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 Introduction 

This appendix includes copies of all comment letters and emails received during the public review 
period for the Draft EIR for the Valley Rail Sacramento Extension Project. A list of the public 
agencies, organizations, private companies, and individuals who commented on the Draft EIR is 
shown in Table 1. Within this appendix, all comment letters and emails have been numbered as 
shown in Table 1 for identification. Individual comments within each letter and email have been 
numbered in the margins of the letters and emails. A response to each of these numbered 
comments is provided in the appropriate section of this appendix. The location of the responses 
for each letter is indicated in Table 1.  
Table 1 Comments to Responses Letters 

Letter # Commenter 
Location of 
Responses 

Agencies 
1 U.S. Department of the Interior Bureau of Land Management (BLM) I.1-3 
2 California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) I.1-28 
3 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) I.1-99 
4 California High-Speed Rail Authority  I.1-108 
5 Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB) I.1-111 
6 Delta Stewardship Council  I.1-116 
7 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) I.1-126 
8 Freeport Regional Water Authority  I.1-129 
9 Reclamation District 1000 (RD1000) I.1-164 
10 Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA) I.1-170 
11 City of Sacramento Community Development I.1-176 
12 County of Sacramento Department of Water Resources I.1-184 
13 Sacramento Office of Planning and Environmental Review  I.1-186 
14 Sacramento County Regional Parks I.1-188 
15 Sacramento County Water Agency I.1-193 
16 Sacramento County Department of Transportation I.1-196 
17 Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) I.1-198 
18 Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) I.1-207 
19 Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) I.1-209 
20 Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) I.1-216 
21 Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District (Regional San) I.1-225 
22 Stanislaus County Environmental Review Committee I.1-252 
23 Stanislaus County Public Works I.1-254 
24 Not Used I.1-259 

Organizations 
25 Central Valley Bird Club  I.2-3 
26 The Nature Conservancy  I.2-11 
27 North Natomas Community Coalition  I.2-23 
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Letter # Commenter 
Location of 
Responses 

28 Rail Passenger Association of Californian and Nevada (RailPAC) I.2-26 
29 Sacramento Metro Advocates for Rail and Transit (SMART) I.2-28 
30 United Auburn Indian Community  I.2-31 

Individuals and Businesses 
31 Briare, Mike I.3-3 
32 Burke, Kevin I.3-8 
33 ccbadger I.3-10 
34 Cecilia C I.3-14 
35 Kris Carley I.3-19 
36 Michelle Chester I.3-22 
37 Steve Dennison I.3-25 
38 Donna Farris I.3-27 
39 Ramon Flores I.3-34 
40 George Reed, Inc. I.3-36 
41 Larane Investments I.3-39 
42 Ansel Lundberg I.3-45 
43 Julia Mee I.3-47 
44 Mike Mee I.3-53 
45 Mike Mee I.3-58 
46 Darrel Ng I.3-61 
47 G.M. Pucilowski I.3-68 
48 Derek Sagehorn I.3-78 
49 David Sindel I.3-80 
50 Evan Siroky I.3-88 
51 Mauricio Torres I.3-90 
52 Alfred Twu I.3-92 
53 Wilbur-Ellis Company I.3-94 
54 Mark Williams I.3-136 
55 ADESA Brasher I.3-139 
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I.1 Agency Comments and Responses 
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I.1.1 Letter 1. BLM 
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I.1.1.1 Response to Comment Letter 1 

Response to Comment 1-1 

The Valley Rail Sacramento Extension Draft EIR was prepared in accordance with CEQA and 
state CEQA guidelines. The Draft EIR responds to each of the comprehensive list of issues and 
topics provided in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines related to both construction and 
operational impacts. The Appendix G statements are evaluated in relation to specific thresholds 
and criteria resulting in a robust, accurate, and adequate analysis of the potential environmental 
consequences of the proposed project, including cumulative impacts. 

Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15378, Project: 

“(a) “Project” means the whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting in either a direct 
physical change in the environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in 
the environment, and that is any of the following:  

(1) An activity directly undertaken by any public agency including but not limited to public 
works construction and related activities clearing or grading of land, improvements to 
existing public structures, enactment and amendment of zoning ordinances, and the 
adoption and amendment of local General Plans or elements thereof pursuant to 
Government Code Sections 65100–65700.” 

Furthermore, under Article 10, Considerations in Preparing EIRs and Negative 
Declarations, Section 15143, Emphasis: 

“The EIR shall focus on the significant effects on the environment. The significant effects 
should be discussed with emphasis in proportion to their severity and probability of 
occurrence.” 

Train operational conditions along the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) Sacramento 
Subdivision between the Natomas/Sacramento Airport Station and the Stockton 
Downtown/ACE station with implementation of the proposed project are not expected to 
be significantly different from existing conditions. UPRR is may operate a specific number 
of trains (including both freight and passenger trains) on its railroad subdivisions up to the 
capacity of the specific subdivision. The addition of project-related passenger trains 
operating along the Sacramento Subdivision would be dispatched by UPRR and would 
reduce the potential number of freight trains operating along the subdivision, given that 
the absolute number of potential trains that can operate is fixed. The addition of seven 
roundtrip passenger trains per day included in the proposed project is within the existing 
operational capacity of the subdivision. 

It should also be noted that passenger trains are lighter, quieter, and shorter than typical 
freight trains. Therefore, by potentially reducing the number of freight trains operating 
along the corridor, adverse indirect and direct effects of freight trains operating along the 
corridor (as well as maintenance requirements) would also be reduced. As such, the 
analysis in the EIR focuses mainly on those areas along the corridor where permanent 
physical changes could occur due to ground disturbance activities. 
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As described in EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, the project footprint is limited to areas 
along the Sacramento Subdivision where the construction of track improvements and 
stations would occur. All track improvements would be constructed within existing UPRR 
right-of-way (ROW), no temporary construction easements or permanent acquisition of 
new ROW is required for the track improvements. However, as described in EIR Chapter 
3, Environmental Impact Analysis, the study areas for the environmental resources 
evaluated in the EIR included a buffer area beyond permanent and temporary impact 
areas (as necessary) to fully evaluate potential project impacts. 

Regarding the potential for increased train speed along the corridor, while the track curve 
corrections included as part of the proposed project (Chapter 2) would enable speeds of 
up to 90 mph along the curves, neither passenger nor freight trains would travel at 90 mph 
due to the fact that the design speed along the Sacramento Subdivision is 79 mph south 
of Sacramento with slower speeds going through the city. In addition, a speed of 79 mph 
would only occur along certain stretches of track in isolated areas with minimal at-grade 
crossings. Other speed limiting factors include the existing condition of track, freight 
operations, local conditions, and passenger rail operations. 

In addition, increased passenger rail service along the UPRR corridor would only occur 
with operational agreements with UPRR and would be statutorily exempt from CEQA per 
Section 15275, Specified Mass Transit Projects: 

“CEQA does not apply to the following mass transit projects: 

(a) The institution or increase of passenger or commuter service on rail lines or high-
occupancy vehicle lanes already in use, including the modernization of existing 
stations and parking facilities.” 

Response to Comment 1-2 

As described in EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, the proposed track improvements would be 
located within the existing UPRR ROW; no temporary construction easements or permanent 
acquisition of new ROW is required. Therefore, the proposed project would not adversely affect 
the values or objectives of the BLM’s MLFO Sierra Resource Management Plan because it would 
not permanently affect the existence of or potential for restoration of sensitive habitats such as 
valley oak riparian forest, seasonal wetlands and vernal pools, oak savannah, or agricultural lands 
that provide habitat for greater sandhill cranes. All potential temporary and permanent impacts on 
these sensitive habitats would be associated with the construction phase of the proposed project. 
As described in EIR Section 3.4, Biological Resources, all impacts would be reduced to a less 
than significant level with the implementation of the mitigation measures described in Section 3.4. 
Therefore, no revisions to the EIR are necessary pursuant to this comment. 

Please also see response to Comment 1-1. 

Response to Comment 1-3 

The long-term, cumulative impacts of the proposed project operation on biological resources are 
evaluated in EIR Section 4.2, Cumulative Impacts. As discussed in response to Comment 1-1, 
since the proposed track improvements within the Cosumnes River Preserve would be located 
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within the existing UPRR ROW, operational conditions are not expected to be significantly 
different from existing conditions with respect to special-status wildlife species. UPRR may 
operate a specific number of trains (including both freight and passenger trains) on its railroad 
subdivisions up to the capacity of the specific subdivision. The addition of seven roundtrip 
passenger trains per day included in the proposed project is within the existing operational 
capacity of the subdivision. The addition of project-related passenger trains operating along the 
Sacramento Subdivision would be dispatched by UPRR and would reduce the potential number 
of freight trains operating along the subdivision, given that the absolute number of potential trains 
that can operate is fixed. Furthermore, passenger trains would be much less noisy than the 
existing freight trains, and the minor increased noise level would not exceed recommended 
Federal Transit Administration or local screening threshold levels. Finally, the addition of project-
level mitigation measures would reduce the proposed project’s cumulative contribution to 
biological resources. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant and 
unavoidable cumulative impacts to biological resources. 

The proposed project would not adversely affect the values or objectives of the Cosumnes River 
Preserve ACEC because it would not permanently affect the existence of or potential for 
restoration of sensitive habitats such as valley oak riparian forest, seasonal wetlands and vernal 
pools, oak savannah, or agricultural lands that provide habitat for greater sandhill cranes. All 
temporary and permanent impacts on these sensitive habitats would be associated with 
construction would be mitigated. Please see response to Comment 2-15 for a discussion of 
mitigation for temporary and permanent impacts on these habitats (Mitigation Measures BIO 1-
1.4, BIO 1-1.11, BIO-2.2, BIO-3.2, AG1.-1, AG-1.2).  

SJRRC and SJJPA appreciate the information provided by the commenter regarding the BLM’s 
definition of Class II Visual Resource Management (VRM) objectives for the Cosumnes River 
Preserve Area of Critical Environmental Concern. However, SJRRC and SJJPA note that all 
project-related construction and operation in the Cosumnes River Preserve would occur within 
the existing UPRR ROW. 

Please also see also response to Comment 1-1. 

Response to Comment 1-4 

As described in response to Comment 1-1, all project-related work within the Cosumnes River 
Preserve would occur within the existing UPRR ROW. Impacts to recreation from project 
construction within the Cosumnes River Preserve are evaluated in EIR Section 3.15, Recreation. 
As discussed in Impact REC-1, the area of the Cosumnes River Preserve adjacent to the track 
curve reconstruction site is not used for recreation. The Lost Slough Wetlands Walk is 
immediately adjacent to the footprint of proposed curve reconstruction improvements and is used 
for walking/hiking and nature watching. While construction activities related to track curve 
reconstruction south of Desmond Road would occur completely with existing UPRR ROW, 
construction may result in short-term and temporary displacement of some users from the Lost 
Slough Wetlands Walk to other trails farther from the construction area. However, due to the likely 
low use of the trail on weekdays (when construction would likely occur), indirect visitor 
displacement from this trail to a different trail would be minimal. Therefore, temporary 
displacement of some users would not increase the use of other recreational facilities such that 
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substantial physical deterioration of other facilities would occur or be accelerated, and this impact 
is considered less than significant. 

The noise impacts of the proposed project are evaluated in EIR Section 3.12, Noise and Vibration. 
As described in Impact NOI-1, SJRRC and SJJPA would implement Mitigation Measure NOI-1.1 
to reduce short-term, temporary construction noise to the maximum extent feasible. Even with 
implementation of this mitigation measure, construction noise may still exceed the relevant 
thresholds in some locations, and therefore this impact is considered significant and unavoidable. 
As discussed in Impact NOI-2, the addition of new passenger service would result in increases in 
noise levels for sensitive receptors along the existing UPRR corridor. However, the increased 
noise level would not exceed recommended FTA or local screening threshold levels. Therefore, 
the long-term operational noise impact would be less than significant. 

The biological resources impacts of the proposed project are evaluated in EIR Section 3.4, 
Biological Resources. As described in Section 3.4, the State CEQA Guidelines Appendix G (14 
California Code of Regulations 15000 et seq.) has identified significance criteria to be considered 
for determining whether a project could have significant impacts on biological resources, and 
those criteria were used for this project. As noted previously, all project-related work within the 
Cosumnes River Preserve would occur within the existing UPRR ROW. As described in Section 
3.4, Impact BIO-4, with the limited extent of new infrastructure, a lack of new barriers to wildlife 
movement corridors that impede wildlife movement that would be created, and the availability of 
large expanses of suitable habitat elsewhere, construction impacts on land-based migration 
corridors would be less than significant. Additional noise, vibration, and/or lights from seven new 
roundtrip passenger trains daily could deter some individuals from using limited areas of habitat 
along the UPRR corridor; however, passenger trains would pass through these areas briefly, and 
are much smaller and less noisy than existing freight train service currently operation. Therefore, 
impacts related to operation would be less than significant. Furthermore, a suite of 19 different 
mitigation measures specifically designed to protect wildlife and associated habitat would be 
implemented as part of the proposed project (see Section 3.4). 

The long-term direct and indirect impacts related to visual resources are evaluated in EIR Section 
3.1, Aesthetics. As discussed in Impact AE-1 there are no designated scenic vistas in the vicinity 
of the proposed project. Although project-related construction and operation would occur in a 
small portion of the Cosumnes River Preserve where the scenic quality is high, the viewshed in 
this area includes the existing UPRR embankment, tracks, and associated equipment such as 
signals and signage. Furthermore, although the visual quality is high in the surrounding area, the 
existing visual character is typical of rural agricultural land in the Central Valley, and does not 
represent examples of an outstanding scenic vista that would quality for official designation. 
Therefore, long-term operation of the proposed track improvements would not substantially 
degrade an existing scenic vista, and track improvement impacts are considered less than 
significant. 

Impact AE-3 discusses the potential for degradation of existing visual character from proposed 
track improvements, which includes the work proposed in the Cosumnes River Preserve. As 
noted therein, “The track improvements would also be visible to recreationists from several trails 
in natural areas such as the Cosumnes River Preserve…”. EIR Section 3.1 goes on to state that 
the railway embankment, tracks, and associated equipment, such as train signals, would have a 
visual appearance that is substantially similar to, or the same as, the existing UPRR facilities, and 
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therefore would blend into the existing landscape. Furthermore, seven additional roundtrips within 
the existing UPRR ROW represents a very small increase in the amount of rail traffic. 
Maintenance activities along the track through the Cosumnes River Preserve would be of the 
same type and occur with the same frequently as maintenance activities that occur now. 
Therefore, long-term operation of the proposed track improvements would not substantially 
degrade the existing visual character or quality, and operational track improvement impacts are 
considered less than significant.  

Cumulative impacts are evaluated in EIR Section 4.2, Cumulative Impacts (see Section 4.2.7 for 
Biological Resources, Section 4.2.15 for Noise and Vibration, Section 4.2.18 for Recreation, and 
Section 4.2.4 for Aesthetics). As discussed therein, since the proposed track improvements within 
the Cosumnes River Preserve would be located within the existing UPRR ROW, operational 
conditions are not expected to be significantly different from existing conditions with respect to 
recreation, special-status wildlife species, or visual resources. UPRR may operate a specific 
number of trains (including both freight and passenger trains) on its railroad subdivisions up to 
the capacity of the specific subdivision. The addition of seven roundtrip passenger trains per day 
included in the proposed project is within the existing operational capacity of the subdivision. The 
addition of project-related passenger trains operating along the Sacramento Subdivision would 
be dispatched by UPRR and would reduce the potential number of freight trains operating along 
the subdivision, given that the absolute number of potential trains that can operate is fixed. 
Furthermore, passenger trains would be much less noisy than the existing freight trains, and the 
minor increased noise level would not exceed recommended Federal Transit Administration or 
local screening threshold levels. Finally, the addition of project-level mitigation measures would 
reduce the proposed project’s cumulative contribution to biological resources, noise, recreation, 
and visual impacts. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant and 
unavoidable cumulative impacts in these resource areas. 

Please also see response to Comment 1-1. 

Response to Comment 1-5 

EIR Section 3.4, Biological Resources, provides a thorough analysis of short-term construction 
impacts on special-status wildlife and nesting birds and raptors inhabiting the Preserve and 
provides avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures for all potentially significant impacts. 
Section 3.4 analyzes the potential temporary construction impacts of the proposed project on 
greater sandhill crane. These impacts include disturbance from noise and activity related to the 
use of construction equipment and the presence of construction personnel. Section 3.4 concluded 
that because these would be potentially significant and required implementation of Mitigation 
Measure BIO-1.13 to avoid and minimize potential impacts on greater sandhill cranes through 
project design and construction BMPs. The mitigation measure is consistent with the South 
Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan’s avoidance and minimization measures for greater 
sandhill crane, and would reduce construction impacts on greater sandhill cranes inhabiting the 
Preserve to less than significant.  

The temporary construction impacts of the proposed project on Swainson’s hawks and white-
tailed kites are discussed in Section 3.4, which concluded that the potential direct and indirect 
impacts of project construction on nesting Swainson’s hawks would be potentially significant, and 
required implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1.1, BIO-1.2, BIO-1.4, BIO-1-9, and BIO-
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1.11 to avoid and minimize potential project-related impacts on Swainson’s hawk and white-tailed 
kite through preconstruction surveys and avoidance measures that are consistent with regional 
conservation plans. These mitigation measures would reduce impacts to on Swainson’s hawks 
and white-tailed kites inhabiting the Preserve to less than significant levels.  

Section 3.4 also describes potential construction impacts on western pond turtles and giant garter 
snakes and characterizes the impacts (potential injury or mortality) as potentially significant. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1.1, BIO-1.2, BIO-1.4, BIO-1.9, and BIO-1.10 would 
avoid impacts on western pond turtle and giant garter snake by requiring avoidance and 
minimization of impacts on aquatic habitats, and requiring preconstruction surveys and avoidance 
measures for individuals of the species. In addition, implementation of water quality BMPs 
(Mitigation Measures HYD-1.1, HYD-1.2, and HAZ-2.3) and implementation of fugitive dust 
control measures (Mitigation Measure AQ-2.3) would further reduce construction-related habitat 
degradation for these western pond turtles, giant garter snake, and other aquatic species in the 
Preserve. 

Please see Response to Comment 1-13 for a discussion of the long-term cumulative effects of 
the proposed project operation on wildlife. 

Please also see response to Comment 1-1. 

Response to Comment 1-6 

Please see response to Comment 1-1. 

Response to Comment 1-7 

The proposed track improvements, including future track maintenance activities, adjacent to BLM 
managed lands would occur entirely within the existing UPRR ROW. U.S. Department of the 
Interior Bureau of Land Management (BLM) species deemed as sensitive are addressed in Table 
C-1 Potential Occurrence of Special-Status Plants in the Project Footprint, and Table C-2 
Potential Occurrence of Special-Status Wildlife in the Project Footprint, both in EIR Appendix C, 
Supporting Biological Resources Information. The following BLM sensitive species are addressed 
in the tables mentioned above: foothill yellow-legged frog (Rana boylii), western spadefoot toad 
(Spea hammondii), tricolored blackbird (Agelaius tricolor), golden eagle (Aquila crysaetos), 
burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni), western yellow-billed 
cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus occidentalis), white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus), California black 
rail (Laterallus jamaicensis coturniculus), bank swallow (Riparia riparia), western pond turtle 
(Emys marmorata), Ferris’ milk-vetch (Astragalus tener var. ferrisiae), heartscale (Atriplex 
cordulata var. cordulata), big-scale balsamroot (Balsamorhiza macrolepis), pappose tarplant 
(Centromadia parryi ssp. parryi), hispid salty bird’s-beak (Chloropyron mole ssp. hispidum), 
recurved larkspur (Delphinium recurvatum), San Joaquin spearscale (Extriplex joaquinana), 
Boggs Lake hedge-hyssop (Gratiola heterosepala), legenere (Legenere limosa), Red Bluff dwarf 
rush (Juncus leiospermus var. leiospermus), and Sanford’s arrowhead (Saggitaria sanfordii). 
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Response to Comment 1-8 

EIR Section 3.4, Biological Resources, provides a thorough analysis of short-term construction 
impacts on special-status wildlife and nesting birds and raptors and provides avoidance, 
minimization, and mitigation measures for all potentially significant impacts.  

Please see response to Comment 1-5 for additional information about mitigation measures for 
greater sandhill crane, Swainson’s hawks and white-tailed kite, and aquatic species such as 
western pond turtle and giant garter snake and other special status wildlife species.  

With regards to construction activities and recreational impacts, please see Response to 
Comment 1-4. 

Please also see response to Comment 1-1. 

Response to Comment 1-9 

The proposed track improvements, including future track maintenance activities, within the 
Cosumnes River Preserve would occur entirely within the existing UPRR ROW. As described in 
EIR Section 3.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, pesticides are routinely applied within the 
UPRR ROW as part of the railroad’s ongoing maintenance program. Pesticide use for vegetation 
removal near the tracks is required to comply with California Department of Pesticide Regulation 
(DPR) regulations, which are intended to protect human health and the environment. The U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has granted to DPR the authority to enforce federal laws 
pertaining to the proper and safe use of pesticides (CCR Title 3). DPR can also designate 
pesticides as “restricted material” based on potential effects on public health, applicators, farm 
workers, domestic animals, honeybees, the environment, wildlife, or crops other than those being 
treated. 

