SAN MARTIN

* Alternatives 1 and 3
Viaduct
Bypass downtown Morgan Hill
* Alternative 2
Grade-separated embankment
Through downtown Morgan Hill
* Alternative 4
At-grade
Predominantly in existing UPRR right-of-way

} CHARACTERISTICS OF ALTERNATIVES

Coyote Creek
Parkway

ALTERNATIVE 3
ALTERNATIVE1
ALTERNATIVE 2
ALTERNATIVE 4

Morgan Hill

LEGEND

San Jose to Merced Alignments

Church
Avenue

e Acrial

e Embankment

amme At-Grade
Tunnel
Trench

San Martin &

(D) HSR Stations




Church

Avenue ALTERNATIVE 1
ALTERNATIVE 3

SAN MARTIN TO GILROY ™™

ALTERNATIVE 2
ALTERNATIVE 4

* Alternative 1 - Downtown Gilroy East Gilroy Station

Viaduct (Embankment)
Gilroy

* Alternative 2 - Downtown Gilroy Gﬁowr;t:\:;n
Grade-separated embankment (Emr:znkrane?:t‘) \ Tunnel 1

* Alternative 3 — East Gilroy Gl?ownstown

. ] stk
Viaduct to grade-separated embankment '( X‘t’.‘&n d:)’"

» Alternative 4 - Downtown Gilroy Downtow = 2
At-grade G"{&gjﬁfﬂ Ma _—— |
Predominantly in existing UPRR Sa: Fe:Pe
right-of-way dio

LEGEND ’ 7 ’

. . San Jose to Merced Alignments
Alternatives converge at 1.6-mile Tunnel 1 8

west of Casa De Fruta

Tunnel
Trench

HSR Stations
Maintenance-of-Way Facility

@GS Acrial

@am» Embankment
eamme At-Grade

HBoO
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PACHECO PASS

* All alternatives have the same alignment PACHECO PASS McCabe Road
13.5-mile Tunnel
Embankment
Viaduct

Tunnel 2
O’Neill
Forebay

San Luis

Reservoir @
LEGEND

ARTERBATIVESS- . 3. % San Jose to Merced Alignments
e Acrial
e EFmbankment
e At-Grade
Tunnel
Trench

() HSR Stations
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SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY

SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY :
- All alternatives have the same alignment S Vil e
@ * Study Area
Embankment :
Viaduct

ALTERNATIVES 1, 2,3, 4

Carlucci Road

Los Banos MOWS

LEGEND
San Jose to Merced Alignments
Tunnel
Trench

HSR Stations
Maintenance-of-Way Facility

@GS Acrial

@am» Embankment
eamme At-Grade

HBoO
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IDENTIFYING A PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
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PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE CRITERIA Environmental Factors

= Biological Resources and
Wetlands and Other Waters
of the U.S.

= Parks and Recreation Areas
= Built Environment Historic

Resources
System Performance,
Operations, & Costs
= Alignment Length Preferred
" Operational Speed Alternative Community Factors
= Proximity to Transit Corridors criteria = Displacements

= Travel Time = Agricultural Lands

= Aesthetics and Visual Quality
= |Land Use and Development
= Noise

= Transportation

= Emergency Vehicle Access/
Response Time

» Environmental Justice

= Capital Costs
= QOperations & Maintenance Costs

} IDENTIFYING A PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE % 21




ALTERNATIVE 4 - Staff-Recommended State s Preferred Alternative

&/ SANJOSE DIRIDON
E7 STATION APPROACH STANISLAUS
., 4 COUNTY
K San Jose
Diridon .,
MONTEREY MERCED COUNTY
CORRIDOR
Caltrain Capitol Station . @
& CENTRALVALLEY WYE
_Eﬂyogaerﬁreek I'.___ W @ STUDY AREA
1@ - ; sesccsssscsnsrsnse,
SANTA CLARA | g o : A
COUNTY 5
Morgan Hi PACHECO PASS o X -
MORGAN HILL ; e SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY 3
S AND GILROY | bama §
Nella
LEGEND
e Reservor & Banos

a Acrial Tunnel

SR St & 0 lesessessssesines
s Embankment Trench . St.::ltrpy L5
ation

e At-Grade

nmmn - San Francisco to San Jose Alignments

== (Central Valley Wye Alignments
(0 HSR Stations %

m Maintenance-of-Way Facilities
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SYSTEM PERFORMANCE, OPERATIONS, AND COSTS Onerations and Coste O

Bold text in tables indicates best-performing alternative(s).