Hazardous materials must be transported in accordance with EPA, federal Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), U.S. Department of Transportation, and DPR 
regulations; managed, stored, and used in accordance with the Unified Program enforced by local 
Certified Unified Program Agencies (CUPAs); and disposed of in accordance with RCRA and the 
California Code of Regulations (CCR) at a facility permitted to accept the waste. All track 
maintenance activities, including the routine application of herbicides to control weeds, would 
continue to be performed by UPRR. Therefore, the proposed project would not create a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of 
hazardous materials, including the routine use, transport, and disposal of pesticides for routine 
track maintenance activities, and this impact was found to be less than significant. 

Response to Comment 1-10 

The proposed track improvements, including future track maintenance activities within the 
Cosumnes River Preserve would occur entirely within the existing UPRR ROW. Given the 
UPRR’s ongoing maintenance program that involves the application of herbicides to control 
weeds within its right-of-way, and the fact that passenger trains would be local rather than 
interstate, the proposed project would not increase the spread of noxious weeds. EIR Section 3.4, 
Biological Resources, includes Mitigation Measure BIO-1.4 (Develop and implement a 
revegetation and weed control plan) requires avoidance and minimization of the spread or 
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introduction of invasive plant species related to project construction, including reclamation of 
temporary disturbance areas to pre-project conditions and follow-up monitoring visits to ensure 
no new occurrences of invasive plant species have become established in these areas. All track 
maintenance activities, including the routine application of herbicides to control weeds, would 
continue to be performed by UPRR. 

Please also see response to Comment 1-1. 

Response to Comment 1-11 

Please see response to Comment 1-1. 

Response to Comment 1-12 

In response to the comment, greater sandhill crane data in EIR Section 3.4, Biological Resources, 
has been updated to clarify impacts. This revision does not change the findings, conclusions or 
recommendations of the EIR. 

Please also see response to Comment 1-1. 

Response to Comment 1-13 

SJRRC and SJJPA appreciate the additional raptor survey and nest location information provided 
in the commenter’s attachments. EIR Section 3.4, Biological Resources, addresses impacts such 
as increased noise, vibration, and lights resulting from seven new roundtrip passenger trains daily 
on special-status raptors, including Swainson’s hawk, white-tailed kite, and western burrowing 
owls. EIR Section 4.2, Cumulative Impacts, includes cumulative impacts of operation on special-
status species, including impacts of increase noise and wildlife collisions with trains, is addressed 
in EIR Section 3.4 This section of the EIR provide an adequate assessment of operational and 
cumulative impacts of the proposed project on special-status raptors.  

Please also see response to Comment 1-1. 

Response to Comment 1-14 

In response to the comment, impacts to federal trust species such as migratory waterfowl and/or 
waterbirds would be similar to those described in EIR Section 3.4, Biological Resources, and has 
been updated to clarify impacts. This revision does not change the findings, conclusions or 
recommendations of the EIR. 

Please also see response to Comment 1-1. 

Response to Comment 1-15 

Please see Responses to Comments 1-1, 1-9, and 1-10. 

Response to Comment 1-16 

All project-related activities, including future operational track management activities, would occur 
within the existing UPRR ROW, and therefore are subject to rules and regulations enforced by 
the U.S. Department of Transportation – Federal Railroad Administration, as well as the U.S. 
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EPA. Since freight trains sometimes travel across state lines, they could increase the spread of 
noxious weeds. However, the proposed project involves the operation of passenger trains that 
are local to the Central Valley and the Bay Area and would not be interstate. Given the UPRR’s 
ongoing maintenance program that involves the application of herbicides to control weeds, and 
the fact that the passenger trains would be local rather than interstate, the proposed project would 
not increase the spread of noxious weeds.  

Please see also Responses to Comments 1-10 and 1-15. 

Response to Comment 1-17 

This comment provides information related to the Visitor Center at the Consumes River Preserve. 
While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for addressing environmental effects 
associated with the proposed project, it has been included in this Final EIR for decision maker 
review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project. 

Response to Comment 1-18 

With regards to construction activities and recreational impacts, please see response to Comment 
1-4.  

With regards to safety concerns, both the Federal Railroad Administration and the California 
Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) are responsible for the oversight of safety issues related to 
train operations. As stated on EIR Section 3.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the Federal 
Railroad Administration (FRA) is responsible for enforcing safety rules and standards under Code 
of Federal Regulations Title 49, Sections 200–272, which address a comprehensive range of 
railroad safety topics, including: track safety, roadway workplace safety, railroad operation rules, 
communications, locomotive safety standards, inspections and maintenance, signal systems, 
grade crossing safety, bridge safety standards, emergency preparedness, passenger safety, 
safety training, dispatching, and qualification/certification of conductors. As also stated Section 
3.9, the CPUC Rules of Practice and Procedure, and CPUC General Orders, set protocols for 
railroad safety that would apply to the proposed project. The CPUC is responsible for inspection, 
surveillance, and investigation of the rights-of-way, facilities, equipment, and operations of 
railroads and public mass transit guideways, and enforcing federal and state laws. Furthermore, 
all Rail Transit Agencies (RTA), including the SJRRC, are required to submit an initial System 
Safety Program Plan (SSPP)—a document adopted by an RTA detailing its safety policies, 
objectives, responsibilities, and procedures—to CPUC for approval. The Commission would 
implement all safety protocols as required by the Federal Railroad Administration and the CPUC. 

Please also see response to Comment 1-1. 

Response to Comment 1-19 

With respect to the commenter’s request to carry out a thorough analysis of project impacts on 
special-status species, please see responses to Comments 1-1, 1-3, 1-5, and 1-13. SJRRC and 
SJJPA will coordinate with BLM during final design and construction on the implementation of the 
mitigation measures included in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment 1-20 

With respect to the commenter’s request to carry out a thorough analysis of project impacts on 
special-status birds, migratory birds, and raptors, please see responses to Comment 1-1, 1-3, 1-
5, and 1-13. SJRRC and SJJPA will coordinate with BLM during final design and construction on 
the implementation of the mitigation measures included in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 1-21 

All future operational and maintenance activities would occur within the existing UPRR ROW by 
UPRR and not by SJJPA and SJRRC, and therefore are subject to rules and regulations enforced 
by the U.S. Department of Transportation – Federal Railroad Administration, as well as the U.S. 
EPA. No annual employee awareness training is required. SJRRC and SJJPA will coordinate with 
BLM during final design and construction on the implementation of the mitigation measures 
included in the EIR, including long-term monitoring. 

Response to Comment 1-22 

All future operational and maintenance activities would occur within the existing UPRR ROW by 
UPRR and not by SJJPA and SJRRC, and therefore are subject to rules and regulations enforced 
by the U.S. Department of Transportation – Federal Railroad Administration, as well as the U.S. 
EPA. No annual employee awareness training is required. 

Response to Comment 1-23 

With respect to the commenter’s request to carry out a thorough analysis of project impacts on 
special-status birds, migratory birds, and raptors, please see responses to Comment 1-1, 1-3, 1-
5, and 1-13. SJRRC and SJJPA will coordinate with BLM during final design and construction on 
the implementation of the mitigation measures included in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 1-24 

Please see responses to Comments 1-1, 1-9, and 1-16. SJRRC and SJJPA will coordinate with 
BLM during final design and construction on the implementation of the mitigation measures 
included in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 1-25 

Please see responses to Comments 1-1, 1-9, and 1-16. SJRRC and SJJPA will coordinate with 
BLM during final design and construction on the implementation of the mitigation measures 
included in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 1-26 

Please see responses to Comments 1-1 and 1-4. 

Response to Comment 1-27 

In addition to BLM, SJRRC and SJJPA received comments on the Draft EIR from land-owning 
partners of the preserve from The Nature Conservancy (see Comment Letter 26), Sacramento 
County Regional Parks (see Comment Letter 14), and the California Department of Fish and 
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Wildlife (see Comment Letter 2). All substantive comments received from these agencies are 
responded to in the this Final EIR. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(b), these responses have 
been shared with these agencies 10 day prior to certification of the Final EIR. SJRRC and SJJPA 
are committed to continued collaboration with all interested parties and permitting agencies 
through the final design, permitting, and construction phases and implementation of all mitigation 
measures described in the EIR.  
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I.1.2 Letter 2. CDFW 
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I.1.2.1 Response to Comment Letter 2 

Response to Comment 2-1 

Thank you for your comment. Due to multiple requests, the comment period for the Draft EIR was 
extended to June 5, 2020. 

Response to Comment 2-2 

The Valley Rail Sacramento Extension Draft EIR was prepared in accordance with CEQA and 
state CEQA guidelines. The Draft EIR responds to each of the comprehensive list of issues and 
topics provided in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines related to both construction and 
operational impacts. The Appendix G statements are evaluated in relation to specific thresholds 
and criteria resulting in a robust, accurate, and adequate analysis of the potential environmental 
consequences of the proposed project, including cumulative impacts. 

Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15378, Project: 

“(a) “Project” means the whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting in either a direct 
physical change in the environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the 
environment, and that is any of the following:  

(1) An activity directly undertaken by any public agency including but not limited to public 
works construction and related activities clearing or grading of land, improvements to 
existing public structures, enactment and amendment of zoning ordinances, and the 
adoption and amendment of local General Plans or elements thereof pursuant to 
Government Code Sections 65100–65700.” 

Furthermore, under Article 10, Considerations in Preparing EIRs and Negative 
Declarations, Section 15143, Emphasis: 

“The EIR shall focus on the significant effects on the environment. The significant effects 
should be discussed with emphasis in proportion to their severity and probability of 
occurrence.” 

Train operational conditions along the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) Sacramento 
Subdivision between the Natomas/Sacramento Airport Station and the Stockton 
Downtown/ACE station with implementation of the proposed project are not expected to 
be significantly different from existing conditions. UPRR may operate a specific number of 
trains (including both freight and passenger trains) on its railroad subdivisions up to the 
capacity of the specific subdivision. The addition of project-related passenger trains 
operating along the Sacramento Subdivision would be dispatched by UPRR and would 
reduce the potential number of freight trains operating along the subdivision, given that 
the absolute number of potential trains that can operate is fixed. The addition of seven 
roundtrip passenger trains per day included in the proposed project is within the existing 
operational capacity of the subdivision. 

It should also be noted that passenger trains are lighter, quieter, and shorter than typical 
freight trains. Therefore, by potentially reducing the number of freight trains operating 
along the corridor, adverse indirect and direct effects of freight trains operating along the 
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corridor (as well as maintenance requirements) would also be reduced. As such, the 
analysis in the EIR focuses mainly on those areas along the corridor where permanent 
physical changes could occur due to ground disturbance activities. 

As described in EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, the project footprint is limited to areas 
along the Sacramento Subdivision where the construction of track improvements and 
stations would occur. All track improvements would be constructed within existing UPRR 
right-of-way (ROW), no temporary construction easements or permanent acquisition of 
new ROW is required for the track improvements. However, as described in EIR Chapter 
3, Environmental Impact Analysis, the study areas for the environmental resources 
evaluated in the EIR included a buffer area beyond permanent and temporary impact 
areas (as necessary) to fully evaluate potential project impacts. 

Regarding the potential for increased train speed along the corridor, while the track curve 
corrections included as part of the proposed project (Chapter 2) would enable speeds of 
up to 90 mph along the curves, neither passenger nor freight trains would travel at 90 mph 
due to the fact that the design speed along the Sacramento Subdivision is 79 mph south 
of Sacramento with slower speeds going through the city. In addition, a speed of 79 mph 
would only occur along certain stretches of track in isolated areas with minimal at-grade 
crossings. Other speed limiting factors include the existing condition of track, freight 
operations, local conditions, and passenger rail operations. 

In addition, increased passenger rail service along the UPRR corridor would only occur 
with operational agreements with UPRR and would be statutorily exempt from CEQA per 
Section 15275, Specified Mass Transit Projects: 

“CEQA does not apply to the following mass transit projects: 

(a) The institution or increase of passenger or commuter service on rail lines or high-
occupancy vehicle lanes already in use, including the modernization of existing 
stations and parking facilities.” 

SJRRC and SJJPA are committed to continued collaboration with all interested parties and 
permitting agencies through the final design, permitting, and construction phases and 
implementation of all mitigation measures described in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 2-3 

Consistency with programs and plans specific to resource areas are addressed in their respective 
sections throughout the EIR. Discussion of the Cosumnes River Preserve Management Plan is 
provided in EIR Section 3.4, Biological Resources. As discussed, project activities related to Track 
Curve Reconstruction South of Desmond Road would be confined to the existing UPRR ROW, 
and no impacts on the Cosumnes River Preserve Management Plan are anticipated.  

Response to Comment 2-4 

The commenter does not indicate specifically which mitigation measure(s) in the EIR they 
consider to be deferred. The project will avoid and minimize impacts to biological resources as 
much as feasible and will quantify refined impact acreages based on final design before 
construction to identify the degree of actual impacts adequately and determine required 
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mitigation, including compensation for temporary and permanent loss of habitat through 
consultation with the appropriate resource agencies, which is typical with this type of large scale 
project. The reasonably foreseeable direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the proposed 
project are fully evaluated in the EIR. 

The specific design of the mitigation can be permissibly deferred where mitigation is known to be 
feasible, but practical considerations prevent a lead agency from establishing specific standards 
early in the development process. It is common practice to develop more detailed plans for 
issuance of a grading permit or implementing design criteria once the proposed project has been 
approved establishing the design parameters. Such deferral of the specific design of mitigation is 
permissible when the lead agency commits itself to devising mitigation measures that will satisfy 
specific performance standards for evaluating the efficacy of the measures and the project 
implementation is contingent upon the mitigation measures being in place (Oakland Heritage 
Alliance v. City of Oakland (2011) 195 Cal.App.4th 884; POET, LLC v. California Air Resources 
Board (2013) 218 Cal.App.4th 681, 735-738; Sacramento Old City Association v. City Council 
(1991) 229 Cal.App.3d 1011, 1028-1029). 

Response to Comment 2-5 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project. 
SJRRC and SJJPA will continue to coordinate with CDFW throughout final design, permitting, and 
implementation of the proposed project to ensure compliance with all applicable regulations. 

Response to Comment 2-6 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project. 

SJRRC and SJJPA will continue to coordinate with CDFW throughout final design, permitting, 
and implementation of the proposed project to ensure compliance with all applicable regulations. 

Response to Comment 2-7 

Habitat types by project site are presented in EIR Section 3.4, Biological Resources (see Table 
3.4-2, Vegetation and Land Cover and Table C-1 of EIR Appendix C, Supporting Biological 
Resources Information) for the potential for special status plant species to occur in specific project 
sites based on the presence of these habitat types, together with soil types by project site. Soil 
types by project site are also summarized in Table C-3 of Appendix C of the EIR. Table 3.4-3 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures, provides a summary of habitat type acreages within the entire 
project area. In response to the comment, the discussion of the potential occurrence of special 
status plants and assessment of suitable aquatic and upland habitat in Section 3.4 has been revised 
for clarification purposes. This revision does not change the findings, conclusions or 
recommendations of the EIR. 
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Response to Comment 2-8 

Specific project sites with suitable aquatic and upland habitat and nearby known occurrences of 
western pond turtle and giant garter snake are assessed in Table C-1 of EIR Appendix C, 
Supporting Biological Resources Information and summarized in EIR Section 3.4, Biological 
Resources. In response to the comment, the assessment of suitable aquatic and upland habitat has 
been revised in the EIR for clarification purposes. This revision does not change the findings, 
conclusions or recommendations of the EIR. 

The calculation of approximately 60 acres of suitable habitat for both western pond turtle and 
giant garter snake was determined by adding up all suitable habitats (i.e., aquatic and upland 
habitats, excepting developed areas) within the four project improvement areas (i.e., Track Curve 
Reconstruction South of Desmond Road, North Elk Grove Siding Variants, Old Sacramento 
Station/Del Paso Siding Upgrade/Extensions, and the Natomas/Sacramento Airport Station) that 
are within 1,300 feet of known records of either species. Even though suitable upland habitats for 
western pond turtle are typically within 200 feet of aquatic habitat, to support a conservative 
assessment of potentially suitable habitats for both western pond turtle and giant garter snake in 
the project improvement areas, all project improvement areas within 1,300 feet of known 
occurrences of western pond turtle and/or giant garter snake (i.e., Desmond Road, North Elk 
Grove, Old North Sacramento/Del Paso Siding, and Natomas project sites) were assumed to 
provide potentially suitable habitat for both species. Land cover types in these project 
improvement areas, excluding developed areas, accumulate 59.75 acres of potentially suitable 
aquatic and upland habitats for both species. Thus, the total acreage of habitat for both western 
pond turtle and giant garter snake is the same (i.e., about 60 acres). In response to the comment, 
the assessment of potential impacts on suitable aquatic and upland habitat in EIR Section 3.4 has 
been revised to provide better clarity. These revisions do not change the findings, conclusions or 
recommendations of the EIR. 

Response to Comment 2-9 

The assessment of potential habitat for greater sandhill crane is limited to those project 
improvement areas that are in proximity (i.e., within one mile) of known records of and known 
and/or modeled foraging and roosting habitats for greater sandhill crane (i.e., Desmond Road, 
Phillips, North Elk Grove, and Thornton). The total acreage of potential habitat for greater sandhill 
crane at these project improvement areas, and that may be impacted by the proposed project, is 
closer to approximately 2.43 acres and the text of 2.3 acres has been revised to 2.43 acres in EIR 
Section 3.4, Biological Resources for consistency. In response to the comment, the assessment 
of potential impacts on suitable aquatic and upland habitat in Section 3.4 has been revised to 
provide better clarity about how acreages of potential habitat for greater sandhill crane were 
calculated. These revisions do not change the findings, conclusions or recommendations of the 
EIR. 

Response to Comment 2-10 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project. 
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SJRRC and SJJPA are committed to continued collaboration with all interested parties and 
permitting agencies (including agencies with jurisdiction of the Bufferlands) through the final 
design, permitting, and construction phases and implantation of all mitigation measures described 
in the EIR.  

Response to Comment 2-11 

Special-status species were evaluated for their potential to occur in the project improvement areas 
based on database search results of the CNDDB, CNPS Inventory of Rare and Endangered 
Plants, and the USFWS Information for Planning and Conservation Tool, and review of other 
literature and environmental documentation. The species evaluated, their current status, 
associated habitat requirements, and potential for occurrence in the project site are listed in EIR 
Appendix C, Supporting Biological Resources Information. Determinations of the presence of 
suitable habitat for special status species in project improvement areas are presented in Table C-
1 and C-2 of Appendix C of the EIR.  

Total acreages of project-related disturbances on each habitat type (i.e., temporary and 
permanent impacts) as summarized in EIR Section 3.4, Biological Resources. Table 3.4-3 is 
consistent with the total acreage of each habitat type mapped within each project improvement 
area as presented in Table 3.4-2. Analyses of potential impacts on suitable habitats for special status 
species in the project improvement areas have been revised to provide better clarity about how 
acreages of potential habitat were calculated. These revisions do not change the findings, 
conclusions or recommendations of the EIR. 

Response to Comment 2-12 

Analyses of potential impacts on suitable habitats for special status species in the project 
improvement areas have been revised to provide better clarity about how acreages of potential 
habitat were calculated and to enhance the biological and ecological reasoning for why the 
acreage values presented apply specifically for the species being assessed in EIR Section 3.4, 
Biological Resources. These revisions do not change the findings, conclusions or 
recommendations of the EIR. 

Response to Comment 2-13 

Table 3.4-2 in EIR Section 3.4, Biological Resources, presents the total acreages of each land 
cover type by project site and is the basis for determination of impacts on suitable habitats for 
special-status species. Although Table 3.4-3 in Section 3.4 breaks out each land cover type by 
temporary versus permanent disturbance type, species-specific impacts are generally not broken 
out by temporary and permanent impacts because the total acreage of suitable habitat within a 
project improvement area (i.e., both temporary and permanent disturbance) is evaluated for 
potential species occurrence and potential impact equally, such that all project-related activities, 
whether temporary or permanent, are considered potentially significant.  

Response to Comment 2-14 

Compensatory mitigation for modifications to habitats that are suitable for special status species 
are addressed under mitigation measures proposed for the loss of nesting and foraging habitat 
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for Swainson’s hawk and white-tailed kite (Mitigation Measure BIO-1.11), riparian habitat 
(Mitigation Measure BIO-2.2), and aquatic habitats (Mitigation Measure BIO-3.2).  

Mitigation Measure BIO-1.11 in EIR Section 3.4, Biological Resources, proposes compensatory 
mitigation for the loss of nesting and foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk and white-tailed kite, 
which includes oak tree canopy, grassland, field crop, and ruderal land cover types; this mitigation 
would also cover the loss of suitable nesting and foraging habitat for other special-status and 
migratory birds, suitable upland refugia for western pond turtle and giant garter snake, and 
suitable annual grassland habitat for special-status plants. Furthermore, Mitigation Measures AG-
1.1 and AG-1.2 in EIR Section 3.2, Agriculture and Forestry, propose mitigation for disturbance 
to important farmlands in the Lodi project improvement areas that could also provide suitable 
nesting and foraging habitat for special-status raptors and other birds and potentially suitable 
upland habitat for special-status reptiles. Mitigation Measure AG-1.1 mitigates for temporary 
impacts to important farmland by requiring the return of all construction access, material laydown, 
and staging areas on Important Farmlands to a condition equal to the pre-construction staging 
condition; and Mitigation Measure AG-1.2 requires mitigation for the permanent loss of important 
farmland through preservation of Important Farmland in an amount commensurate with the 
quantity and quality of the converted farmlands, within the same agricultural regions as the 
impacts occur, at a replacement ratio of not less than 1:1. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2.2 in Section 3.4 proposes compensatory mitigation for disturbance to 
riparian habitats at a minimum mitigation ratio of no less than 1.5 acres of riparian habitat 
restored/created/enhanced for each acre of permanent or temporary impact; this compensatory 
mitigation would also cover the loss of suitable riparian habitat for special-status plants, reptiles, 
raptors, and other migratory birds. Mitigation Measure BIO-3.2 in Section 3.4 proposes 
compensatory mitigation for disturbance to aquatic resources at a minimum ratio no of less than 
1:1 for both permanent and temporary impacts; this compensatory mitigation would also cover 
the loss of suitable aquatic habitat for special-status plants, crustaceans, reptiles, raptors, 
burrowing owl, greater sandhill crane, and migratory birds. Implementation of these mitigation 
measures would reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

Response to Comment 2-15 

EIR Section 3.4, Biological Resources, includes compensatory mitigation for modifications to 
habitats that are suitable for special status species and are addressed under mitigation measures 
proposed for the permanent loss of nesting and foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk and white-
tailed kite (Mitigation Measure BIO-1-11), temporary and permanent impacts on riparian habitat 
(Mitigation Measure BIO-2.2), and temporary and permanent impacts on aquatic habitats 
(Mitigation Measure BIO-3.2). Mitigation for temporary impacts to habitat is also addressed in 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1.4, which requires reclamation of all temporary disturbance areas 
around construction sites, laydown/staging areas, and temporary access roads using a locally 
sourced native and naturalized seed mix in ruderal and natural areas; or reclamation to the pre-
existing agricultural condition if temporary impacts occur in agricultural lands (Mitigation Measure 
AG-1.1). For portions of the proposed project that are outside existing UPRR ROW and overlap 
with HCP lands, the seed mix shall be developed in coordination with the SJMSCP and SSHCP 
(as applicable) to ensure compliance with any provisions of these conservation plans. Mitigation 
Measure BIO-1.4 has been revised to clarify that temporary impacts, when reclaimed, will have 
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the same habitat value as pre-project conditions. This revision does not change the findings, 
conclusions or recommendations of the EIR. 

The proposed project will avoid and minimize impacts to biological resources as much as feasible 
and will quantify refined impact acreages based on final design before construction to identify the 
degree of actual impacts adequately and determine required mitigation, including compensation 
for temporary and permanent loss of habitat through consultation with the appropriate resource 
agencies, which is typical with this type of large scale project.  

The specific design of the mitigation can be permissibly deferred where mitigation is known to be 
feasible, but practical considerations prevent a lead agency from establishing specific standards 
early in the development process. It is common practice to develop more detailed plans for 
issuance of a grading permit or implementing design criteria once the proposed project has been 
approved establishing the design parameters. Such deferral of the specific design of mitigation is 
permissible when the lead agency commits itself to devising mitigation measures that will satisfy 
specific performance standards for evaluating the efficacy of the measures and the project 
implementation is contingent upon the mitigation measures being in place (Oakland Heritage 
Alliance v. City of Oakland (2011) 195 Cal.App.4th 884; POET, LLC v. California Air Resources 
Board (2013) 218 Cal.App.4th 681, 735-738; Sacramento Old City Association v. City Council 
(1991) 229 Cal.App.3d 1011, 1028-1029).  

Response to Comment 2-16 

EIR Section 3.4, Biological Resources, includes compensatory mitigation for modifications to 
habitats that are suitable for special status species and are addressed under mitigation measures 
proposed for the permanent loss of nesting and foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk and white-
tailed kite (Mitigation Measure BIO-1-11), temporary and permanent impacts on riparian habitat 
(Mitigation Measure BIO-2.2), and temporary and permanent impacts on aquatic habitats 
(Mitigation Measure BIO-3.2). Mitigation for temporary impacts to habitat addressed in Mitigation 
Measure BIO-1.4 in Section 3.4 has been revised to clarify that existing habitat mitigation measures 
apply to species impacts detailed in Mitigation Measure BIO-1. These revisions do not change the 
findings, conclusions or recommendations of the EIR. 

Response to Comment 2-17 

In response to the comment, Mitigation Measure BIO-1.3 in EIR Section 3.4, Biological 
Resources, has been revised for clarification purposes. This revision does not change the 
findings, conclusions or recommendations of the EIR. 

Response to Comment 2-18 

In response to the comment, Mitigation Measure BIO-1.5 in EIR Section 3.4, Biological 
Resources, has been revised for clarification purposes. This revision does not change the 
findings, conclusions or recommendations of the EIR. 

The project would avoid and minimize impacts to biological resources as much as feasible and 
would quantify refined impact acreages on special-status plants based on final design before 
construction to identify the degree of actual impacts adequately and determine required 
mitigation, including compensation for temporary and permanent loss of habitat through 
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consultation with the appropriate resource agencies, which is typical with this type of large scale 
project. The reasonably foreseeable direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the proposed 
project are fully evaluated in the EIR. 

The specific design of the mitigation can be permissibly deferred where mitigation is known to be 
feasible, but practical considerations prevent a lead agency from establishing specific standards 
early in the development process. It is common practice to develop more detailed plans for 
issuance of a grading permit or implementing design criteria once the proposed project has been 
approved establishing the design parameters. Such deferral of the specific design of mitigation is 
permissible when the lead agency commits itself to devising mitigation measures that will satisfy 
specific performance standards for evaluating the efficacy of the measures and the project 
implementation is contingent upon the mitigation measures being in place (Oakland Heritage 
Alliance v. City of Oakland (2011) 195 Cal.App.4th 884; POET, LLC v. California Air Resources 
Board (2013) 218 Cal.App.4th 681, 735-738; Sacramento Old City Association v. City Council 
(1991) 229 Cal.App.3d 1011, 1028-1029). 

Response to Comment 2-19 

In response to the comment, Mitigation Measure BIO-1.8 in EIR Section 3.4, Biological 
Resources, has been revised for clarification purposes. This revision does not change the 
findings, conclusions or recommendations of the EIR.  

Response to Comment 2-20 

In response to the comment, Mitigation Measure BIO-1.8 in EIR Section 3.4, Biological 
Resources, has been revised for clarification purposes. This revision does not change the 
findings, conclusions or recommendations of the EIR. 

Response to Comment 2-21 

In response to the comment, Mitigation Measure BIO-1.9 in EIR Section 3.4, Biological 
Resources, has been revised for clarification purposes. This revision does not change the 
findings, conclusions or recommendations of the EIR. 

Response to Comment 2-22 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1.10 in EIR Section 3.4, Biological Resources, addresses potential 
impacts to western pond turtle and giant garter snake.  

Response to Comment 2-23 

In response to the comment, Mitigation Measure BIO-1.11 in EIR Section 3.4, Biological 
Resources, has been revised for clarification purposes. This revision does not change the 
findings, conclusions or recommendations of the EIR. 

Response to Comment 2-24 

In response to the comment, Mitigation Measure BIO-1.11 in EIR Section 3.4, Biological 
Resources, has been revised for clarification purposes. This revision does not change the 
findings, conclusions or recommendations of the EIR. 
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Response to Comment 2-25 

In response to the comment, a summary of Tables 3.4-2 and 3.4-3 has been included in EIR 
Section 3.4, Biological Resources, in the biological impact analysis for Swainson’s hawk and 
white-tailed kites, and Mitigation Measure BIO-1.11 has been revised for clarification purposes. 
This revision does not change the findings, conclusions or recommendations of the EIR. 

Response to Comment 2-26 

In response to the comment, Mitigation Measure BIO-1.11 in EIR Section 3.4, Biological 
Resources, has been revised for clarification purposes. This revision does not change the 
findings, conclusions or recommendations of the EIR. 

Response to Comment 2-27 

In response to the comment, Mitigation Measure BIO-1.11 in EIR Section 3.4, Biological 
Resources, has been revised for clarification purposes. This revision does not change the 
findings, conclusions or recommendations of the EIR. 

Response to Comment 2-28 

In response to the comment, Mitigation Measure BIO-1.12 in EIR Section 3.4, Biological 
Resources, has been revised for clarification purposes. This revision does not change the 
findings, conclusions or recommendations of the EIR. 

Response to Comment 2-29 

Impacts to western burrowing owl have been adequately described and analyzed. A summary of 
Tables 3.4-2 and 3.4-3 has been included in EIR Section 3.4, Biological Resources, in the 
biological impact analysis for western burrowing owl. Compensatory mitigation for modifications 
to habitats that are suitable for western burrowing owl are addressed under mitigation measures 
proposed for the permanent loss of nesting and foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk and white-
tailed kite (Mitigation Measure BIO-1-11). In addition, Mitigation Measure BIO-1.12 in Section 3.4 
has been revised for clarification purposes. This revision does not change the findings, 
conclusions or recommendations of the EIR. 

Response to Comment 2-30 

A summary of Tables 3.4-2 and 3.4-3 has been included in the biological impact analysis for 
greater sandhill crane in EIR Section 3.4, Biological Resources. Compensatory mitigation for 
modifications to habitats that are suitable for greater sandhill crane are addressed under 
mitigation measures proposed for the permanent loss of nesting and foraging habitat for 
Swainson’s hawk and white-tailed kite (Mitigation Measure BIO-1-11) and temporary and 
permanent impacts on aquatic habitats (Mitigation Measure BIO-3.2). In response to the 
comment, Mitigation Measure BIO-1.13 in Section 3.4 has been revised for clarification purposes. 
This revision does not change the findings, conclusions or recommendations of the EIR. 
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Response to Comment 2-31 

In response to the comment, Mitigation Measure BIO-1.13 in EIR Section 3.4, Biological 
Resources, has been revised for clarification purposes. This revision does not change the 
findings, conclusions or recommendations of the EIR. 

Response to Comment 2-32 

In response to the comment, Mitigation Measure BIO-1.14 in EIR Section 3.4, Biological 
Resources, has been revised for clarification purposes. This revision does not change the 
findings, conclusions or recommendations of the EIR. 

Response to Comment 2-33 

The potential impacts to bats are discussed in EIR Section 3.4, Biological Resources, and 
implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1.1 and BIO-1.2 would include avoidance and 
minimization impacts on bats through designing temporary impact areas to avoid suitable roost 
habitats (i.e., trees and riparian habitat) and conducting environmental awareness training.  

Response to Comment 2-34 

The mid-valley fairy shrimp (Branchinecta mesovallensis) was not further analyzed because it is 
commonly distributed in the Central Valley region and it is not a federally or state listed species. 
The Ricksecker’s water scavenger beetle (Hydrochara rickseckeri) is also not federally or state 
listed or warrants other special conservation listing. Both the Ricksecker’s water scavenger beetle 
and the mid-valley fairy shrimp occur in vernal pool habitats. Project-related impacts to vernal 
pools are addressed in EIR Section 3.4, Biological Resources, and include Mitigation Measures 
BIO-1.1, BIO-1.2, and BIO-1.3. 

Response to Comment 2-35 

Subsequent to the circulation of the Draft EIR, SJRRC and SJJPA received additional information 
and significant expressions of concern regarding siting of the proposed Natomas Maintenance 
and Layover Facility – a potential Phase II component of the proposed project. The site identified 
in the Draft EIR for the Natomas Maintenance and Layover Facility would require purchase or 
condemnation of two operating business ventures, as well as property owned by a joint landlord. 
Such purchase or condemnation could be prohibitively expensive for SJRRC and SJJPA and 
could also result in the loss of significant jobs to the region. For those reasons, SJRRC and SJJPA 
have deemed it infeasible to site the Natomas Maintenance and Layover Facility as shown in the 
Draft EIR. As such, consideration of all potential Phase II improvements, including the Natomas 
Maintenance and Layover Facility, the West Elkhorn Boulevard Overpass, and expansion of the 
Natomas/Sacramento Airport Station parking lot are no longer under consideration. All references 
to Phase II have been deleted from this Final EIR. If Phase II proceeds at a future date, SJRRC 
and SJJPA would site the Natomas Maintenance and Layover Facility at a more desirable 
location, subject to additional CEQA documentation and public review. 

As such, this comment no longer applies to the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment 2-36 

The cumulative impacts of operation on wildlife, including impacts of increase noise and wildlife 
collisions with trains, is addressed in EIR 4.2, Cumulative Impacts. The EIR provides an adequate 
assessment of operational and cumulative impacts of the proposed project on wildlife. In addition, 
please note that under current conditions, with no project, UPRR can operate the number of freight 
trains up to the existing capacity (i.e., number of slots for trains) of the Sacramento Subdivision. 
Any passenger train operating along the Sacramento Subdivision means one less slot available 
for a freight train given the that absolute number of potential trains that can operate is fixed. The 
passenger trails are lighter and shorter than freight trains and therefore implementation of the 
proposed project could reduce existing adverse indirect and direct effects of freight trains 
operating in the corridor. 

Response to Comment 2-37 

Project-related impacts on biological resources are evaluated in EIR Section 3.4, Biological 
Resources. As described in Section 3.4, the State CEQA Guidelines Appendix G (14 California 
Code of Regulations 15000 et seq.) has identified significance criteria to be considered for 
determining whether a project could have significant impacts on biological resources, and those 
criteria were used for this project. 

Please also see response to Comment 2-36. 

Response to Comment 2-38 

EIR Section 3.4, Biological Resources, addresses impacts such as increased noise, vibration, 
and lights resulting from seven new roundtrip passenger trains daily on special-status wildlife 
species. The cumulative impacts of operation on special-status species, including impacts of 
increase noise and wildlife collisions with trains, is addressed in EIR Section 4.2, Cumulative 
Impacts. The EIR provides an adequate assessment of operational and cumulative impacts of the 
proposed project on special-status species. UPRR may operate a specific number of trains 
(including both freight and passenger trains) on its railroad subdivisions up to the capacity of the 
specific subdivision. The addition of seven roundtrip passenger trains per day included in the 
proposed project is within the existing operational capacity of the subdivision. The addition of 
project-related passenger trains operating along the Sacramento Subdivision would be 
dispatched by UPRR and would reduce the potential number of freight trains operating along the 
subdivision, given that the absolute number of potential trains that can operate is fixed. 
Furthermore, passenger trains would be much less noisy than the existing freight trains, and the 
minor increased noise level would not exceed recommended Federal Transit Administration or 
local screening threshold levels. Finally, the addition of project-level mitigation measures would 
reduce the proposed project’s cumulative contribution to biological resources. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not result in significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts. 

Response to Comment 2-39 

Maintenance activities along the track in areas that support giant garter snake and Swainson’s 
hawk habitat, including the Cosumnes River Preserve, would be of the same type and occur with 
the same frequently as maintenance activities that occur now. Therefore, the proposed project 
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would not result in an increased level of maintenance activities that might affect habitat for 
sensitive wildlife species.  

The proposed project will not increase the likelihood of extremely rare events such as derailment. 
Please see response to Comment 1-18 for a discussion of how the Federal Railroad 
Administration is responsible for enforcing safety rules and standards under Code of Federal 
Regulations Title 49, Sections 200–272, which address a comprehensive range of railroad safety 
topics. Furthermore, as discussed in response to Comment 2-38, UPRR may operate a specific 
number of trains (including both freight and passenger trains) on its railroad subdivisions up to 
the capacity of the specific subdivision. The addition of seven roundtrip passenger trains per day 
included in the proposed project is within the existing operational capacity of the subdivision. The 
addition of project-related passenger trains operating along the Sacramento Subdivision would 
be dispatched by UPRR and would reduce the potential number of freight trains operating along 
the subdivision, given that the absolute number of potential trains that can operate is fixed.  

Response to Comment 2-40 

Consistency with programs and plans specific to resource areas are addressed in their respective 
sections. Discussion of the Cosumnes River Preserve Management Plan is provided in EIR 
Section 3.4, Biological Resources. As discussed, project activities related to Track Curve 
Reconstruction South of Desmond Road would be confined to the existing UPRR ROW, and no 
impacts on the Cosumnes River Preserve Management Plan are expected.  

Response to Comment 2-41 

SJRRC and SJJPA welcome the opportunity to continue their collaborative work with land 
managers within or adjacent to the project area, and will be reaching out to the appropriate parties 
as appropriate in the future. If SJRRC and SJJPA elect to participate in the SSHCP and/or 
SJMSCP, they will engage in coordination efforts as needed. This comment does not address the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis provided in the Draft EIR and is noted for public 
disclosure and for decision-maker consideration. 

Response to Comment 2-42 

The EIR’s biological resource mitigation measures were developed with the goal of consistency 
with the South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan (SSCHP) and with other regional plans 
such as the San Joaquin Multi Species Habitat Conservation Plan. Successful implementation of 
the avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures described in the EIR does not require 
participation in the SSHCP or implementation in combination with all SSCHP measures. 
Implementation of the biological resource mitigation measures described in EIR Section 3.4, 
Biological Resources, would reduce project impacts on sensitive species and habitats to less than 
significant. 

Response to Comment 2-43 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project.   
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All special status species and natural communities encountered during the project surveys will be 
submitted to the California Natural Diversity Database as soon as it is feasible and, completed 
CNDDB forms will be emailed to CNDDB@wildlife.ca.gov.  

Response to Comment 2-44 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project.   

Applicable fees will be submitted to CDFW upon filing of the Notice of Determination.  

  

mailto:CNDDB@wildlife.ca.gov
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I.1.3 Letter 3. Caltrans 
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I.1.3.1 Response to Comment Letter 3 

Response to Comment 3-1 

For the Midtown Sacramento Station, passengers are envisaged to primarily access the station 
via non-motorized modes such as walking and cycling, in lieu of driving. As such, the proposed 
project includes direct pedestrian and bicycle connections to facilitate station access by these 
modes. As the station would not provide new parking, the proposed project is not expected to 
substantially increase vehicle traffic in the vicinity of the station. While there would likely be some 
pick-up/drop-off activity at the station, much of this activity is expected to consist of taxis and 
transportation network company (TNC) vehicles, which would not necessarily represent a net 
increase in the number of vehicles on the roadway network. When project-generated vehicle 
traffic is distributed across the surrounding street network, the actual increase in traffic at the W 
Street and X Street grade crossings (and at adjacent upstream intersections)—which are at least 
five blocks away from the station—is expected to be minimal. 

While the proposed project would also increase train activity at the W Street and X Street grade 
crossings, this increase (up to seven roundtrips a day) would be minimal compared to existing 
train activity, as these crossings are currently shared with Sacramento RT’s Blue Line (running 
as frequently as every 15 minutes in each direction) and used by the existing San Joaquins 
service (two daily roundtrips). Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to substantially 
increase queuing at these crossings.  

Response to Comment 3-2 

Sacramento City Code Section 17.502.020 generally requires street and sidewalk frontage 
improvements before issuance of building permits. The project would comply with these 
requirements for the proposed Old North Sacramento Station, as well with as any applicable City 
of Sacramento standards related to construction of curb ramps and associated ADA compliance. 

In terms of specific improvements, as described in EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, the 
proposed project proposes to upgrade existing sidewalks along the station’s Acoma Street 
frontage. The two proposed station driveways would also include sidewalks, providing direct and 
continuous walkways between the station platform and Acoma Street. During the proposed 
project’s design phase, SJJPA and SJRRC would coordinate with the City of Sacramento on the 
design of any frontage improvements, including the potential for adding marked crosswalks at 
one or both locations. 

From Acoma Street, passengers would have access to existing sidewalk along the west side of 
the street for connections to/from Del Paso Boulevard and the Globe Avenue LRT station. At the 
station’s north end, a direct connection would also be provided to the Sacramento Northern Bike 
Trail for access to/from Arden Way. 

While the EIR identifies some deficiencies in the provision of sidewalks and other pedestrian 
facilities in the surrounding area, these are discussed for existing context only. As these locations 
fall outside of the station’s street frontage, the proposed project is not expressly responsible for 
construction or maintenance of pedestrian facilities in these areas. While the proposed project 
would likely increase pedestrian activity and vehicle traffic in the immediate vicinity of the station, 
these effects would not constitute a substantial increase in transportation-related hazards above 
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existing conditions, as discussed in more detail under Impact TRA-3 in EIR Section 3.16, 
Transportation. 