CRITERIA
Alignment length (miles) 89 89 87 89
Operational speed (mph) — San Jose to Gilroy Up to 175 Up to 195 Up to 175 Up to 110
Operational speed (mph) — Gilroy to Central Valley Wye Up to 220
Proximity to existing transit corridors (miles) 43 50 35 50
\Ij’oe:;(:rc])(;JrG e;;;ce);a(gjrre]:i rr]i[;;i;entatlve travel time between San 17-18 17-18 16-17 23
Proposition 1A service travel time compliance v v v v
Estimated capital costs (2017$ billions)?2 $20.5 $17.7 $20.8 $13.6
Estimated annual operations and maintenance costs (2017$ $162

millions)3

"Times include Gilroy stop. East Gilroy station for Alt. 3 is approximately one mile further north than the Downtown Gilroy station for Alts. 1, 2, and 4.

2Conceptual cost estimates prepared for the project alternatives were developed by utilizing recent bid data from large transportation projects in the western United
States and by developing specific, bottom-up unit pricing to reflect common HSR elements and construction methods with an adjustment for Bay Area and Central
Valley labor and material costs.

3Based on level of design sufficient to analyze potential environmental impacts.
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DISPLACEMENTS

Bold text in tables indicates best-performing alternative(s) (fewest community impacts).

Community
Factors

CRITERIA
Residential displacements (# of units) 147 603 157 68
Commercial displacements (# of businesses) 217 348 157 66
Agricultural displacements (# structural improvements) 49 53 49 40
Community or public facilities displacement (# of units) 7 8 ) 1
Commercial displacements (square footage) 411,000 1,800,000 994,000 448,000
Agricultural structure displacements (square footage) 407,000 1,206,000 1,489,000 542,000

Example: overlay of &8
footprint in urban E&
area &

Example: overlay of
footprint in rural
area
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AGRICULTURAL LANDS zo O

Bold text in tables indicates best-performing alternative(s) (fewest community impacts).

CRITERION

Permanent conversion of Important Farmland
(i.e. Prime Farmland, Farmland of State Importance, and 1,036 1,181 1,193 1,033
Farmland of Local Importance (acres))

Alternatives 1 and 3 traction power facility on
agricultural land

} IDENTIFYING A PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE % 25



AESTHETICS AND VISUAL QUALITY cmmey ()

Factors

Bold text in tables indicates best-performing alternative(s) (least community impacts).

CRITERION ALT 1 ALT 2 ALT 3 ALT 4
Visual Quality Effects * Viaduct + Embankment and * Viaduct « At-Grade
* Elevated Stations Viaduct « Elevated Stations :
* Elevated Stations « Alignment in Rural Area . éh.grtl.mer; il d
* Roadway Grade (East Gilroy) )_(IS Ing Rallroa
Separations Right-of-Way

AlternativesTand 3: Viaduct

} IDENTIFYING A PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE



LAND USE AND DEVELOPMENT e ()

Bold text in tables indicates best-performing alternative(s) (least community impacts).

CRITERION

Consistency with City of Gilroy General Plan policy to

encourage transit-oriented development (TOD) in downtown Yes Yes No Yes

-

StLowise
Regonal
Hoapital

Low/ Medium Density Residential
High Density Residential

I Mixed Use

I Commerdial

|| Industrial

|:| Parks/ Recreation/ Open Space
|:| Public Facilities

I Agriculture

Planned Land Use (Current Zoning) 2

2

< Downtown East Gilroy g}

S A

P Gilroy Station Station '\\
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N

NOISE s ()
Factors

Bold text in tables indicates best-performing alternative(s) (fewest community impacts).