Response to Comment 3-3 

As discussed in EIR Section 2.4, Permits and Approvals, SJJPA and SJRRC are fully aware of 
the need for additional permits and approvals for the proposed project, including Caltrans 
approvals and issuance of encroachment permits for the required access improvements at Lodi 
Station. As such, SJJPA and SJRRC would consult and collaborate with relevant government 
agencies and other parties during the proposed project’s design stage to address specific 
concerns. The scope and extent for any technical analysis that would be conducted as part of 
these subsequent permits and approvals would be determined after consultation with the 
appropriate agencies and parties.  

For the proposed Lodi Station, SJJPA and SJRRC would work with Caltrans to ensure that any 
access improvements are designed to meet applicable standards (as discussed under Impact 
TRA-3 in EIR Section 3.16¸Transportation) and address the concerns raised in the comments 
regarding left- and right-turn lane storage, estimated trip generation for the station, coordination 
between traffic signals and grade crossing preemption, and traffic signal warrant analysis. 

As noted in EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, the proposed project already includes 
signalization of the proposed access intersection along SR 12. As such, any subsequent analysis 
would focus on confirming that a traffic signal is warranted at this location, as well as to determine 
whether a signal is warranted at the adjacent SR 12/North Devries Road intersection. 

Response to Comment 3-4 

Please see response to Comment 3-3. 

Response to Comment 3-5 

Please see response to Comment 3-3. 

Response to Comment 3-6 

Please see response to Comment 3-3. 

Response to Comment 3-7 

Please see response to Comment 3-3. 

Response to Comment 3-8 

Please see response to Comment 3-3. 

Response to Comment 3-9 

Please see response to Comment 3-3. 
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Response to Comment 3-10 

As discussed in EIR Section 3.16, Transportation, SJJPA and SJRRC would coordinate with local 
transit agencies to ensure adequate transit connections are provided at stations, including at the 
proposed Lodi Station.  

Response to Comment 3-11 

As described in EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, the proposed project explicitly includes bicycle 
storage facilities at the proposed Lodi Station. The design of these facilities, as well as other 
amenities to encourage non-motorized transportation, would be finalized in consultation with the 
appropriate local agencies. Part of this process will involve identifying preferred station access 
routes for non-motorized transportation, which would likely involve coordination with both San 
Joaquin County and Caltrans, as suggested in the comment. As at other proposed stations, new 
access roads at the proposed Lodi Station would conform to local design standards, including 
adequate multi-modal and non-motorized access. 

Response to Comment 3-12 

Please see response to Comment 3-11. 

Response to Comment 3-13 

SJRRC and SJJPA will implement stormwater Best Management Practices (BMPs) to reduce 
peak runoff discharge for the 10- and 100-year storm events to current or pre-construction levels. 
Please see Mitigation Measure HYD-3.1 in EIR Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality. 

Response to Comment 3-14 

All project-related stormwater discharges will be designed to meet Central Valley Regional Water 
Quality Control Board standards as discussed EIR Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality in 
Impact HYD-1. Furthermore, SJRRC and SJJPA will implement Mitigation Measures HYD-1.1, 
HYD-1.2, HAZ-2.2, and HAZ-2.3, and HYD-4.1, which are specifically designed to protect water 
quality. Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than 
significant. 

Response to Comment 3-15 

Please see responses to Comments 3-13 and 3-14. 

Response to Comment 3-16 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project. 
Where Caltrans encroachment permit applications are necessary, SJRRC and SJJPA will provide 
the materials requested by Caltrans as part of the encroachment permit application process. 
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Response to Comment 3-17 

Impacts to habitats for Swainson’s hawk and proposed mitigation are addressed in EIR Section 
3.4, Biological Resources, Mitigation Measure BIO-1.11: Conduct a preconstruction survey for 
Swainson’s hawk and white-tailed kite, and implement avoidance measures, as needed; 
Compensate for loss of Swainson’s hawk and white-tailed kite foraging habitat, which includes 
coordination with CDFW. Implementation of the mitigation measure would reduce impacts to less 
than significant. 

Please see also see responses to Comments 2-10, 2-14, 2-15, 2-16, 2-23, 2-24, 2-25, 2-26, and 
2-27.  

Response to Comment 3-18 

Please response to Comment 3-16.  

Response to Comment 3-19 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project. 
SJRRC and SJJPA are committed to continued collaboration with all interested parties and 
permitting agencies through the final design, permitting, and construction phases and 
implementation of all mitigation measures described in the EIR. 
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I.1.4 Letter 4. California High-Speed Rail Authority  
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I.1.4.1 Response to Comment Letter 4 

Response to Comment 4-1 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project. 
SJRRC and SJJPA will continue to engage in coordination efforts with Authority.  

Response to Comment 4-2 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project. 
SJRRC and SJJPA will continue to engage in coordination efforts with Authority.  
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I.1.5 Letter 5. CVRWQCB 
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I.1.5.1 Response to Comment Letter 5 

Response to Comment 5-1 

Applicable text has been updated as noted throughout the EIR to “Clean Water Act Section 401 
Water Quality Certification”.  

Response to Comment 5-2 

Applicable text has been updated as noted throughout the EIR to “all construction activities within 
federal jurisdictional waters would require a Clean Water Act Section 404 permit issued by the 
USACE and a Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification issued by the State Water 
Resources Control Board or Regional Water Quality Control Board, and all construction activities 
within non-federal jurisdictional waters would require a Waste Discharge Requirement permit 
issued by the Regional Water Quality Control Board”.  

Response to Comment 5-3 

Applicable text has been updated as noted in Section 3.4, Biological Resources.  
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I.1.6 Letter 6. Delta Stewardship Council  
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I.1.6.1 Response to Comment Letter 6 

Response to Comment 6-1 

The proposed project is not a covered action under the Delta Plan because project activities in 
the Delta will not have significant impacts on the achievement of one or both of the coequal goals 
or the implementation of government-sponsored flood control programs to reduce risks to people, 
property, and state interests in the Delta. Please see EIR Section 3.4, Biological Resources. The 
discussion of the impacts of the proposed project in relation to the Delta Plan in Section 3.4 has 
been revised to further clarify why the proposed project is not a covered action under the Delta 
Plan. In addition, similar clarifications have been made in Section 3.11, Land Use and Planning. 
These revisions do not change the findings, conclusions or recommendations of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment 6-2 

EIR Section 3.4, Biological Resources, includes Mitigation Measures BIO-1.1 and BIO-1.4 to 
comply with the requirements of Executive Order 13112, introduced in the regulatory setting of 
Section 3.4, and are consistent with ER P5 of the Delta Plan.  

All project-related activities, including future operational track management activities, would occur 
within the existing UPRR ROW, and therefore are subject to rules and regulations enforced by 
the U.S. Department of Transportation – Federal Railroad Administration, as well as the U.S. 
EPA. Since freight trains sometimes travel across state lines, they could increase the spread of 
noxious weeds. However, the proposed project involves the operation of passenger trains that 
are local to the Central Valley and the Bay Area and would not be interstate. Given the UPRR’s 
ongoing maintenance program that involves the application of herbicides to control weeds, and 
the fact that the passenger trains would be local rather than interstate, the proposed project would 
not increase the spread of noxious weeds.  

Given the UPRR’s ongoing maintenance program that involves the application of herbicides to 
control weeds within its right-of-way, and the fact that passenger trains would be local rather than 
interstate, the proposed project would not increase the spread of noxious weeds. Section 3.4 
includes Mitigation Measure BIO-1.4 (Develop and implement a revegetation and weed control 
plan) requires avoidance and minimization of the spread or introduction of invasive plant species 
related to project construction, including reclamation of temporary disturbance areas to pre-
project conditions and follow-up monitoring visits to ensure no new occurrences of invasive plant 
species have become established in these areas. All track maintenance activities, including the 
routine application of herbicides to control weeds, would continue to be performed by UPRR. 

Response to Comment 6-3 

Please see response to Comment 6-2. 

Response to Comment 6-4 

UPRR’s ongoing maintenance program involves the application of herbicides to control weeds, 
which is equally as effective as Delta Plan Mitigation Measure 4-1 provisions for an invasive 
species management plan. Passenger trains would be local rather than interstate; therefore, the 
proposed project would not increase the spread of noxious weeds. 
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The proposed track improvements, including future track maintenance activities within the 
Cosumnes River Preserve would occur entirely within the existing UPRR ROW. Given the 
UPRR’s ongoing maintenance program that involves the application of herbicides to control 
weeds within its right-of-way, and the fact that passenger trains would be local rather than 
interstate, the proposed project would not increase the spread of noxious weeds. EIR Section 3.4, 
Biological Resources, includes Mitigation Measure BIO-1.4 (Develop and implement a 
revegetation and weed control plan) requires avoidance and minimization of the spread or 
introduction of invasive plant species related to project construction, including reclamation of 
temporary disturbance areas to pre-project conditions and follow-up monitoring visits to ensure 
no new occurrences of invasive plant species have become established in these areas. All track 
maintenance activities, including the routine application of herbicides to control weeds, would 
continue to be performed by UPRR. 

All project-related activities, including future operational track management activities, would occur 
within the existing UPRR ROW, and therefore are subject to rules and regulations enforced by 
the U.S. Department of Transportation – Federal Railroad Administration, as well as the U.S. 
EPA. Since freight trains sometimes travel across state lines, they could increase the spread of 
noxious weeds. However, the proposed project involves the operation of passenger trains that 
are local to the Central Valley and the Bay Area and would not be interstate. Given the UPRR’s 
ongoing maintenance program that involves the application of herbicides to control weeds, and 
the fact that the passenger trains would be local rather than interstate, the proposed project would 
not increase the spread of noxious weeds.  

Response to Comment 6-5 

Please see responses to Comments 6-2, 6-3, and 6-4. No revisions to Table 3.11-3 included in 
EIR Section 3.11, Land Use and Planning, are necessary. 

Response to Comment 6-6 

The potential for the proposed project to induce new residential, commercial, or industrial growth 
is analyzed in EIR Section 3.13, Population and Housing, and potential conflicts with land use 
plans, policies or regulations are analyzed in EIR Section 3.11, Land Use and Planning. In 
addition, both sections references Appendix E, Regional Plans and Local General Plans, which 
includes a discussion of project consistency with the Delta Plan.  

As discussed in Section 3.13, the City of Lodi has designated an Urban Reserve on the west and 
east edges of the city, which represents the furthest extent of development anticipated by the 
City’s General Plan Land Use Diagram. These areas represent the maximum land area that may 
be required over the course of the General Plan planning period to comply with the City’s Growth 
Management Allocation Ordinance.1 This Urban Reserve is along the western edge of the city to 
the elongated Moore Road and along the eastern edge to Curry Avenue (City of Lodi 2010). 
Because the City of Lodi has anticipated population growth at full build-out of its General Plan, 
including the Urban Reserve, either of the two proposed stations would serve this planned growth 
and would not induce new or unplanned growth.  

                                                             
1 Under the Growth Management Allocation Ordinance, the maximum number of housing units approved by the City 
reflects a 2% maximum increase in population annually. 
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San Joaquin County regulates the levels of building intensity and population density according to 
the land use designations identified in the County General Plan and the San Joaquin County 
Development Title (San Joaquin County 2016). The proposed Lodi Station and Lodi Station South 
Alternative sites and adjacent parcels are designated by the San Joaquin County General Plan 
as General Agriculture (A/G) and zoned by San Joaquin County as AG-40 (General Agriculture, 
40-acre minimum). The A/G land use designation and AG-40 zoning district are intended to 
preserve agricultural lands for the continuation of commercial agricultural enterprises and 
generally apply to areas outside areas planned for urban development and (San Joaquin County 
2016). In addition, the Lodi Station and Lodi Station South Alternative sites would be in an area 
where developmental potential is limited by the lack of municipal water and wastewater 
infrastructure. Because development of the area surrounding the station sites is limited through 
the county’s land use designation, zoning, and infrastructure constraints, the Lodi Station and 
Lodi Station South Alternative would not induce land use changes that result in new or unplanned 
growth around the station sites and this impact would be less than significant. 

While the either the proposed Lodi Station or Lodi Station South Alternative could conflict with the 
existing land use designations of either potential station sites, this potential conflict is limited to 
the stations themselves. Potential growth around either station site would still be constrained by 
existing land use designations, zoning policies, and lack of infrastructure to support such growth. 
Any analysis of the potential for growth beyond that discussed in the Section 3.13 would be 
speculative at best. 

Regarding potential land use conflicts associated with the proposed North Elk Grove Station, 
subsequent to the circulation of the Draft EIR, SJRRC and SJJPA have continued coordination 
with the City of Elk Grove on an appropriate site for a station to serve the Elk Grove community. 
Additional information on a more ideal location for the station has been identified. In addition, 
SJRRC and SJJPA received numerous comments on the Draft EIR questioning the viability of the 
proposed North Elk Grove Station described in Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description. As such, 
the proposed North Elk Grove Station (including all access and siding variants) is no longer under 
consideration. All text related to the proposed North Elk Grove Station has been formatted as 
strikethrough in the Final EIR. Because the North Elk Grove Station is no longer under 
consideration, this comment is no longer applicable to the proposed project.  

Final approval of a future Elk Grove Station at a site agreed to by all interested parties will be 
subject to a separate, stand-alone CEQA document that will be circulated for public review and 
comment at a later date. 

Response to Comment 6-7 

Mitigation Measure HYD-6.1 requires the same studies and the same mitigation of hydraulic 
effects in flood zones as Delta Plan Mitigation Measure 5-1 (see EIR Section 3.10, Hydrology and 
Water Quality); therefore, Mitigation Measure HYD-6.1 is equally as effective.  

The potential need for on-site stormwater storage at construction and project facility sites in order 
to prevent long-term increases in stormwater runoff is required by law as part of SJRRC and 
SJJPA’s compliance with the National Pollutant Discharge and Elimination System (NPDES) 
Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities 
(Order 2009-009-DWQ as amended by Order 2012-0006-DWQ) described in detail in Section 
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3.10 and in Impact HYD-1. It is also required by law through SJRRC and SJJPA’s compliance 
with the NPDES General Permit for Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4 Permit) for 
each affected municipality described in detail in Section 3.10 and in Mitigation Measure HYD-3.1. 
This legally required regulatory compliance and Mitigation Measure HYD-3.1 are equally as 
effective as Delta Plan Mitigation Measure 5-2.  

The potential need for temporary drainage bypass facilities to maximize surface flows under flood 
conditions and re-route around/under/over project facilities would be determined and, if 
necessary, would be included within, appropriate regulatory permits that are required by law as 
discussed in detail in Mitigation Measure HYD-6.1; therefore, HYD-6.1 is equally as effective as 
Delta Plan Mitigation Measure 5-2.  

Response to Comment 6-8 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project. 
All mitigation measures described in the EIR would be equally as effective to the extent feasible 
as those included in the Delta Plan MMRP. 

Response to Comment 6-9 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project. 
Prior to implementation of the proposed project, SJRRC and SJJPA will submit a certificate of 
consistency with the Delta Plan.  

Response to Comment 6-10 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project. 
Prior to implementation of the proposed project, SJRRC and SJJPA will submit a certificate of 
consistency with the Delta Plan.  
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I.1.7 Letter 7. EPA 
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I.1.7.1 Response to Comment Letter 7 

Response to Comment 7-1 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project. 
The commenter was contacted in response to the request.  
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I.1.8 Letter 8. Freeport Regional Water Authority  
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I.1.8.1 Response to Comment Letter 8 

Response to Comment 8-1 

Subsequent to the circulation of the Draft EIR, SJRRC and SJJPA have continued coordination 
with the City of Elk Grove on an appropriate site for a station to serve the Elk Grove community. 
Additional information on a more ideal location for the station has been identified. In addition, 
SJRRC and SJJPA received numerous comments on the Draft EIR questioning the viability of the 
proposed North Elk Grove Station described in Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description. As such, 
the proposed North Elk Grove Station (including all access and siding variants) is no longer under 
consideration. All text related to the proposed North Elk Grove Station has been formatted as 
strikethrough in the Final EIR. Because the North Elk Grove Station is no longer under 
consideration, this comment is no longer applicable to the proposed project.  

Final approval of a future Elk Grove Station at a site agreed to by all interested parties will be 
subject to a separate, stand-alone CEQA document that will be circulated for public review and 
comment at a later date. 

Response to Comment 8-2 

Please see response to Comment 8-2. 

Response to Comment 8-3 

Please see response to Comment 8-2. 

Response to Comment 8-4 

Please see response to Comment 8-2. 

Response to Comment 8-5 

Please see response to Comment 8-2. 
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I.1.9 Letter 9. RD 1000 

 



San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission  Appendix I Responses to Comments 
Valley Rail Sacramento Extension Project Final EIR 
 

 Page I.1-165 September 2020 

 



San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission  Appendix I Responses to Comments 
Valley Rail Sacramento Extension Project Final EIR 
 

 Page I.1-166 September 2020 

 
  



San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission  Appendix I Responses to Comments 
Valley Rail Sacramento Extension Project Final EIR 
 

 Page I.1-167 September 2020 

I.1.9.1 Response to Comment Letter 9 

Response to Comment 9-1 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project. 
SJRRC and SJJPA are committed to continued collaboration with all interested parties and 
permitting agencies through the final design, permitting, and construction phases and 
implementation of all mitigation measures described in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 9-2 

The Commission agrees with the commenter that encroachments in the floodway must undergo 
a hydraulic impact analysis to ensure that regulatory agency standards are met. During final 
design, the requested hydraulic impact analysis will be performed, in consultation with RD 1000 
and other regulatory agencies such as the Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA), 
Mitigation Measure HYD-6.1 (see EIR Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality). 
Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce impacts to less than significant. 

Response to Comment 9-3 

Subsequent to the circulation of the Draft EIR, SJRRC and SJJPA have continued coordination 
with the City of Elk Grove on an appropriate site for a station to serve the Elk Grove community. 
Additional information on a more ideal location for the station has been identified. In addition, 
SJRRC and SJJPA received numerous comments on the Draft EIR questioning the viability of the 
proposed North Elk Grove Station described in Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description. As such, 
the proposed North Elk Grove Station (including all access and siding variants) is no longer under 
consideration. All text related to the proposed North Elk Grove Station has been formatted as 
strikethrough in the Final EIR. Because the North Elk Grove Station is no longer under 
consideration, this comment is no longer applicable to the proposed project.  

Final approval of a future Elk Grove Station at a site agreed to by all interested parties will be 
subject to a separate, stand-alone CEQA document that will be circulated for public review and 
comment at a later date. 

Response to Comment 9-4 

During final design, a site-specific hydraulic analysis for the additional bridge crossing 
downstream of Elkhorn Boulevard will be performed, in consultation with RD 1000, in compliance 
with Mitigation Measure HYD-6.1 (see EIR Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality). 
Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce impacts to less than significant. 

Response to Comment 9-5 

The height of proposed track improvements north of the Cosumnes River (in the “Franklin Pond” 
area) will be designed to avoid inducing hydraulic impacts in compliance with Mitigation Measure 
HYD-6.1 (see EIR Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality). Implementation of this mitigation 
measure would reduce impacts to less than significant. 
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Response to Comment 9-6 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project. 

SJRRC and SJJPA have noted RD 1000’s comment that the embankment under the rail line north 
of Morrison Creek does not meet 200-year Urban Level of Flood Protection (ULOP) standards. 
SJRRC and SJJPA look forward to future discussions with RD 1000 and other regulatory agencies 
such as SAFCA regarding potential correction of this issue. Implementation of this mitigation 
measure would reduce impacts to less than significant. 

Response to Comment 9-7 

The proposed project will be designed to avoid adversely affecting the integrity of existing levees 
and to avoid adversely affecting operations and maintenance (O&M) of levee features and 
floodgates in compliance with Mitigation Measure HYD-6.1 (see EIR Section 3.10, Hydrology and 
Water Quality). Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce impacts to less than 
significant. 

Response to Comment 9-8 

SJRRC and SJJPA understand the commenter’s concerns regarding potential conflicts with the 
existing O&M access road on the south side of Arcade Creek. This issue will be addressed as 
appropriate during final design in compliance with Mitigation Measure HYD-6.1 (see EIR Section 
3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality). Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce 
impacts to less than significant. 

Response to Comment 9-9 

SJRRC and SJJPA understand the commenter’s concerns regarding the design of the closure 
structure and the need for compliance with California Code of Regulations Title 23. This issue will 
be addressed as appropriate during final design in compliance with Mitigation Measure HYD-6.1 
(see EIR Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality). Implementation of this mitigation measure 
would reduce impacts to less than significant. 

Response to Comment 9-10 

Mitigation Measure HYD-6.1 (see EIR Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality) requires 
SJRRC and SJJPA to consult with RD 1000 during final design regarding hydraulic analyses and 
regulatory permits in the floodway. Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce 
impacts to less than significant. 