» » A

Severe noise impacts with noise barrier mitigation
(# of sensitive receptors) 231 194 173 275

Severe noise impacts with noise barrier mitigation and if
local municipalities implement quiet zones (# of sensitive 223 194 173 179
receptors)

Train Horns

High-Speed Train @ 220 mph

Commuter Train @ 79 mph
High-Speed Train @ 125 mph

Transit Sources
Qutdoor
{@100ft.)

Freight Train @ 50 mph |

Food Blender

dBA’

Normal Conversation

indoor
(@3 ft)

Shouting

Air Conditioner

Lawn Tiller

The Sound of High-Speed
Train Travel Air Compressor
Typlcal MaXimum NOise Levels Diesel Truck (Muffled)

‘- . *A-weighted decibels (dBA) are an expression of the relative loudness of .
Before Mitigation sounds in air as perceived by the human ear fiesslRuEkiBas ntlicd

Lawn Mower

Non-Transit Sources

Qutoor
{@501t.)
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http://www.hsr.ca.gov/docs/newsroom/fact%20sheets/Noise_Factsheet.pdf

TRANSPORTATION cmmey ()

Bold text in tables indicates best-performing alternative(s) (fewest community impacts).

CRITERIA
Permanent road closures — San Jose to Gilroy 10 19 8 8
Permanent road closures — Gilroy to Carlucci Rd 7

AL T N

Alternatives 1, 2, and 3:
Simulated view of 1-280 in San Jose

} IDENTIFYING A PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE



EMERGENCY VEHICLE ACCESS/RESPONSE TIME reaors L)

Bold text in tables indicates best-performing alternative(s) (lowest level of mitigation required).

» -» A

Increase in 2040 peak NB NB NB NB
travel time on 820 | 2755 | 8120 0/5
Monterey Road :
(northbound AM/PM, ¢
southbound AM/PM, SB SB SB SB
minutes) 6/12 | 16117 | 6/12 1/8
Areas of potential Monterey Corridor Monterey Corridor,
delay to emergency due to Monterey Road Morgan Hill, Gilroy — _
vehicle response narrowing due to gate-down time e — DEPARTMENT | =
times Bl s e 'g f
Types of mitigation Vehicle detection Vehicle detection equipment,
needed to minimize equipment additional emergency
emergency vehicle equipment for existing fire
delays stations, new fire stations, and
potentially additional
ambulance services

} IDENTIFYING A PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE % 30




ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Bold text in tables indicates best-performing alternative(s) (fewest community impacts).

CRITERIA

(within low-income or minority communities)

Community
Factors

EJ proportion of total significant and unavoidable impacts on

0 2 0 2
ocal views' 50% N/A 67% N/A
EJ proportion of total residential displacements 60% 66% 50% 50%
EJ proportion of total business displacements 87% 92% 82% 83%
Amount of mitigation required to address effects on
emergency vehicle response times (lower number is less 1 3 1 4
mitigation needed)
EJ proportion of total moderate and severe noise impacts3 49% 65% 45% 76%

'As indicated by impacts on visual landscape units.

2These alternatives have no significant and unavoidable impacts on visual landscape units.

3Noise impacts after noise barrier mitigation.
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES AND

WETLANDS AND OTHER WATERS OF THE U.S.

Bold text in tables indicates best-performing alternative(s) (fewest environmental impacts).

Environmental
Factors

9

CRITERIA
Permanent impacts on jurisdictional waters and wetlands
(acres) 104 111 116 101
Permanent impacts on habitat for listed plant species (non-
overlapping acres) 1,171 1,178 1,183 1,146
Permanent impacts on habitat for listed wildlife species with
the most impacts overall (California tiger salamander, acres) 2,273 2,329 2/470 2,146
Avoids Avoids | Avoids
east Gilroy; | east Gilroy; g‘_lpad_[s east | east Gilroy;
Wild — fewer fewer 'roy, more fewer
ildlife corridor impacts Soap Lake
Soap Lake Soap Lake floodplain Soap Lake
floodplain floodplain impacts floodplain
impacts impacts impacts
Permanent impacts on conservation areas (acres) 427 432 481 427

} IDENTIFYING A PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE




PARKS AND RECREATION AREAS actore D

Bold text in tables indicates best-performing alternative(s) (fewest environmental impacts).