Response to Comment 9-11 

A detailed drainage study will be conducted for the Natomas/Airport Station in consultation with 
SAFCA in compliance with Mitigation Measure HYD-6.1 (see EIR Section 3.10, Hydrology and 
Water Quality). Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce impacts to less than 
significant. 
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Response to Comment 9-12 

The potential for the proposed project to affect the flow of water in a floodway is fully evaluated in 
EIR Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality. As discussed, implementation of Mitigation 
Measures HYD-3.1, HYD-4.1, and HYD-6.1 would reduce the impacts of the proposed project to 
a less-than-significant level, because these measures require site-specific, detailed hydraulic 
design studies in consultation with the appropriate regulatory agencies, during final, to ensure 
that the proposed project will be designed and implemented so as not to adversely affect the flow 
of water in a floodway or result in public safety hazards. In addition, Mitigation Measure HYD-4 
requires that construction materials not be stored in a floodway during the winter rainy season. 
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I.1.10 Letter 10. Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency 
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I.1.10.1 Response to Comment Letter 10 

Response to Comment 10-1 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project. 
SJRRC and SJJPA are committed to continued collaboration with all interested parties and 
permitting agencies through the final design, permitting, and construction phases and 
implementation of all mitigation measures described in the EIR. 

Mitigation Measure HYD-6.1 (described in EIR Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality) 
requires SJRRC and SJJPA to consult with SAFCA during the proposed project’s design phase 
regarding hydraulic analyses and regulatory permits in the floodway. Implementation of this 
mitigation measure would reduce impacts to less than significant. 

Response to Comment 10-2 

The Commission agrees with the commenter that encroachments in the floodway must undergo 
a hydraulic impact analysis to ensure that regulatory agency standards are met. During final 
design, the requested hydraulic impact analysis will be performed, in consultation with RD 1000 
and other regulatory agencies such as the Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA), 
Mitigation Measure HYD-6.1 (see EIR Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality). 
Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce impacts to less than significant. 

Response to Comment 10-3 

Subsequent to the circulation of the Draft EIR, SJRRC and SJJPA have continued coordination 
with the City of Elk Grove on an appropriate site for a station to serve the Elk Grove community. 
Additional information on a more ideal location for the station has been identified. In addition, 
SJRRC and SJJPA received numerous comments on the Draft EIR questioning the viability of the 
proposed North Elk Grove Station described in Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description. As such, 
the proposed North Elk Grove Station (including all access and siding variants) is no longer under 
consideration. All text related to the proposed North Elk Grove Station has been formatted as 
strikethrough in the Final EIR. Because the North Elk Grove Station is no longer under 
consideration, this comment is no longer applicable to the proposed project.  

Final approval of a future Elk Grove Station at a site agreed to by all interested parties will be 
subject to a separate, stand-alone CEQA document that will be circulated for public review and 
comment at a later date. 

Response to Comment 10-4 

During final design, a site-specific hydraulic analysis for the additional bridge crossing 
downstream of Elkhorn Boulevard will be performed, in consultation with RD 1000, in compliance 
with Mitigation Measure HYD-6.1 (see EIR Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality). 
Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce impacts to less than significant. 
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Response to Comment 10-5 

The height of proposed track improvements north of the Cosumnes River (in the “Franklin Pond” 
area) will be designed to avoid inducing hydraulic impacts in compliance with Mitigation Measure 
HYD-6.1 (see EIR Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality). Implementation of this mitigation 
measure would reduce impacts to less than significant. 

Response to Comment 10-6 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project. 

SJRRC and SJJPA have noted RD 1000’s comment that the embankment under the rail line north 
of Morrison Creek does not meet 200-year Urban Level of Flood Protection (ULOP) standards. 
SJRRC and SJJPA look forward to future discussions with RD 1000 and other regulatory agencies 
such as SAFCA regarding potential correction of this issue. Implementation of this mitigation 
measure would reduce impacts to less than significant. 

Response to Comment 10-7 

The proposed project will be designed to avoid adversely affecting the integrity of existing levees 
and to avoid adversely affecting operations and maintenance (O&M) of levee features and 
floodgates in compliance with Mitigation Measure HYD-6.1 (see EIR Section 3.10, Hydrology and 
Water Quality). Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce impacts to less than 
significant. 

Response to Comment 10-8 

SJRRC and SJJPA understand the commenter’s concerns regarding potential conflicts with the 
existing O&M access road on the south side of Arcade Creek. This issue will be addressed as 
appropriate during final design in compliance with Mitigation Measure HYD-6.1 (see EIR Section 
3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality). Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce 
impacts to less than significant. 

Response to Comment 10-9 

SJRRC and SJJPA understand the commenter’s concerns regarding the design of the closure 
structure and the need for compliance with California Code of Regulations Title 23. This issue will 
be addressed as appropriate during final design in compliance with Mitigation Measure HYD-6.1 
(see EIR Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality). Implementation of this mitigation measure 
would reduce impacts to less than significant. 

Response to Comment 10-10 

Mitigation Measure HYD-6.1 (see EIR Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality) requires 
SJRRC and SJJPA to consult with SAFCA during final design regarding hydraulic analyses and 
regulatory permits in the floodway. Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce 
impacts to less than significant. 
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Response to Comment 10-11 

A detailed drainage study will be conducted for the Natomas/Airport Station in consultation with 
SAFCA in compliance with Mitigation Measure HYD-6.1 (see EIR Section 3.10, Hydrology and 
Water Quality). Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce impacts to less than 
significant. 

Response to Comment 10-12 

The potential for the proposed project to affect the flow of water in a floodway is fully evaluated in 
EIR Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality. As discussed, implementation of Mitigation 
Measures HYD-3.1, HYD-4.1, and HYD-6.1 would reduce the impacts of the proposed project to 
a less-than-significant level, because these measures require site-specific, detailed hydraulic 
design studies in consultation with the appropriate regulatory agencies, during final, to ensure 
that the proposed project will be designed and implemented so as not to adversely affect the flow 
of water in a floodway or result in public safety hazards. In addition, Mitigation Measure HYD-4 
requires that construction materials not be stored in a floodway during the winter rainy season. 
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I.1.11 Letter 11. City of Sacramento  
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I.1.11.1 Response to Comment Letter 11 

Response to Comment 11-1 

This comment expresses concerns with potential project-related impacts to the unsignalized 
intersection of West Elkhorn Boulevard and Blacktop Road. During final design SJRRC and 
SJJPA will work with the City of Sacramento regarding potential improvements to this intersection, 
including signalization. 

Subsequent to the circulation of the Draft EIR, SJRRC and SJJPA received additional information 
and significant expressions of concern regarding siting of the proposed Natomas Maintenance 
and Layover Facility – a potential Phase II component of the proposed project. The site identified 
in the Draft EIR for the Natomas Maintenance and Layover Facility would require purchase or 
condemnation of two operating business ventures, as well as property owned by a joint landlord. 
Such purchase or condemnation could be prohibitively expensive for SJRRC and SJJPA and 
could also result in the loss of significant jobs to the region. For those reasons, SJRRC and SJJPA 
have deemed it infeasible to site the Natomas Maintenance and Layover Facility as shown in the 
Draft EIR. As such, consideration of all potential Phase II improvements, including the Natomas 
Maintenance and Layover Facility, the West Elkhorn Boulevard Overpass, and expansion of the 
Natomas/Sacramento Airport Station parking lot are no longer under consideration. All references 
to Phase II have been deleted from this Final EIR. If Phase II proceeds at a future date, SJRRC 
and SJJPA would site the Natomas Maintenance and Layover Facility at a more desirable 
location, subject to additional CEQA documentation and public review. 

Response to Comment 11-2 

EIR Section 3.3, Air Quality, analyzes air quality impacts of the proposed project. As discussed in 
the air quality analysis, project construction would result in an exceedance of the Sacramento 
Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) significance thresholds. However, 
several mitigation measures have been included that would reduce the associated impacts to a 
less-than-significant level.  

This comment suggests powering the proposed shuttle service by compressed natural gas (CNG) 
instead of diesel. As discussed above, the significant air quality effects can be reduced to a less-
than-significant level by implementing advanced emissions controls and by using equipment 
meeting or exceeding Tier 4 emissions standards. This recommendation has been shared with 
the project decision-makers for their consideration prior to action on the proposed project. 

Response to Comment 11-3 

Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) regulations (49 C.F.R. Part 222) require that engineers 
sound their locomotive horns while approaching public at-grade crossings until the lead 
locomotive fully occupies the crossing. However, as described in Section 3.12, Noise and 
Vibration, many of the at-grade crossings through Sacramento are in designated quiet zones. 
Within quiet zones, freight operators (and other tenant railroad operators) can be relieved of the 
requirement to sound their horns when crossing at-grade crossings. However, even with 
designation of a quiet zone, if any unsafe conditions are present at the time of train passage (such 
as a vehicle going around the gates or pedestrians in the crossing), train operators would still 
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have the discretion to sound train horns. While the lead agency for a quiet zone designation is 
the local jurisdiction (typically the city or county) responsible for traffic control and law enforcement 
on the roads at the at-grade crossings, SJRRC and SJJPA will work with the City of Sacramento 
to ensure continued viability of established quiet zones along the corridor with the addition of 
project-related trains as well as the potential for additional improvements necessary to maintain 
the quite zones. 

Response to Comment 11-4 

This comment notes the design of the bicycle/pedestrian facilities at the Midtown Sacramento 
Station appears infeasible and should be reconfigured. Text has been added to EIR Chapter 2, 
Project Description, clarifying that funds for the bicycle/pedestrian path have not yet been 
identified. However, SJRRC and SJJPA have committed $3 million to the funding of a planned 
network of parking-protected bikeways in the Midtown neighborhood to enhance bicycle access 
to the proposed Midtown Sacramento Station and the surrounding neighborhood. In addition, 
SJRRC and SJJPA will continue to work with the City of Sacramento, the Midtown Association, 
and station area residents regarding improvements proposed for the areas surrounding the 
Midtown Sacramento Station. 

Response to Comment 11-5 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project. 
SJRRC and SJJPA will work with the City of Sacramento during final design to ensure compliance 
with city requirements.  

Response to Comment 11-6 

Subsequent to the circulation of the Draft EIR, SJRRC and SJJPA have continued coordination 
with the City of Elk Grove on an appropriate site for a station to serve the Elk Grove community. 
Additional information on a more ideal location for the station has been identified. In addition, 
SJRRC and SJJPA received numerous comments on the Draft EIR questioning the viability of the 
proposed North Elk Grove Station described in Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description. As such, 
the proposed North Elk Grove Station (including all access and siding variants) is no longer under 
consideration. All text related to the proposed North Elk Grove Station has been formatted as 
strikethrough in the Final EIR. Because the North Elk Grove Station is no longer under 
consideration, this comment is no longer applicable to the proposed project.  

Final approval of a future Elk Grove Station at a site agreed to by all interested parties will be 
subject to a separate, stand-alone CEQA document that will be circulated for public review and 
comment at a later date. 

Response to Comment 11-7 

Please see response to Comment 11-6. 

Response to Comment 11-8 

Please see response to Comment 11-6. 
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Response to Comment 11-9 

Please see response to Comment 11-6. 

Response to Comment 11-10 

Please see response to Comment 11-6. 

Response to Comment 11-11 

Please see response to Comment 11-6. 

Response to Comment 11-12 

Applicable text has been updated as noted throughout the Final EIR to “Class I shared-use paths”.  

Response to Comment 11-13 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project. 
SJRRC and SJJPA will work with the City of Sacramento during final design to ensure compliance 
with city requirements.  

Response to Comment 11-14 

Applicable text has been updated as noted throughout the Final EIR to “unmarked crosswalks, 
unless signed otherwise”.  

Response to Comment 11-15 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project. 
SJRRC and SJJPA will work with the City of Sacramento during final design to ensure compliance 
with city requirements.  

Response to Comment 11-16 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project. 
SJRRC and SJJPA will work with the City of Sacramento during final design to ensure compliance 
with city requirements.  
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I.1.12 Letter 12. County of Sacramento  
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I.1.12.1 Response to Comment Letter 12 

Response to Comment 12-1 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project. 

SJRRC and SJJPA will obtain all necessary permits and regulatory agency approvals related to 
work within a Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) floodplain, including a floodplain 
management permit from the Sacramento County Department of Water Resources. 

Response to Comment 12-2 

The potential for the proposed project to affect the flow of water in a floodway is fully evaluated in 
EIR Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality. As discussed, implementation of Mitigation 
Measures HYD-3.1, HYD-4.1, and HYD-6.1 would reduce the impacts of the proposed project to 
a less-than-significant level, because these measures require site-specific, detailed hydraulic 
design studies in consultation with the appropriate regulatory agencies, during final, to ensure 
that the proposed project will be designed and implemented so as not to adversely affect the flow 
of water in a floodway or result in public safety hazards. 
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I.1.13 Letter 13. Sacramento Office of Planning and 
Environmental Review  
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I.1.13.1 Response to Comment Letter 13 

Response to Comment 13-1 

Thank you for your comment. Please refer to responses to Comment Letters, 8, 15, and 16. 

  



San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission  Appendix I Responses to Comments 
Valley Rail Sacramento Extension Project Final EIR 
 

 Page I.1-188 September 2020 

I.1.14 Letter 14. Sacramento County Regional Parks 
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I.1.14.1 Response to Comment Letter 14 

Response to Comment 14-1 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project. 

Response to Comment 14-2 

The Valley Rail Sacramento Extension Draft EIR was prepared in accordance with CEQA and 
state CEQA guidelines. The Draft EIR responds to each of the comprehensive list of issues and 
topics provided in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines related to both construction and 
operational impacts. The Appendix G statements are evaluated in relation to specific thresholds 
and criteria resulting in a robust, accurate, and adequate analysis of the potential environmental 
consequences of the proposed project, including cumulative impacts. 

Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15378, Project: 

“(a) “Project” means the whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting in either a direct 
physical change in the environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in 
the environment, and that is any of the following:  

(1) An activity directly undertaken by any public agency including but not limited to public 
works construction and related activities clearing or grading of land, improvements to 
existing public structures, enactment and amendment of zoning ordinances, and the 
adoption and amendment of local General Plans or elements thereof pursuant to 
Government Code Sections 65100–65700.” 

Furthermore, under Article 10, Considerations in Preparing EIRs and Negative 
Declarations, Section 15143, Emphasis: 

“The EIR shall focus on the significant effects on the environment. The significant effects 
should be discussed with emphasis in proportion to their severity and probability of 
occurrence.” 

Train operational conditions along the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) Sacramento 
Subdivision between the Natomas/Sacramento Airport Station and the Stockton 
Downtown/ACE station with implementation of the proposed project are not expected to 
be significantly different from existing conditions. UPRR may operate a specific number of 
trains (including both freight and passenger trains) on its railroad subdivisions up to the 
capacity of the specific subdivision. The addition of project-related passenger trains 
operating along the Sacramento Subdivision would be dispatched by UPRR and would 
reduce the potential number of freight trains operating along the subdivision, given that 
the absolute number of potential trains that can operate is fixed. The addition of seven 
roundtrip passenger trains per day included in the proposed project is within the existing 
operational capacity of the subdivision. 

It should also be noted that passenger trains are lighter, quieter, and shorter than typical 
freight trains. Therefore, by potentially reducing the number of freight trains operating 
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along the corridor, adverse indirect and direct effects of freight trains operating along the 
corridor (as well as maintenance requirements) would also be reduced. As such, the 
analysis in the EIR focuses mainly on those areas along the corridor where permanent 
physical changes could occur due to ground disturbance activities. 

As described in EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, the project footprint is limited to areas 
along the Sacramento Subdivision where the construction of track improvements and 
stations would occur. All track improvements would be constructed within existing UPRR 
right-of-way (ROW), no temporary construction easements or permanent acquisition of 
new ROW is required for the track improvements. However, as described in EIR Chapter 
3, Environmental Impact Analysis, the study areas for the environmental resources 
evaluated in the EIR included a buffer area beyond permanent and temporary impact 
areas (as necessary) to fully evaluate potential project impacts. 

Regarding the potential for increased train speed along the corridor, while the track curve 
corrections included as part of the proposed project (see Chapter 2) would enable speeds 
of up to 90 mph along the curves, neither passenger nor freight trains would travel at 90 
mph due to the fact that the design speed along the Sacramento Subdivision is 79 mph 
south of Sacramento with slower speeds going through the city. In addition, a speed of 79 
mph would only occur along certain stretches of track in isolated areas with minimal at-
grade crossings. Other speed limiting factors include the existing condition of track, freight 
operations, local conditions, and passenger rail operations. 

In addition, increased passenger rail service along the UPRR corridor would only occur 
with operational agreements with UPRR and would be statutorily exempt from CEQA per 
Section 15275, Specified Mass Transit Projects: 

“CEQA does not apply to the following mass transit projects: 

(a) The institution or increase of passenger or commuter service on rail lines or high-
occupancy vehicle lanes already in use, including the modernization of existing 
stations and parking facilities.” 

Response to Comment 14-3 

The proposed project would not adversely affect the values or objectives of the Cosumnes River 
Preserve ACEC because it would not permanently affect the existence of or potential for 
restoration of sensitive habitats such as valley oak riparian forest, seasonal wetlands and vernal 
pools, oak savannah, or agricultural lands that provide habitat for greater sandhill cranes. All 
temporary and permanent impacts on these sensitive habitats would be associated with 
construction and would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. 

Please also see response to Comment 14-2. 

Response to Comment 14-4 

As described in response to Comment 14-2, all project-related work within the Cosumnes River 
Preserve would occur within the existing UPRR ROW. Impacts to recreation from project 
construction within the Cosumnes River Preserve are evaluated in EIR Section 3.15, Recreation. 
As discussed in Impact REC-1, the area of the Cosumnes River Preserve adjacent to the track 
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curve reconstruction site is not used for recreation. The Lost Slough Wetlands Walk is 
immediately adjacent to the footprint of proposed curve reconstruction improvements and is used 
for walking/hiking and nature watching. While construction activities related to track curve 
reconstruction south of Desmond Road would occur completely with existing UPRR ROW, 
construction may result in short-term and temporary displacement of some users from the Lost 
Slough Wetlands Walk to other trails farther from the construction area. However, due to the likely 
low use of the trail on weekdays (when construction would likely occur), indirect visitor 
displacement from this trail to a different trail would be minimal. Therefore, temporary 
displacement of some users would not increase the use of other recreational facilities such that 
substantial physical deterioration of other facilities would occur or be accelerated, and this impact 
is considered less than significant. 

Response to Comment 14-5 

Please see responses to Comments 14-2 and 14-4. 

Response to Comment 14-6 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project. 
SJRRC and SJJPA are committed to continued collaboration with all interested parties and 
permitting agencies through the final design, permitting, and construction phases and 
implementation of all mitigation measures described in the EIR. 
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I.1.15 Letter 15. Sacramento County Water Agency 
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I.1.15.1 Response to Comment Letter 15 

Response to Comment 15-1 

As described in EIR Section 3.18, Utilities and Service Systems, implementation of Mitigation 
Measure UT-1.1: Implement a Utility Relocation Plan, requires coordination with all utility 
providers during final design and construction stages to identify utilities potentially impacted by 
the proposed project, including existing and planned utilities. Implementation of this mitigation 
measure would reduce impacts to less than significant. 

SJRRC and SJJPA are committed to continued collaboration with all interested parties and 
permitting agencies (including SCWA) through the final design, permitting, and construction 
phases and implementation of all mitigation measures described in the EIR. 
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I.1.16 Letter 16. Sacramento County Department of 
Transportation 
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I.1.16.1 Response to Comment Letter 16 

Response to Comment 16-1 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project. 
SJRRC and SJJPA are committed to continued collaboration with all interested parties and 
permitting agencies, including the Sacramento County Department of Transportation, through the 
final design, permitting, and construction phases and implementation of all mitigation measures 
described in the EIR. The proposed project would include frontage improvements along Blacktop 
Road, including sidewalks. 

Response to Comment 16-2 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project. 
SJRRC and SJJPA are committed to continued collaboration with all interested parties and 
permitting agencies, including the Sacramento County Department of Transportation, through the 
final design, permitting, and construction phases and implementation of all mitigation measures 
described in the EIR. The proposed project will provide for a safe pedestrian crossing on the south 
side across both the proposed and existing tracks. 

Response to Comment 16-3 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project. 
SJRRC and SJJPA are committed to continued collaboration with all interested parties and 
permitting agencies, including the Sacramento County Department of Transportation, through the 
final design, permitting, and construction phases and implementation of all mitigation measures 
described in the EIR. 
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I.1.17 Letter 17. Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality 
Management District 
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I.1.17.1 Response to Comment Letter 17 

Response to Comment 17-1 

Responses provided to specific SMAQMD comments are provided in response to Comment 17-
2 through 17-7.  

Response to Comment 17-2 

The Draft EIR Appendix B, Quantification of Criteria Air Pollutant and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 
and Energy Use, has been revised to include the documentation of estimated reduction in on-
road motor vehicle miles travelled that would occur as a result of the proposed project.  

Response to Comment 17-3 

Emissions calculations have been revised to include application of the California Air Resources 
Board off-model emissions adjustment factors for EMFAC 2017; these adjustment factors were 
applied to light duty gasoline-powered vehicles within the construction and operational fleet mixes, 
as appropriate, to account for potential increases in future vehicle emissions due to the Safer 
Affordable Fuel-Efficient (SAFE) Vehicles Rules Part One: One National Program” recently 
adopted at the federal government level. Updated emissions are provided in Tables 3.3-6 through 
3.3-10 of EIR Section 3.3, Air Quality, as well as in the updated EIR Appendix B, Quantification 
of Criteria Air Pollutant and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy Use. This revision does not 
create any new potentially significant effects and does not change any of the conclusions of the 
2019 Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment 17-4 

As requested, the phrasing of Mitigation Measures AQ-2.1, AQ-2.2, and AQ-2.4 of EIR Section 
3.3, Air Quality, has been revised to more clearly demonstrate the reporting requirements and 
enforceability of the respective mitigation measures. Mitigation Measure AQ-2.3 has also had one 
requirement item added, consistent with revised measures outlined in the SMAQMD Basic 
Emission Control Practices; compliance with CARB’s In-Use Off-Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets 
Regulation (California Code of Regulations, Title 13, Sections 2449 and 2449.1) would be 
required by regulation irrespective of this mitigation measure, but is added here for completeness. 
The revised language for each mitigation measure is provided below. These revisions do not 
change any of the conclusions of the EIR. 

AQ-2.1: Implement advanced emissions controls for off-road equipment.  

SJRRC shall require that the construction contractor for all off-road equipment greater 
than 25 horsepower have engines that meet or exceed Tier 4 Final off-road emission 
standards, if commercially available. The Community Development Department for each 
of San Joaquin and Sacramento County will verify compliance with this measures prior to 
the issuance of a grading permit for construction activities within the respective 
jurisdictions. 
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AQ-2.2: Implement advanced emissions controls for locomotives used for 
construction.  

SJRRC will require all diesel-powered locomotives used for construction to have engines 
that meet or exceed Tier 4 locomotive emission standards. The local community 
development or community works department, dependent upon the location of 
construction, will verify compliance with this measures prior to the issuance of a grading 
permit for construction activities within the respective jurisdictions. 

AQ-2.3: Implement fugitive dust control measures at all construction and staging 
areas to reduce construction-related fugitive dust, consistent with SJVAPCD 
Regulation VIII and SMAQMD Basic Emission Control Practices.  

SJRRC shall require that the construction contractor comply with fugitive dust control 
measures listed below or as they may be updated in the future by the SJVAPCD or 
SMAQMD. These measures reflect the SJVAPCD’s Regulation VIII and the Basic 
Construction Emission Control Practices identified by the SMAQMD. The local community 
development or community works department, dependent upon the location of 
construction, will verify compliance with this measures prior to the issuance of a grading 
permit for construction activities within the respective jurisdictions. 

• Water all exposed active construction area surfaces two times daily. Stabilize all on-
site unpaved roads using water or chemical stabilizer/suppressant. Exposed surfaces 
include, but are not limited to, soil piles, graded areas, unpaved parking areas, staging 
areas, and access roads. All disturbed areas, including storage piles, that are not being 
actively utilized for construction purposes, shall be effectively stabilized to prevent dust 
emissions by being sprayed with water or chemical stabilizer/suppressant, or by being 
covered with a tarp or other suitable cover or vegetative ground cover.  

• Install wind barriers at the windward sides of construction areas. Suspend excavation 
and grading activity when winds exceed 20 miles per hour.  

• Cover or maintain at least 2 feet of free board space on haul trucks transporting soil, 
sand, or other loose material on the site. Any haul trucks that would be traveling along 
freeways or major roadways should be covered. Clean the interior of cargo 
compartments on emptied haul trucks prior to leaving a site. 

• Prevent track out by installing track out control device. Use wet power vacuum street 
sweepers to remove any visible track of mud or dirt onto adjacent public roads at least 
once a day. The use of dry powered sweeping is prohibited.  

• Limit vehicle speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour (mph). 

• All roadways, driveways, sidewalks, and parking lots to be paved should be completed 
as soon as possible. In addition, building pads should be laid as soon as possible after 
grading unless seeding or soil binders are used. 

• Minimize idling time by either shutting equipment off when not in use or reducing idling 
time to 5 minutes ( as required by California Code of Regulations, Title 13, sections 
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2449(d) and 2485). Post this requirement prominently at the entrances to the site, 
where workers will see it.  

• Provide current certificate(s) of compliance for CARB’s In-Use Off-Road Diesel-Fueled 
Fleets Regulation (California Code of Regulations, Title 13, Sections 2449 and 
2449.1). For more information, contact CARB at 877- 593-6677, doors@arb.ca.gov, 
or www.arb.ca.gov/doors/compliance_cert1.html. 

• Maintain all construction equipment in proper working condition according to the 
manufacturer’s specifications. The equipment must be checked by a certified 
mechanic and determined to be in proper condition before it is operated. 

AQ-2.4: Offset construction NOX emissions. 

If construction equipment and locomotives with Tier 4 or equivalent engines are 
unavailable to support construction activities, as required by Mitigation Measure AQ-2.1 
and Mitigation Measure AQ-2.2, SJRRC shall participate in the off-site mitigation fee 
program by each air district, as appropriate. The mitigation fee, if needed, will be set at a 
level that would bring NOX emissions to a less-than-significant level (i.e., less than 100 
pounds per day or 10 tons per year from construction activities within the SJVAPCD and 
less than 85 pounds per day from construction activities within the SMAQMD). The off-
site mitigation fee may be needed if there is limited availability of equipment that meets or 
exceeds Tier 4 Final off-road emission standards for heavy-duty diesel engine use, and if 
the application of other mitigation measures would not bring NOX emissions below the 
SJVAPCD or SMAQMD threshold during construction. The calculation of fees, if needed, 
shall occur in consultation with SJVAPCD and SMAQMD, respectively, prior to initiating 
construction in each air district. The mitigation and administrative fees shall be paid in full 
by the Project Applicant, or its designee, prior to the local community development or 
public works department issuing a grading permit that would allow activity that would 
exceed the respective air district’s thresholds. The Project Applicant, or its designee, may 
negotiate an alternate payment plan based on the timing of construction phases that are 
expected to exceed the respective air district’s thresholds of significance, and would be 
required to be accepted by and agreed upon in writing with the respective air district prior 
to the issuance of a grading permit. In coordination with the respective air districts, the 
Project Applicant, or its designee, may reanalyze the project’s construction-related 
emissions prior to starting construction to update the required mitigation and 
administrative fees. If an updated analysis is performed, it must be submitted to and 
approved by the respective air district and local development jurisdiction.  

Response to Comment 17-5 

EIR Appendix B, Quantification of Criteria Air Pollutant and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and 
Energy Use, has been revised to include more the documentation of the emissions factors used 
to quantify project-related emissions, including the Carl Moyer emissions factors used for 
mitigated off-road equipment emissions, as well as the source of emission factors for earthmoving 
and demolition, and for paving and architectural coatings.  

http://www.arb.ca.gov/doors/compliance_cert1.html
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Response to Comment 17-6 

The analysis of potential impacts associated with project-related emissions of toxic air 
contaminants (TACs) has been expanded to include a project specific health risk assessment 
(HRA). The HRA assessed the potential TAC emissions impacts associated with short-term 
construction and long-term daily operations of the proposed project. Using methodology and 
guidance local, regional, state, and federal agencies, including the California Air Pollution Control 
Officers Association (CAPCOA) (2009), the California Air Resources Board (ARB) (2017), the 
Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) (2015), SMAQMD Mobile Sources 
Air Toxics Protocol (2019), the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (2017), and 
SMAQMD and SJVAPCD CEQA guidelines, the HRA quantified health risks (cancer and non-
cancer chronic risk) resulting from the proposed project on the surrounding community per year 
of construction and under full operational conditions. The detailed HRA methodology, inputs, and 
modeling files have been provided as EIR Appendix B, Air Quality, Health Risk Assessment, 
Greenhouse Gas, and Energy. The results of the HRA, as well as additional discussion of non-
quantified health risks such as asthma and heart disease, have been added to EIR Section 3.3, 
Air Quality. The results of the HRA support the Impact AQ-3 conclusions in the Draft EIR. The 
expanded analysis and revisions to Section 3.3 do not create any new potentially significant 
effects and do not change any of the conclusions of the 2019 Draft EIR. 

Although impacts associated with exposure of sensitive receptors to project-related emissions 
have been found to be less than significant, SMAQMD recommends that exposure reduction 
measures be considered for any proposed land use project that would result in the exposure of 
individuals to air pollutants from an active railway.  

Response to Comment 17-7 

Subsequent to the circulation of the Draft EIR, SJRRC and SJJPA received additional information 
and significant expressions of concern regarding siting of the proposed Natomas Maintenance 
and Layover Facility – a potential Phase II component of the proposed project. The site identified 
in the Draft EIR for the Natomas Maintenance and Layover Facility would require purchase or 
condemnation of two operating business ventures, as well as property owned by a joint landlord. 
Such purchase or condemnation could be prohibitively expensive for SJRRC and SJJPA and 
could also result in the loss of significant jobs to the region. For those reasons, SJRRC and SJJPA 
have deemed it infeasible to site the Natomas Maintenance and Layover Facility as shown in the 
Draft EIR. As such, consideration of all potential Phase II improvements, including the Natomas 
Maintenance and Layover Facility, the West Elkhorn Boulevard Overpass, and expansion of the 
Natomas/Sacramento Airport Station parking lot are no longer under consideration. All references 
to Phase II have been deleted from this Final EIR. If Phase II proceeds at a future date, SJRRC 
and SJJPA would site the Natomas Maintenance and Layover Facility at a more desirable 
location, subject to additional CEQA documentation and public review. 

Response to Comment 17-8 

As detailed in EIR Section 3.16, Transportation, most of the proposed stations would include bus 
bays for connecting bus services, as well as new access roads and/or improvements to adjacent 
roadway segments, intersections, and bicycle/pedestrian facilities as needed to provide adequate 
multi-modal access to and from the station. As discussed under Impact TRA-1, the proposed 
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project would enhance bicycle and pedestrian safety and access, and encourage activate 
transportation, through construction of new bicycle/pedestrian facilities (e.g., sidewalks, 
signalized crossings, bicycle/pedestrian paths) and upgrades to existing bicycle/pedestrian 
facilities. In addition, as discussed under Impact TRA-3, design, construction, and operation of 
the proposed project would also comply with applicable standards from Caltrans and local city 
and county agencies (for changes to the roadway network, including freeways, local streets, and 
grade crossings); design approval for specific project components would be sought from the 
appropriate agencies as part of detailed design and subsequent stages of the proposed project. 

Response to Comment 17-9 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project. 
SJRRC and SJJPA are committed to continued collaboration with all interested parties and 
permitting agencies through the final design, permitting, and construction phases and 
implementation of all mitigation measures described in the EIR. 
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I.1.18 Letter 18. Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality 
Management District 
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I.1.18.1 Response to Comment Letter 18 

Response to Comment 18-1 

The Lathrop to Ceres/Merced EIR and supporting health risk analysis are available on that 
project’s website (https://acerail.com/merced-extension-eir/). This reference analysis was not 
provided as an attachment to the Draft EIR. However, the analysis of potential impacts associated 
with the proposed project’s emissions of toxic air contaminants (TACs) has been expanded to 
include a project-specific health risk assessment (HRA), as described in response to Comment 
17-6. The results of the HRA support the Impact AQ-3 conclusions in EIR Section 3.3, Air Quality. 
The expanded analysis and revisions to Section 3.3, do not create any new potentially significant 
effects and do not change any of the conclusions of the EIR. 

Response to Comment 18-2 

Please see response to Comment 17-2. 

Response to Comment 18-3 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project. 
Additional coordination has occurred between the commenter and project consulting staff per the 
request of the commenter. 

The agency’s questions have been addressed per the responses to Comment Letter 17 and the 
above response to Comment 18-1 and 18-2 in coordination with the commenter. 

  

https://acerail.com/merced-extension-eir/
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I.1.19 Letter 19 Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) 
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I.1.19.1 Response to Comment Letter 19 

Response to Comment 19-1 

EIR Section 3.18, Utilities and Service Systems, analyzes impacts to utilities and service 
comprehensively. As shown in Impact UT-1, the impact is considered potentially significant, but 
mitigated by Mitigation Measure UT-1.1: Implement a Utility Relocation Plan. This Mitigation 
Measure notes SJRRC will coordinate with all utility providers during final design and construction 
stages to identify utilities potentially impacted by the proposed project, including existing and 
planned utilities. Section 3.18 also notes that SJRRC would continue to evaluate electrical 
demand with SMUD and PG&E as part of overall coordination activities. Though local connections 
to electric transmission facilities may be necessary, the amount of electricity needed for the 
proposed project is not anticipated to result in the need for new or expanded electric power 
facilities.  

EIR Section 3.6, Energy, includes a comprehensive analysis of energy impacts. As shown in 
Impact ENG-1, the proposed project would not result in in potentially-significant environmental 
impacts due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during 
project construction or operation. This impact would be less than significant.  

EIR Section 3.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, analyzes greenhouse gas emissions impacts 
comprehensively. Section 3.8.3.1 focuses on climate change, including the policies and regulatory 
efforts and the types of gases that contribute to climate change. As shown in Impact GHG-1, the 
impact is considered potentially significant, but mitigated by Mitigation Measure GHG-1.1: 
Implement Construction Emission Reductions to Minimize Construction-Related GHG Emissions. 
This Mitigation Measure notes SJRRC will implement construction GHG emission reduction 
measures, as feasible.  

EIR Section 4.2, Cumulative Impacts, includes a complete analysis of potential cumulative 
impacts related to utilities and service systems. As described, infrastructure demand (including 
energy demand) is considered less than cumulatively considerable.  

Response to Comment 19-2 

Subsequent to the circulation of the Draft EIR, SJRRC and SJJPA have continued coordination 
with the City of Elk Grove on an appropriate site for a station to serve the Elk Grove community. 
Additional information on a more ideal location for the station has been identified. In addition, 
SJRRC and SJJPA received numerous comments on the Draft EIR questioning the viability of the 
proposed North Elk Grove Station described in Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description. As such, 
the proposed North Elk Grove Station is no longer under consideration. All text related to the 
proposed North Elk Grove Station has been formatted as strikethrough in the Final EIR. Because 
the North Elk Grove Station is no longer under consideration, this comment is no longer applicable 
to the proposed project.  

Final approval of a future Elk Grove Station at a site agreed to by all interested parties will be 
subject to a separate, stand-alone CEQA document that will be circulated for public review and 
comment at a later date. 
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Response to Comment 19-3 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project.  

The SJRRC and SJJPA will incorporate and address, as required, the listed requirements and 
details regarding transmission lines. Where a SMUD Executed Agreement is necessary, SJRRC 
and SJJPA will provide the materials requested by SMUD as part of the Agreement process. 

Response to Comment 19-4 

Subsequent to the circulation of the Draft EIR, SJRRC and SJJPA received additional information 
and significant expressions of concern regarding siting of the proposed Natomas Maintenance 
and Layover Facility – a potential Phase II component of the proposed project. The site identified 
in the Draft EIR for the Natomas Maintenance and Layover Facility would require purchase or 
condemnation of two operating business ventures, as well as property owned by a joint landlord. 
Such purchase or condemnation could be prohibitively expensive for SJRRC and SJJPA and 
could also result in the loss of significant jobs to the region. For those reasons, SJRRC and SJJPA 
have deemed it infeasible to site the Natomas Maintenance and Layover Facility as shown in the 
Draft EIR. As such, consideration of all potential Phase II improvements, including the Natomas 
Maintenance and Layover Facility, the West Elkhorn Boulevard Overpass, and expansion of the 
Natomas/Sacramento Airport Station parking lot are no longer under consideration. All references 
to Phase II have been deleted from this Final EIR. If Phase II proceeds at a future date, SJRRC 
and SJJPA would site the Natomas Maintenance and Layover Facility at a more desirable 
location, subject to additional CEQA documentation and public review. 

Because Phase II improvements are no longer under consideration as part of the proposed 
project, the concerns raised by this comment are no longer applicable and a response is not 
necessary. 

Please also see responses to Comments 19-1 and 19-2.  

Response to Comment 19-5 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project.  

Response to Comment 19-6 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project.  

  



San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission  Appendix I Responses to Comments 
Valley Rail Sacramento Extension Project Final EIR 
 

 Page I.1-216 September 2020 

I.1.20 Letter 20. Sacramento Municipal Utility District 
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I.1.20.1 Response to Comment Letter 20 

Response to Comment 20-1 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project. 
Please also see responses to Comment Letter 19.  

Response to Comment 20-2 

Details provided regarding gas pipelines have been included in the project design plan sheets in 
EIR Appendix G, Valley Rail Extension 15% Preliminary Engineering Plan Set.  

Response to Comment 20-3 

Details provided regarding transmission lines have been included in the project design plan 
sheets in EIR Appendix G, Valley Rail Extension 15% Preliminary Engineering Plan Set. 

Response to Comment 20-4 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project. 
SJRRC and SJJPA are committed to continued collaboration with all interested parties and 
permitting agencies, including SMUD, through the final design, permitting, and construction 
phases and implementation of all mitigation measures described in the EIR. 
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I.1.21 Letter 21. Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District 
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I.1.21.1 Response to Comment Letter 21 

Response to Comment 21-1 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project.   

Response to Comment 21-2 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project.   

Response to Comment 21-3 

Subsequent to the circulation of the Draft EIR, SJRRC and SJJPA have continued coordination 
with the City of Elk Grove on an appropriate site for a station to serve the Elk Grove community. 
Additional information on a more ideal location for the station has been identified. In addition, 
SJRRC and SJJPA received numerous comments on the Draft EIR questioning the viability of the 
proposed North Elk Grove Station described in Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description. As such, 
the proposed North Elk Grove Station (including all access and siding variants) is no longer under 
consideration. All text related to the proposed North Elk Grove Station has been formatted as 
strikethrough in the Final EIR. Because the North Elk Grove Station is no longer under 
consideration, this comment is no longer applicable to the proposed project.  

Final approval of a future Elk Grove Station at a site agreed to by all interested parties will be 
subject to a separate, stand-alone CEQA document that will be circulated for public review and 
comment at a later date. 

Response to Comment 21-4 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-5 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-6 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-7 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-8 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 
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Response to Comment 21-9 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-10 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-11 

Thank you for your comment. The text in EIR Section 1.2, Project History, has been corrected. 

Response to Comment 21-12 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project.   

Response to Comment 21-13 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-14 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-15 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-16 

EIR Section 3.18, Utilities and Service Systems, analyzes impacts to utilities and service 
comprehensively. As shown in Impact UT-1, the impact is considered potentially significant, but 
mitigated by Mitigation Measure UT-1.1: Implement a Utility Relocation Plan. This Mitigation 
Measure notes SJRRC will coordinate with all utility providers during final design and construction 
stages to identify utilities potentially impacted by the proposed project, including existing and 
planned utilities.  

Response to Comment 21-17 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-18 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-19 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 



San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission  Appendix I Responses to Comments 
Valley Rail Sacramento Extension Project Final EIR 
 

 Page I.1-243 September 2020 

Response to Comment 21-20 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-21 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-22 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-23 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-24 

Wetland delineations referenced in Table 3.4-1 in EIR Section 3.4, Biological Resources, were 
conducted as mapping exercises for the purposes of characterizing land cover and habitat types 
in the project footprints; therefore, no wetland delineation reports were produced as a result of 
this effort. Instead, aquatic resource types and acreages were incorporated into the acreages for 
land cover types by project site as depicted in Table 3.4-2 in Section 3.4 and summarized by 
disturbance type in Table 3.4-3 in Section 3.4. A complete, formal wetland delineation for the 
proposed project has not been conducted. Aquatic resources mapped in the project area as part 
of land cover mapping and habitat assessment surveys include features that may meet the 
USACE definition of wetlands, as well as other features, such as open water and drainages 
(perennial, intermittent, and ephemeral) that may qualify as waters of the United States and/or 
state.  

Section 3.4 includes Mitigation Measure BIO-3.1 that requires SJRRC and SJJPA submit a 
wetland delineation to USACE for verification. The verified delineation shall serve as the baseline 
to determine actual project impacts for the purpose of permitting and determining compensatory 
mitigation needs.  

Please also see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-25 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-26 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-27 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-28 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 
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Response to Comment 21-29 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-30 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-31 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-32 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-33 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-34 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-35 

Impacts to western burrowing owl have been adequately described and analyzed. A summary of 
Tables 3.4-2 and 3.4-3 has been included in EIR Section 3.4, Biological Resources, in the 
biological impact analysis for western burrowing owl. Compensatory mitigation for modifications 
to habitats that are suitable for western burrowing owl are addressed under mitigation measures 
proposed for the permanent loss of nesting and foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk and white-
tailed kite (Mitigation Measure BIO-1-11). In addition, Mitigation Measure BIO-1.12 in Section 3.4 
has been revised for clarification purposes. This revision does not change the findings, 
conclusions or recommendations of the EIR. 