CRITERIA
Permanent use of 4(f)/6(f) park resources (#) 4 6 S 3

(acres) 4.8 7.4 5.0 14

‘ i * ‘ . % e /8 g
LY A B - fx-" .
"} s ' ’ ff“ Fad
v 5

. o

U pper Unlt at Cottonwood Creek W|Id||fe Area QCADFW)

} IDENTIFYING A PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE



BUILT ENVIRONMENT HISTORIC RESOURCES actore D

Bold text in tables indicates best-performing alternative(s) (fewest environmental impacts).

CRITERIA

Number of permanent adverse effects on NRHP- 8 9 7 5
listed/eligible resources (# of resources)

Number of permanent significant impacts on CEQA-only 5 4 1 1
historic resources (# of resources)

Photo simulation of massing at San Jose Diridon Station Photo simulation of massing at San Jose Diridon Station
(Alt. 1.2,8) 4 (Alt. 4)

} IDENTIFYING A PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE



SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION - e ()
SYSTEM PERFORMANCE, OPERATIONS, & COSTS Operations and Costs

CRITERIA

Alignment length O

Operational Speed — San Jose to Gilroy ®

Operational Speed — Gilroy to Central Valley Wye No difference

Proximity to existing transit corridors o ®

Travel time — San Jose and Gilroy @

Proposition 1A service travel time compliance v v v v

Estimated capital costs o

Estimated annual operations and maintenance costs No difference

@ Best-performing alternative

} IDENTIFYING A PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 7 35




Community

SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION —
COMMUNITY FACTORS e (O

CRITERIA ALT1 ALT 2 ALT 3 ALT 4 CRITERIA ALT1 ALT2 ALT 3 ALT 4

Residential displacements ® Increase in 2040 peak travel

time on Monterey Road
Commercial displacements (#) o (NB — AM/PM, SB — AM/PM) ®
Agricultural displacements (#) o Permanent road closures @ @
Community or public facilities
disp|acements ‘ Amount of mltlgatlon needed to . . .
Commercial displacements minimize emergency vehicle delays
(square footage) ® EJ proportion of total impacts on P PS

: local views

Agricultural structure
displacements (square footage) ® EJ proportion of total residential ® ®
Permanent conversion of important ® (éljplacements f "
farmland proportion of total business

displacements o
Visual quality effects ® —— -

Amount of mitigation required to
Consistency with Gilroy General P P P address effects on emergency o o
Plan vehicle response times (EJ)
Noise impacts with noise barrier ® EJ proportion of total noise impacts o
mitigation

@ Best-performing alternative (fewest environmental impacts)
} IDENTIFYING A PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE % 36




SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION - .
ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS e O

CRITERIA ALT 1 ALT 2 ALT 3

Waters and wetlands »

Habitat for listed plant species

Habitat for listed wildlife species (California tiger salamander)

Wildlife corridor impacts @ @

Permanent use of 4(f)/6(f) park resources

Permanent adverse effects on NRHP-listed/eligible resources

o
[
[
Conservation areas S @
o
[
[

Permanent significant impacts on CEQA-only historic resources o

@ Best-performing alternative (fewest environmental impacts)
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CALTRAIN BUSINESS PLAN

Growth Scenarios

Moderate Growth Scenario (8 caltrain + 4 HSR)

53
8§ 2
Service Type ‘g ; é . 5
Local £% £ < X0 .8 . & g2 o %5 = :
2040B I. G hS - Exress [ g2 ¢ §§-§§§§;E§EEE§-E§%§§ AL E £ £
H High Speed Rail [ e G £6 F§S=83 80 Ft 2% < F§ =283 F 2 3 = R
aseline Growth Scenario (s caitrain + 4 HSR) coomon 222 bGP RIfiEESiEDER i i §5ii 3 2 § 5 4
(oo Cimmsar JOO'0 O OO 000000 00 08 GO0 00 00" 080 O
omc0aee ° ° ° ° O ° e o o o 0 (
55 43214
58 ’
5 & 1] & Infrastructure
Service Type E s § £ > e H 2 Conceptual 4 Track
Skip St %3 s £2 zEgt g8 g 225 o, gia H = e Segment or Station ) ) )
. spe:’dR: || §85 5 8 &f 55% g5 isdge 2 § 8% cgf: 5 & E H . Features Options & Considerations
e peacperon, B¥ 2 2 S5 ¢ SESfiEEC S5 ges 2% £ zEi e 2 g = g « Amajority of stations served by 4 TPH local stop line, but Mid- » To minimize passing track requirements, each
& g jority Y P P g q
EACHDIRECTON @ = & & @3 EdaGrions e 2220 02 5 §8§ & S & 2 3 5
e 0 3 & B 3BT 37 OB T Peninsula stations are serviced with 2 TPH skip stop pattern local pattern can only stop twice between San
niavicaLevel « Express line serving major markets — some stations receive 8 TPH Bruno and Hillsdale
ains per Hour| ;
(oo ;o .’ 2 Trains / Hour JOOGY < e O « RN I O d a » Timed local/express transfer at Redwood City » Each local pattern can only stop once between
43214 Hillsdale and Redwood City
e Passing Track Needs + Atherton, College Park, and San Martin served
Cincopiusl 4 Track * Up to 4 miles of new 4-track segments and stations: Hayward Park on an hourly or exception basis
Segment or Station to Hillsdale, at Redwood City, and a 4-track station in northern
Features Options & Considerations Santa Clara county (Palo Alto, California Ave, San Antonic or
+ Blended service with up to 10 TPH north of Tamien « Service approach is col
(6 Caltrain + 4 HSR) and up to 10 TPH south of « Opportunity to conside = H .
Tamien (2 Caltrain + 8 HSR) later in Business Plan H Ig h G rOWth ScenarIOS (12 Caltrain + 4 HSR)

Three skip stop patterns with 2 TPH — most stations
are served by 2 or 4 TPH, with a few receiving 6 TPH

« Some origin-destination pairs are not served at all 5 H
£
Passing Track Needs % 5 z ! g
h : ; : : . H
+ Lessthan 1 mile of new passing tracks at Millbrae SROAH;[Ype [~ £ . ,E .8 - - cEE = 2 _
: ) ] E =
associated with HSR station plus use of existing Lo=e! g2, ¢ M L F5§ve=% 8838 85 838 8g . _ E T 3
assing tracks at Bayshore and Lawrence Sovss BB oupemon, £ez % 50 EEiE8E0 EfeSE T f fE e85 : 2§ g = 5
4 i £ Eo0TS 5= 55§ 25 e £ c =4 =4 = 8
P 9 ay High Speed Rail [ EACHDRECTON & % & & S5 5882383 23 288 82 335 3888 ¢ S a 2 8 H
e [Trns/iar JOOO O 0 O O®000 00 O GO0 OO OO OO0 O
o 00 OIS S I S—
oYX X X ) 4 Trains / Hour (J LJ Ll o o o o
43214

4 Trains / Hour )] 4

Infrastructure
Conceptual 4 Track
Segment or Station

Features Options & Considerations

» Nearly complete local stop service — almost all » SSF-Millbrae passing track enables second express line;
stations receiving at least 4 TPH this line cannot stop north of Burlingame

» Two express lines serving major markets — many » Tradeoff between infrastructure and service along Mid-
stations receive 8 or 12 TPH Peninsula - some flexibility in length of passing tracks