Please also see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-36 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-37 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-38 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-39 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 
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Response to Comment 21-40 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-41 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-42 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-43 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project. 
The information provided by the commenter related to degradation of the Union House Creek 
south levee as part of the South Sacramento County Streams Flood Control Project is 
appreciated. 

Please see also response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-44 

Please see response to Comment 21-3.  

Response to Comment 21-45 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-46 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-47 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-48 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-49 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project. 

Response to Comment 21-50 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 
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Response to Comment 21-51 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-52 

EIR Section 3.16, Transportation, references the Laguna Creek Trail in response to a comment 
received from the City of Elk Grove during the public scoping comment period. The partially 
completed trail is shown on the City of Elk Grove’s Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Trails Master Plan 
(2014), and begins at the Bond Road/Waterman Road intersection in Elk Grove, continuing 
northwest along Laguna Creek to city limits at Franklin Boulevard just south of Calvine Road. 
From there, both the Sacramento County Bicycle Master Plan (2011) and the City of Sacramento 
Bicycle Master Plan (2016) show a Class I bikeway (multi-use trail/path) continuing into the 
Bufferlands, with the latter plan showing the route connecting into Cosumnes River Boulevard. 

Response to Comment 21-53 

Information related to Utilities and Service Systems includes clarifying text changes, as 
documented in EIR Section 3.18, Utilities and Services Systems.  

Response to Comment 21-54 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-55 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-56 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-57 

While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for addressing environmental effects 
associated with the proposed project, it has been included in this Final EIR for decision maker 
review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project.  

Response to Comment 21-58 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-59 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-60 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 
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Response to Comment 21-61 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-62 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-63 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-64 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-65 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-66 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-67 

SJRRC and SJJPA appreciate the additional species occurrence information provided by the 
commenter regarding the presence of Centromadia parryi ssp. parryi in the Bufferlands. This 
species is evaluated as potentially occurring in the project footprint in Table C-1 of EIR Appendix 
C, Supporting Biological Resources Information.  

Response to Comment 21-68 

SJRRC and SJJPA appreciate the additional species occurrence information provided by the 
commenter regarding the presence of Centromadia parryi ssp. rudis in the Bufferlands. This 
species is a CRPR Rank 4.2 plant; EIR Section 3.4, Biological Resources, defines special-status 
plants as those assigned a CRPR of 1A, 1B, 2A, or 2B. This species occurs in similar habitats to 
and has the same bloom period of Centromadia parryi ssp. parryi, which is a CRPR 1B.2 plant 
evaluated as potentially occurring in the project footprint in Table C-1 of EIR Appendix C, 
Supporting Biological Resources Information. Mitigation Measure BIO-1.3 requires 
preconstruction botanical surveys in accordance with CDFW protocols, which includes a 
comprehensive species list of all plants in the project area and would account for Centromadia 
parryi ssp. rudis, if present. Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce impacts to 
less than significant. 

Response to Comment 21-69 

SJRRC and SJJPA appreciate the additional species occurrence information provided by the 
commenter regarding the presence of Castilleja campestris ssp. succulenta in the Bufferlands. 
This species is evaluated for potential occurrence in Table C-1 of EIR Appendix C, Supporting 
Biological Resources Information. This species is usually found in higher elevations than those 
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present in the project improvement areas; Castilleja campestris ssp. succulenta occurs in similar 
habitats to and has the same bloom period of Downingia pusilla. Downingia pusilla is evaluated 
as potentially occurring in the project footprint in Table C-1 of Appendix C. Mitigation Measure 
BIO-1.3 (see EIR Section 3.4, Biological Resources, requires preconstruction botanical surveys 
in accordance with CDFW protocols, which includes a comprehensive species list of all plants in 
the project area and would account for Castilleja campestris ssp. succulenta, if present. 
Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce impacts to less than significant. 

Response to Comment 21-70 

SJRRC and SJJPA appreciate the additional species occurrence information provided by the 
commenter regarding the presence of Hesperevax caulescens in the Bufferlands. This species is 
a CRPR Rank 4.2 plant; Section 3.4, Biological Resources, defines special-status plants as those 
assigned a CRPR of 1A, 1B, 2A, or 2B. Hesperevax caulescens occurs in similar habitats to and 
has the same bloom period of Downingia pusilla. Downingia pusilla is evaluated as potentially 
occurring in the project footprint in Table C-1 of EIR Appendix C, Supporting Biological Resources 
Information. Section 3.4 includes Mitigation Measure BIO-1.3 that requires preconstruction 
botanical surveys in accordance with CDFW protocols, which includes a comprehensive species 
list of all plants in the project area and would account for Hesperevax caulescens, if present. 
Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce impacts to less than significant. 

Response to Comment 21-71 

Legenere limosa is included in the list of special status plants in EIR Section 3.4, Biological 
Resources, and is evaluated as potentially occurring in the project footprint in Table C-1 of EIR 
Appendix C, Supporting Biological Resources Information. While this comment is not related to 
the adequacy of the EIR for addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed 
project, it has been included in this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to 
action on the proposed project. 

Response to Comment 21-72 

SJRRC and SJJPA appreciate the additional species occurrence information provided by the 
commenter regarding the presence of Lepidium latipes in the Bufferlands. This species is 
evaluated as potentially occurring in the project footprint in Table C-1 of EIR Appendix C, 
Supporting Biological Resources Information. While this comment is not related to the adequacy 
of the EIR for addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been 
included in this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the 
proposed project. 

Response to Comment 21-73 

SJRRC and SJJPA appreciate the additional species occurrence information provided by the 
commenter regarding the presence of Sagittaria sanfordii in the Bufferlands. This species is 
evaluated as known to occur in the project footprint in Table C-1 of EIR Appendix C, Supporting 
Biological Resources Information. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR 
for addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included 
in this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed 
project. 
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Response to Comment 21-74 

SJRRC and SJJPA appreciate the additional species occurrence information provided by the 
commenter regarding the presence of Branchinecta lynchi in the Bufferlands. This species is 
evaluated as potentially occurring in the project footprint in Table C-1 of EIR Appendix C, 
Supporting Biological Resources Information. While this comment is not related to the adequacy 
of the EIR for addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been 
included in this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the 
proposed project. 

Response to Comment 21-75 

SJRRC and SJJPA appreciate the additional species occurrence information provided by the 
commenter regarding the presence of Lepidurus packardi in the Bufferlands. This species is 
evaluated as potentially occurring in the project footprint in Table C-1 of EIR Appendix C, 
Supporting Biological Resources Information. While this comment is not related to the adequacy 
of the EIR for addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been 
included in this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the 
proposed project. 

Response to Comment 21-76 

SJRRC and SJJPA appreciate the additional species occurrence information provided by the 
commenter regarding the presence of least Bell's vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus) in the Bufferlands. 
This species is evaluated for potential occurrence in Table C-1 of EIR Appendix C, Supporting 
Biological Resources Information. Least Bell’s vireo is a rare, local, summer resident below about 
2,000 feet, mostly in San Benito and Monterey counties and in coastal southern California from 
Santa Barbara County south, and along the western edge of the deserts. EIR Section 3.4, 
Biological Resources, includes Mitigation Measure BIO-1.14 that requires preconstruction 
surveys for nesting birds and implementation of avoidance measures, as needed. While this 
comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for addressing environmental effects 
associated with the proposed project, it has been included in this Final EIR for decision maker 
review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project. 

Response to Comment 21-77 

SJRRC and SJJPA appreciate the additional species occurrence information provided by the 
commenter regarding the presence of California least tern (Sterna antillarum browni) nesting at 
the Sacramento Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant. This species did not appear in the 
CNDDB records search. It is recommended that the commenter submit this information to 
CNDDB. EIR Section 3.4, Biological Resources, includes Mitigation Measure BIO-1.14 that 
requires preconstruction surveys for nesting birds and implementation of avoidance measures, 
as needed. No nesting habitat would be impacted by the proposed project. While this comment 
is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for addressing environmental effects associated with the 
proposed project, it has been included in this Final EIR for decision maker review and 
consideration prior to action on the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment 21-78 

The commenter notes that yellow-headed blackbird only lists the genus Xanthocephalus, but not 
specific epithet xanthocephalus. This typographical error is noted; however, no revision is 
required. 

Response to Comment 21-79 

The only project improvement proposed in proximity to the City of Elk Grove would be 
approximately 400 feet of the southern end of the proposed North Elk Grove Siding. This project 
improvement does not have the potential to conflict with any applicable regional or local general 
plans. Therefore, consistency with City of Elk Grove General Plan was not included in EIR 
Appendix E, Regional and Local General Plans.  

Also, please see response to Comment 21-3. 

Response to Comment 21-80 

While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for addressing environmental effects 
associated with the proposed project, it has been included in this Final EIR for decision maker 
review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project. It should be noted that all 
proposed track improvements would be constructed within existing UPRR ROW. 

Response to Comment 21-81 

While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for addressing environmental effects 
associated with the proposed project, it has been included in this Final EIR for decision maker 
review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project. It should be noted that all 
proposed track improvements would be constructed within existing UPRR ROW. 

Response to Comment 21-82 

While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for addressing environmental effects 
associated with the proposed project, it has been included in this Final EIR for decision maker 
review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project. It should be noted that all 
proposed track improvements would be constructed within existing UPRR ROW. 

Response to Comment 21-83 

While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for addressing environmental effects 
associated with the proposed project, it has been included in this Final EIR for decision maker 
review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project. It should be noted that all 
proposed track improvements would be constructed within existing UPRR ROW. 

Response to Comment 21-84 

While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for addressing environmental effects 
associated with the proposed project, it has been included in this Final EIR for decision maker 
review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project. It should be noted that all 
proposed track improvements would be constructed within existing UPRR ROW. 
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Response to Comment 21-85 

Please see response to Comment 21-3. 

  



San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission  Appendix I Responses to Comments 
Valley Rail Sacramento Extension Project Final EIR 
 

 Page I.1-252 September 2020 

I.1.22 Letter 22. Stanislaus County Environmental Review 
Committee 
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I.1.22.1 Response to Comment Letter 22 

Response to Comment 22-1 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project.  
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I.1.23 Letter 23. Stanislaus County Public Works 
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I.1.23.1 Response to Comment Letter 23 

Response to Comment 23-1 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project.  
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I.1.24 Letter 24. Not Used 
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I.1.24.1 Response to Comment Letter 24 

Response to Comment 24-1 

Placeholder  
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I.  

I.2 Organizations 
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I.2.1 Letter 25. Central Valley Bird Club  
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I.2.1.1 Response to Comment Letter 25 

Response to Comment 25-1 

Subsequent to the circulation of the Draft EIR, SJRRC and SJJPA have continued coordination 
with the City of Elk Grove on an appropriate site for a station to serve the Elk Grove community. 
Additional information on a more ideal location for the station has been identified. In addition, 
SJRRC and SJJPA received numerous comments on the Draft EIR questioning the viability of 
the proposed North Elk Grove Station described in Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description. As 
such, the proposed North Elk Grove Station (including all access and siding variants) is no 
longer under consideration. All text related to the proposed North Elk Grove Station has been 
formatted as strikethrough in the Final EIR. Because the North Elk Grove Station is no longer 
under consideration, this comment is no longer applicable to the proposed project.  

Final approval of a future Elk Grove Station at a site agreed to by all interested parties will be 
subject to a separate, stand-alone CEQA document that will be circulated for public review and 
comment at a later date. 

Response to Comment 25-2 

Please see response to Comment 25-1. 

Response to Comment 25-3 

Please see response to Comment 25-1. 

Response to Comment 25-4 

Please see response to Comment 25-1. 

Response to Comment 25-5 

As discussed under Impact BIO-4 in EIR Section 3.4, Biological Resources, the proposed 
project does not include any new barriers to riparian corridors or drainages. Where proposed 
siding tracks would cross creeks and drainages, new rail bridges would be constructed adjacent 
to existing the existing track bridge, and would be designed to maintain surface flows and 
minimize disturbance to adjacent aquatic and riparian habitats. 

In addition, Section 3.4 includes a description of mitigation measures to avoid and minimize 
impacts to wildlife movement, including existing hydrological natural crossings. These mitigation 
measures include the following: Mitigation Measure BIO-1.8 would avoid and minimize impacts 
on special-status fish while pile driving and implement seasonal restrictions for in-water work, 
Mitigation Measure BIO-2.1 would avoid and minimize impacts on sensitive natural communities 
and riparian habitat, Mitigation Measure BIO-2.2 would require compliance with CDFW’s 
Section 1600 Streambed Alteration Agreement, Mitigation Measure BIO-3.1 would avoid and 
minimize impacts on wetlands and other waters, Mitigation Measure BIO-3.2 would compensate 
for impacts on wetlands and other waters, Mitigation Measure BIO-1.9 would minimize impacts 
on wildlife and retain biological monitors during construction, Mitigation Measure BIO-1.10 
would implement measures to avoid western pond turtle and giant garter snake during 
construction, and Mitigation Measure BIO-2.3 would implement siting constrain measures. 
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Also, as described in EIR Section 3.10,Hydrology and Water Quality, Mitigation Measure HYD-
1.1 would avoid water quality impacts from groundwater or dewatering discharges, and HYD-1.2 
would avoid water quality impacts from construction adjacent to, within, and crossing over 
surface waters. 

As described in the EIR, implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce potentially 
significant project-related impacts to a less-than-significant level. No revisions to the Draft EIR 
are necessary pursuant to this comment. 

Response to Comment 25-6 

Please see responses to Comments 25-3 and 25-3. 

Response to Comment 25-7 

Please see response to Comment 25-1. 

Response to Comment 25-8 

EIR Section 3.4, Biological Resources, includes a description of purple martin habitat and the 
potential for project related impacts to the species. Section 3.4 also includes avoidance and 
minimization measures for nesting birds. Mitigation Measure BIO-1.14 requires a 
preconstruction survey during the bird breeding season (generally February 1 through August 
31) for nesting birds and other raptors be conducted and avoidance measures implemented, 
which would include measures to ensure purple martin nesting activities within 500 feet of any 
project-related activities are not disrupted. Also, Mitigation Measure BIO-1.1 would minimize the 
temporary construction impact footprint, Mitigation Measure BIO-1.2 would require a Worker 
Environmental Awareness Training Program for construction personnel, Mitigation Measure 
BIO-1.4 would require development and implementation of a revegetation and weed control 
plan, and Mitigation Measure BIO-1.9 would minimize impacts on wildlife and require biological 
monitors during construction. As described in the EIR, implementation of these mitigation 
measures would reduce potentially significant project-related impacts to a less-than-significant 
level.  

While Section 3.4 does include a discussion of purple martin and the potential for presence in 
the project area (including oak woodland habitat), no mitigation measures specific to purple 
martin are necessary because potential impacts to purple martin would be avoided/minimized 
by implementation of the above-mentioned mitigation measures. As further described in Section 
3.4, the temporary (4.38 acres) and permanent (1.87 acres) loss of oak woodland would occur 
in marginal habitat, be minor in extent, and is expected to return to pre-project conditions within 
one growing season because they are dominated by herbaceous vegetation. Therefore, this 
impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. No revisions to the 
Draft EIR are necessary pursuant to this comment. 

Response to Comment 25-9 

EIR Section 3.4, Biological Resources, includes a description of tricolor blackbird habitat and 
the potential for project related impacts to the species. Section 3.4 also describes avoidance 
and minimization measures that would apply to tricolored blackbird including the following: 
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Mitigation Measure BIO-1.14 requires a preconstruction survey during the bird breeding season 
(generally February 1 through August 31) for nesting birds and other raptors be conducted and 
avoidance measures implemented, which would include measures to ensure tricolored blackbird 
nesting activities within 500 feet of any project-related activities are not disrupted. Also, 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1.1 would minimize the temporary construction impact footprint, 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1.2 would require a Worker Environmental Awareness Training 
Program for construction personnel, Mitigation Measure BIO-1.4 would require development 
and implementation of a revegetation and weed control plan, and Mitigation Measure BIO-1.9 
would minimize impacts on wildlife and require biological monitors during construction. As 
described in the EIR, implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce potentially 
significant project-related impacts to a less-than-significant level. No revisions to the Draft EIR 
are necessary pursuant to this comment. 

Response to Comment 25-10 

Please see response to Comment 25-1. 

SJRRC and SJJPA staff are committed to continued collaboration with CDFW and the USFWS, 
including agency staff at the Stone Lakes National Wildlife Refuge, during final design and 
implementation of the proposed project to avoid and minimize impacts to burrowing owl. 
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I.2.2 Letter 26. The Nature Conservancy  

 



San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission  Responses to Comment 
Valley Rail Sacramento Extension Project Final EIR 

 Page I.2-12 September 2020 

 



San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission  Responses to Comment 
Valley Rail Sacramento Extension Project Final EIR 

 Page I.2-13 September 2020 

 



San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission  Responses to Comment 
Valley Rail Sacramento Extension Project Final EIR 

 Page I.2-14 September 2020 

 



San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission  Responses to Comment 
Valley Rail Sacramento Extension Project Final EIR 

 Page I.2-15 September 2020 

 



San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission  Responses to Comment 
Valley Rail Sacramento Extension Project Final EIR 

 Page I.2-16 September 2020 

 



San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission  Responses to Comment 
Valley Rail Sacramento Extension Project Final EIR 

 Page I.2-17 September 2020 

 



San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission  Responses to Comment 
Valley Rail Sacramento Extension Project Final EIR 

 Page I.2-18 September 2020 

 
  



San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission  Responses to Comment 
Valley Rail Sacramento Extension Project Final EIR 

 Page I.2-19 September 2020 

I.2.2.1 Response to Comment Letter 26 

Response to Comment 26-1 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed 
project. 

Response to Comment 26-2 

The Valley Rail Sacramento Extension Draft EIR was prepared in accordance with CEQA and 
state CEQA guidelines. The Draft EIR responds to each of the comprehensive list of issues and 
topics provided in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines related to both construction and 
operational impacts. The Appendix G statements are evaluated in relation to specific thresholds 
and criteria resulting in a robust, accurate, and adequate analysis of the potential environmental 
consequences of the proposed project, including cumulative impacts. 

Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15378, Project: 

“(a) “Project” means the whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting in either a direct 
physical change in the environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in 
the environment, and that is any of the following:  

(1) An activity directly undertaken by any public agency including but not limited to public 
works construction and related activities clearing or grading of land, improvements to 
existing public structures, enactment and amendment of zoning ordinances, and the 
adoption and amendment of local General Plans or elements thereof pursuant to 
Government Code Sections 65100–65700.” 

Furthermore, under Article 10, Considerations in Preparing EIRs and Negative 
Declarations, Section 15143, Emphasis: 

“The EIR shall focus on the significant effects on the environment. The significant effects 
should be discussed with emphasis in proportion to their severity and probability of 
occurrence.” 

Train operational conditions along the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) Sacramento 
Subdivision between the Natomas/Sacramento Airport Station and the Stockton 
Downtown/ACE station with implementation of the proposed project are not expected to 
be significantly different from existing conditions. UPRR may operate a specific number 
of trains (including both freight and passenger trains) on its railroad subdivisions up to 
the capacity of the specific subdivision. The addition of project-related passenger trains 
operating along the Sacramento Subdivision would be dispatched by UPRR and would 
reduce the potential number of freight trains operating along the subdivision, given that 
the absolute number of potential trains that can operate is fixed. The addition of seven 
roundtrip passenger trains per day included in the proposed project is within the existing 
operational capacity of the subdivision. 
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It should also be noted that passenger trains are lighter, quieter, and shorter than typical 
freight trains. Therefore, by potentially reducing the number of freight trains operating 
along the corridor, adverse indirect and direct effects of freight trains operating along the 
corridor (as well as maintenance requirements) would also be reduced. As such, the 
analysis in the EIR focuses mainly on those areas along the corridor where permanent 
physical changes could occur due to ground disturbance activities. 

As described in EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, the project footprint is limited to 
areas along the Sacramento Subdivision where the construction of track improvements 
and stations would occur. All track improvements would be constructed within existing 
UPRR right-of-way (ROW), no temporary construction easements or permanent 
acquisition of new ROW is required for the track improvements. However, as described 
in EIR Chapter 3, Environmental Impact Analysis, the study areas for the environmental 
resources evaluated in the EIR included a buffer area beyond permanent and temporary 
impact areas (as necessary) to fully evaluate potential project impacts. 

Regarding the potential for increased train speed along the corridor, while the track 
curve corrections included as part of the proposed project (see Chapter 2) would enable 
speeds of up to 90 mph along the curves, neither passenger nor freight trains would 
travel at 90 mph due to the fact that the design speed along the Sacramento Subdivision 
is 79 mph south of Sacramento with slower speeds going through the city. In addition, a 
speed of 79 mph would only occur along certain stretches of track in isolated areas with 
minimal at-grade crossings. Other speed limiting factors include the existing condition of 
track, freight operations, local conditions, and passenger rail operations. 