Passing Track Needs versus number and location of stops

« Requires up to 15 miles of new 4 track segments: » Flexible 5 mile passing track segment somewhere
South San Francisco to Millorae, Hayward Park to between Palo Alto and Mountain View
Redwood City, and northern Santa Clara County » Atherton, College Park, and San Martin served on an
between Palo Alto and Mountain View stations hourly or exception basis

(shown: California Avenue to north of Mountain View)
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http://www.caltrain.com/Assets/Caltrain+Modernization+Program/Meetings/LPMG/Caltrain+Business+Plan+LPMG+Presentation+June+2019.pdf
http://www.caltrain.com/Assets/Caltrain+Modernization+Program/Meetings/LPMG/Caltrain+Business+Plan+LPMG+Presentation+June+2019.pdf
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ALTERNATIVE 4 - Staff-Recommended State’s Preferred Alternative

Conclusions of Technical Analysis

’\ _j' Fewest displacements % Fewest visual impacts

ANNANY - t road d d Marginal increase in
SRRNRY ewest road closures system travel time

1]
\\f; Fewest impacts on (((.))) (I\i/1|’0r:§ ggii:fzones)
I

wetlands and habitats

m Good access to transit Lowest capital cost
M M systems and services

| Allows for extension of
j Fewest impacts on CaI@ electrified Caltrain
\g\\” natural resources service to Gilroy
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ALTERNATIVE 4 - Staff-Recommended State s Preferred Alternative
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DISCUSSION OF THE STAFF-RECOMMENDED
STATE’S PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
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NEXT STEPS

July August Sept. Dec. Jan. Feb. Nov.
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|dentification of State’s Comment Period
: Community Open Houses &
Preferred Alternative
Briefings
*  Project Approval by Authority
Open Houses Publish Draft EIR/EIS Draft EIR/EIS Communications Board of Directors
on Staff-Recommended +  CWG Meetings »  Open Houses
State’s Preferred Alternative .

Public Hearings
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} OUTREACH UPDATE

UPCOMING OPEN HOUSES

South Peninsula Open House
August 6, 5:00 to 8:00 p.m.
Adrian Wilcox High School
Santa Clara, CA

San Francisco Open House
August 12, 5:00 to 8:00 p.m.
Bay Area Metro Center

San Francisco, CA

San Mateo Open House
August 19, 5:00 to 8:00 p.m.
Sequoia High School
Redwood City, CA

Gilroy Open House

August 8, 5:00 to 8:00 p.m.
Gilroy Portuguese Hall
Gilroy, CA

San Jose Open House
August 15, 5:00 to 8:00 p.m.
City Hall Council Chambers
San Jose, CA

Los Banos Open House
August 21, 5:00 to 8:00 p.m.
Los Banos Community Center
Los Banos, CA




REQUEST FOR COMMUNITY FEEDBACK

CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED RAIL

Please share the information presented today with your communities
and give us your feedback.

«  Comments received by August 22, 2019 will be summarized in the staff
report to the Authority Board.

« Comments can be submitted via email to San.Jose Merced@hsr.ca.qov
or via mail to:
Northern California Regional Office
California High-Speed Rail Authority
100 Paseo De San Antonio, Suite 300
San Jose, CA 95113

* Or share feedback in person at an upcoming Open House or at the
Authority Board meeting on September 17 in San Jose, CA.


mailto:San.Jose_Merced@hsr.ca.gov

PUBLIC COMMENT
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PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD GUIDELINES

* Public comment is intended for the CWG members and staff to hear from the public
« Comments will be captured in meeting summaries

- Staff will be available after the meeting to respond to questions, as necessary

* 2 minute time limit

* Please be respectful and follow CWG meeting guidelines

} PUBLIC COMMENT g 4
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Headquarters

California High-Speed Rail Authority
770 L Street, Suite 620
Sacramento, CA 95814
www.hsr.ca.gov

fIvla]o

Northern California Regional Office
California High-Speed Rail Authority

100 Paseo De San Antonio, Suite 300
San Jose, CA 95113


http://www.hsr.ca.gov
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