In addition, increased passenger rail service along the UPRR corridor would only occur 
with operational agreements with UPRR and would be statutorily exempt from CEQA per 
Section 15275, Specified Mass Transit Projects: 

“CEQA does not apply to the following mass transit projects: 

(a) The institution or increase of passenger or commuter service on rail lines or high-
occupancy vehicle lanes already in use, including the modernization of existing 
stations and parking facilities.” 

Response to Comment 26-3 

Please see response to Comment 26-2. 

Response to Comment 26-4 

Please see response to Comment 26-2.  

Response to Comment 26-5 

Please see response to Comment 26-2.  

Response to Comment 26-6 

Please see response to Comment 26-2.  
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Response to Comment 26-7 

Please see response to Comment 26-2.  

Response to Comment 26-8 

Please see response to Comment 26-2.  

Response to Comment 26-9 

Please see response to Comment 26-2.  

Response to Comment 26-10 

Please see response to Comment 26-2.  

Response to Comment 26-11 

Please see response to Comment 26-2.  

Response to Comment 26-12 

Please see response to Comment 26-2.  

Response to Comment 26-13 

The methodology for the visual quality ratings of viewsheds in the project area is described in 
detail in EIR Section 3.1, Aesthetics, and utilizes the key concepts of vividness, intactness, and 
unity (as defined in Section 3.1). These concepts represent industry-professional standards for 
visual terminology and methodology, as used by the Federal Highway Administration, the U.S. 
Forest Service, and the U.S. Bureau of Land Management. Visual resources are subjective; 
therefore, reasonable people can disagree as to the degree of exiting visual quality, as well as 
the level of impacts that would occur to existing visual resources. The visual analysis in Section 
3.1 is not intended to provide an assessment of the visual quality of the Cosumnes River 
Preserve; rather, the description in the setting, and the emphasis of the impact analysis, are 
focused on the existing visual character and quality in the immediate viewshed of the proposed 
project elements.  

The proposed improvements in closest proximity to the Consumnes River Preserve include the 
track curve reconstruction south of Desmond Road and the Phillips Siding Upgrade/Extension. 
Section 3.1 describes this area as exhibiting “a high degree of vividness, intactness, and unity,” 
and concludes that “the visual quality” and “viewer sensitive” are “considered high.” In response 
to the comment, the text in Section 3.1 has been revised to note that the viewshed in the vicinity 
of Desmond Road also includes high quality managed wetland habitat and large numbers of 
migratory birds in winter months. However, Section 3.1 concludes that while the proposed track 
improvements could be visible to recreationists along trails near the project area, impacts would 
be less than significant because the proposed improvements (the railway embankment, tracks, 
and associated equipment, such as train signals) would have a visual appearance that is 
substantially similar to or the same as the existing UPRR facilities and would therefore blend 
into the existing landscape. 
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Please also see response to Comment 26-1. 

Response to Comment 26-14 

The description of the federal regulatory setting does not include the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) because no authorizations from BLM are necessary for the proposed 
project. All project-related activities, including construction and future operational track 
management activities in the vicinity of the BLM lands, would occur within the existing UPRR 
ROW, and therefore are subject to rules and regulations enforced by the Federal Railroad 
Administration (FRA). 

Please also see response to Comment 26-2. 

Response to Comment 26-15 

Please see response to Comment 26-2.  

Response to Comment 26-16 

Please see responses to Comments 26-2 and 26-13.  

Response to Comment 26-17 

EIR Section 3.4, Biological Resources, has been revised to note that The Nature Conservancy 
owns property adjacent to Track Curve Correction South of Desmond Road. 

Response to Comment 26-18 

Figures 3.4-3A and 3.4-3 B in EIR Section 3.4, Biological Resources, have been revised in 
response to the comment. 

Response to Comment 26-19 

Figure 3.4-3 B in EIR Section 3.4, Biological Resources, has been revised in response to the 
comment. 
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I.2.3 Letter 27. North Natomas Community Coalition  
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I.2.3.1 Response to Comment Letter 27 

Response to Comment 27-1 

Thank you for your participation, comments, and support for the Valley Rail Sacramento 
Extension Project. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for addressing 
environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in this Final 
EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project. 
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I.2.4 Letter 28. RailPAC  
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I.2.4.1 Response to Comment Letter 28 

Response to Comment 28-1 

Thank you for your participation, comments, and support for the Valley Rail Sacramento 
Extension Project. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for addressing 
environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in this Final 
EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project. 
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I.2.5 Letter 29. SMART 
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I.2.5.1 Response to Comment Letter 29 

Response to Comment 29-1 

Thank you for your participation, comments, and support for the Valley Rail Sacramento 
Extension Project. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for addressing 
environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in this Final 
EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project. 

Response to Comment 29-2 

Thank you for your participation, comments, and support for the Valley Rail Sacramento 
Extension Project. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for addressing 
environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in this Final 
EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project. 

Response to Comment 29-3 

Thank you for your participation, comments, and support for the Valley Rail Sacramento 
Extension Project. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for addressing 
environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in this Final 
EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project. 
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I.2.6 Letter 30. United Auburn Indian Community  
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I.2.6.1 Response to Comment Letter 30 

Response to Comment 30-1 

Thank you for your comments. SJRRC and SJJPA acknowledge that your email dated May 1, 
2020, is United Auburn Indian Community’s (UAIC) formal response to the Draft EIR for the 
Valley Rail Sacramento Extension Project.  

While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for addressing environmental 
effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in this Final EIR for decision 
maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project. 

Response to Comment 30-2 

In response to UAIC’s request that EIR Section 3.17, Tribal Cultural Resources should reflect 
the descendant tribal communities and their ties to the project location and not include regional 
“prehistory” and ethnographic information, the section has been revised and content regarding 
prehistory has been removed. Ethnographic information in Section 3.17 has also been revised 
to include living tribal community information. 

Response to Comment 30-3 

UAIC’s comment that the Assembly Bill (AB) 52 section in EIR Section 3.5, Cultural Resources 
is not necessary for the Section (only EIR Section 3.17, Tribal Cultural Resources) has been 
considered and the discussion of AB 52 has been deleted from Section 3.5. 

Response to Comments 30-4 and 30-5 

Per UAIC’s comment regarding the identification of Tribal Cultural Resources, Impact TRI-1 in 
EIR Section 3.17, Tribal Cultural Resources has been revised to acknowledge that pedestrian 
surveys of the project area by Tribal Representatives have yet to occur. In addition, Mitigation 
Measure CUL-2.2 in EIR Section 3.5, Cultural Resources, has been revised has been revised in 
response to UAIC’s request. 

Response to Comment 30-6 

Mitigation Measure CUL-2.3 in EIR Section 3.5, Cultural Resources, has been revised in 
response to UAIC’s request. 

Response to Comment 30-7 

Mitigation Measure CUL-3.1 in EIR Section 3.5, Cultural Resources, has been revised in 
response to UAIC’s request. 
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I.3 Individuals and Businesses 
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I.3.1 Letter 31. Briare, Mike 
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I.3.1.1 Response to Comment Letter 31 

Response to Comment 31-1 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed 
project. 

Response to Comment 31-2 

EIR Section 3.12, Noise and Vibration, analyzes noise impacts using prediction models from the 
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) guidance manual and impact thresholds described in 
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. Per the CEQA Guidelines, impacts that do not exceed 
significance thresholds do not require consideration of mitigation measures. As discussed in 
Section 3.12, Impact NOI-2, while the addition of new passenger service would result in 
increases in noise levels for sensitive receptors along the corridor, because of the relatively high 
existing noise levels from existing trains and local traffic, especially in Sacramento, there are 
relatively few moderate and no severe noise impacts (as defined by FTA) identified and no 
significant CEQA impact would result. As such, mitigation is not under consideration at this time. 
No revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary pursuant to this comment. 

Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) regulations (49 C.F.R. Part 222) require that engineers 
sound their locomotive horns while approaching public at-grade crossings until the lead 
locomotive fully occupies the crossing. However, as described in Section 3.12, many of the at-
grade crossings through Sacramento are in designated quiet zones. Within quiet zones, freight 
operators (and other tenant railroad operators) can be relieved of the requirement to sound their 
horns when crossing at-grade crossings. However, even with designation of a quiet zone, if any 
unsafe conditions are present at the time of train passage (such as a vehicle going around the 
gates or pedestrians in the crossing), train operators would still have the discretion to sound 
train horns. While the lead agency for a quiet zone designation is the local jurisdiction (typically 
the city or county) responsible for traffic control and law enforcement on the roads at the at-
grade crossings, SJRRC and SJJPA will work with local agencies to ensure continued viability 
of established quiet zones along the corridor. 

Response to Comment 31-3 

As described in EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, all stations would include features to reduce 
opportunities for crime, including lighting, security cameras, and emergency call boxes. Security 
cameras would be actively monitored during operational hours and local police departments 
would be contacted to respond to emergency situations. Emergency call boxes would connect 
users directly to local emergency personnel. These security features in station parking lots and 
at train platforms are expected to minimize and deter criminal offenses. In addition, the 
improvements to be included at the Midtown Sacramento Station (such as enhanced platform 
shelters, plazas, and pedestrian amenities) will improve the area surrounding the station by 
replacing underdeveloped areas occupied by large trash bins that could attract undesirable 
activity with facilities that could help activate the area.  
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SJRRC and SJJPA will establish a security and maintenance plan with the respective 
municipalities where the proposed stations would be constructed following project approval and 
during the site-specific design stage. In addition, SJRRC and SJJPA expect to contract with the 
Midtown Association to fund more frequent security patrols, pressure washing of sidewalks, 
graffiti removal, and pick up of trash at the proposed Midtown Station. SJRRC and SJJPA will 
continue to work with the City of Sacramento, the Midtown Association, and station area 
residents regarding improvements proposed for the areas surrounding the Midtown Sacramento 
Station. 

Response to Comment 31-4 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed 
project. 

For the Midtown Sacramento Station, passengers are envisaged to primarily access the station 
via non-motorized modes such as walking and cycling, in lieu of driving. As such, the project 
includes direct pedestrian and bicycle connections to facilitate station access by these modes. 
As the station would not provide new parking, the proposed project is not expected to 
substantially increase vehicle traffic in the vicinity of the station. While there would likely be 
some pick-up/drop-off activity at the station, much of this activity is expected to consist of taxis 
and transportation network company (TNC) vehicles, which would not necessarily represent a 
net increase in the number of vehicles on the roadway network. When project-generated vehicle 
traffic is distributed across the surrounding street network, the actual increase in traffic at the W 
Street and X Street grade crossings (and at adjacent upstream intersections)—which are at 
least five blocks away from the station—is expected to be minimal. In addition, as described in 
EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, the Midtown Sacramento Station would include 
improvements to facilitate convenient transfers to and from the SacRT 16th Street LRT Station. 

Response to Comment 31-5 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed 
project. 

The comment appears to focus on the attractiveness of the project for residents living in the 
Sacramento area commuting to San Jose. While commute service in general—as well as 
commute service from the Sacramento region to San Joaquin County, the Tri-Valley (Livermore, 
Pleasanton, and Dublin), and the Silicon Valley—are certainly some of the intended markets for 
the proposed service improvements, the general focus of the project is to improve passenger 
rail service between San Joaquin Valley counties and Sacramento, both for commute travelers 
and for intercity business and leisure travelers. The project attempts to balance potential (and in 
some ways, competing) ridership markets with the limitations on funding for capital 
improvements and operations/maintenance, as well as restrictions on the number of train slots 
available from UPRR. 
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While the conceptual service plan described in EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, only includes 
one commute-period roundtrip (via ACE) originating in Natomas, it includes three commute-
period roundtrips (via ACE) originating in Ceres to connect residents in the Central Valley with 
jobs in the Sacramento area. An additional ACE roundtrip originating in Natomas would operate 
during the midday period to Stockton. The timetable for the two additional intercity San Joaquins 
roundtrips between Natomas and the San Joaquin Valley (terminating in either Fresno or 
Bakersfield) has not yet been finalized, and will be determined at a later time. San Joaquins 
trains have connecting Thruway Bus services which also take passengers between the Central 
Valley and Southern California. 

Response to Comment 31-6 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed 
project. 

EIR Chapter 1, Introduction, provides a discussion of the history, background, and goals of the 
proposed project. Also, please see response to Comment 31-5. 



San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission  Appendix I Responses to Comments 
Valley Rail Sacramento Extension Project Final EIR 
 

 Page I.3-8 September 2020 

I.3.2 Letter 32. Burke, Kevin 
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I.3.2.1 Response to Comment Letter 32 

Response to Comment 32-1 

Subsequent to the circulation of the Draft EIR, SJRRC and SJJPA have continued coordination 
with the City of Elk Grove on an appropriate site for a station to serve the Elk Grove community. 
Additional information on a more ideal location for the station has been identified. In addition, 
SJRRC and SJJPA received numerous comments on the Draft EIR questioning the viability of 
the proposed North Elk Grove Station described in Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description. As 
such, the proposed North Elk Grove Station (including all access and siding variants) is no 
longer under consideration. All text related to the proposed North Elk Grove Station has been 
formatted as strikethrough in the Final EIR. Because the North Elk Grove Station is no longer 
under consideration, this comment is no longer applicable to the proposed project.  

Final approval of a future Elk Grove Station at a site agreed to by all interested parties will be 
subject to a separate, stand-alone CEQA document that will be circulated for public review and 
comment at a later date. 
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I.3.3 Letter 33. CC 
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I.3.3.1 Response to Comment Letter 33 

Response to Comment 33-1 

As discussed in EIR Section 3.16, Transportation, the proposed project would likely result in 
increased traffic levels near stations, but this would be balanced by reduced traffic on roadway 
routes running parallel to the project alignment. In the case of the Natomas/Sacramento Airport 
Station, it is likely that at least some of the vehicles traveling to and from the station would 
already have been present on Elkhorn Boulevard for access to/from I-5 and SR 99. These 
vehicles would not represent a net increase in overall traffic due to the project, but would simply 
be a local redistribution of traffic, as well as a net reduction in overall VMT, as discussed in 
Section 3.16. 

Effects of the proposed Natomas / Sacramento Airport Station on the surrounding road network 
would be examined in greater detail during the project’s design stage, following more detailed 
planning to determine a proposed timetable and other service characteristics. As part of this 
process, SJRRC and SJJPA would work with Sacramento County as needed on the final design 
of station access improvements, which would likely include a consideration of potential traffic 
safety concerns along West Elkhorn Boulevard with respect to side-street access to/from 
Blacktop Road. Similarly, SJRRC and SJJPA would coordinate with the California Public Utilities 
Commission (CPUC) and Sacramento County on the proposed modifications to the at-grade 
crossing with West Elkhorn Boulevard to ensure the crossing is safe and adequate. 

As further discussed Section 3.16, the proposed project would not substantially increase 
transportation-related hazards, and any project rail elements and any modifications to existing 
roadways would adhere to applicable design standards.  

Potential impacts associated with construction of the Natomas/Sacramento Airport Station in 
areas of existing soil and/or groundwater contamination, which could result in potential 
accidental releases of hazardous materials from these sites and subsequent human health or 
environmental hazards, are evaluated in EIR Section 3.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
(see Impact HAZ-2). For the reasons explained in detail in Section 3.9, implementation of 
Mitigation Measures HAZ-2.1, HAZ-2.2, HAZ-2.2, and AQ 2.3 (described in EIS Section 3.3, Air 
Quality) would reduce project-related impacts from construction in areas of contaminated soil or 
groundwater, accidental releases of hazardous materials, and potential inference with ongoing 
remedial activities, to a less-than-significant level. No revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary 
pursuant to this comment. 

EIR Section 3.12, Noise and Vibration, analyzes noise impacts using prediction models from the 
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) guidance manual and impact thresholds described in 
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. Per the CEQA Guidelines, impacts that do not exceed 
significance thresholds do not require consideration of mitigation measures. As discussed in 
Section 3.12, Impact NOI-2, while the addition of new passenger service would result in 
increases in noise levels for sensitive receptors along the corridor, because of the relatively high 
existing noise levels from existing trains and local traffic, especially in the Sacramento and 
Natomas areas, there are relatively few moderate and no severe noise impacts (as defined by 
FTA) identified and no significant CEQA impact would result. As such, mitigation is not under 
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consideration at this time. No revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary pursuant to this 
comment. 

Response to Comment 33-2 

Please see response to Comment 33-1. 

Response to Comment 33-3 

Subsequent to the circulation of the Draft EIR, SJRRC and SJJPA received additional 
information and significant expressions of concern regarding siting of the proposed Natomas 
Maintenance and Layover Facility – a potential Phase II component of the proposed project. 
The site identified in the Draft EIR for the Natomas Maintenance and Layover Facility would 
require purchase or condemnation of two operating business ventures, as well as property 
owned by a joint landlord. Such purchase or condemnation could be prohibitively expensive for 
SJRRC and SJJPA and could also result in the loss of significant jobs to the region. For those 
reasons, SJRRC and SJJPA have deemed it infeasible to site the Natomas Maintenance and 
Layover Facility as shown in the Draft EIR. As such, consideration of all potential Phase II 
improvements, including the Natomas Maintenance and Layover Facility, the West Elkhorn 
Boulevard Overpass, and expansion of the Natomas/Sacramento Airport Station parking lot are 
no longer under consideration. All references to Phase II have been deleted from this Final EIR. 
If Phase II proceeds at a future date, SJRRC and SJJPA would site the Natomas Maintenance 
and Layover Facility at a more desirable location, subject to additional CEQA documentation 
and public review. 

Response to Comment 33-4 

Please see responses to Comment 33-1 and 33-3. 

Response to Comment 33-5 

Please see response to Comment 33-1 

Response to Comment 33-6 

Please see responses to Comments 33-1 and 33-3. 

Response to Comment 33-7 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed 
project. 
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I.3.4 Letter 34. Cecilia, C 
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I.3.4.1 Response to Comment Letter 34 

Response to Comment 34-1 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed 
project. 

Response to Comment 34-2 

The commenter expresses the opinion that residents living in Rio Linda would be impacted by the 
proposed project without providing substantial evidence in support of this assertion. Substantial 
evidence includes facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion 
supported by facts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064[b]). Argument, speculation, or 
unsubstantiated opinion or narrative does not constitute substantial evidence (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064[a]). Trying to forecast the proposed project’s physical impacts on the 
environment based upon opinion without substantial evidence supporting the assertion would 
require a level of speculation that is not appropriate for an EIR. 

The Valley Rail Sacramento Extension Project Draft EIR was prepared in accordance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 
14, Section 15000 and following). The Draft EIR responds to each of the comprehensive list of 
environmental resources and thresholds based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines related 
to both construction and operational impacts. The environmental resources listed in Appendix G 
have been evaluated in relation to specific thresholds and criteria resulting in a robust, accurate, 
and adequate analysis of the potential environmental consequences of the proposed project, 
including cumulative impacts. 

As described in the EIR, all potentially significant project construction and operational impacts 
would be reduced to less-than-significant levels with the implementation mitigation measures 
with the exception of temporary construction noise. As described in EIR Section 3.12, Noise and 
Vibration, even with the implementation of proposed mitigation, temporary construction noise 
could remain significant and unavoidable. However, this potential impact would only last for the 
duration of any specific construction activity. 

Response to Comment 34-3 

The commenter expresses the opinion that the proposed project would result in negative impacts 
to air and water quality without providing substantial evidence in support of this assertion. 
Substantial evidence includes facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert 
opinion supported by facts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064[b]). Argument, speculation, or 
unsubstantiated opinion or narrative does not constitute substantial evidence (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064[a]). Trying to forecast the proposed project’s physical impacts on the 
environment based upon opinion without substantial evidence supporting the assertion would 
require a level of speculation that is not appropriate for an EIR. 

EIR Sections 3.3, Air Quality, and 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, include a comprehensive 
analysis of potential impacts related to these two topics. As described, all potentially significant 
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impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant levels with implementation of mitigations 
measures included in the analysis. 

Subsequent to the circulation of the Draft EIR, SJRRC and SJJPA received additional 
information and significant expressions of concern regarding siting of the proposed Natomas 
Maintenance and Layover Facility – a potential Phase II component of the proposed project. 
The site identified in the Draft EIR for the Natomas Maintenance and Layover Facility would 
require purchase or condemnation of two operating business ventures, as well as property 
owned by a joint landlord. Such purchase or condemnation could be prohibitively expensive for 
SJRRC and SJJPA and could also result in the loss of significant jobs to the region. For those 
reasons, SJRRC and SJJPA have deemed it infeasible to site the Natomas Maintenance and 
Layover Facility as shown in the Draft EIR. As such, consideration of all potential Phase II 
improvements, including the Natomas Maintenance and Layover Facility, the West Elkhorn 
Boulevard Overpass, and expansion of the Natomas/Sacramento Airport Station parking lot are 
no longer under consideration. All references to Phase II have been deleted from this Final EIR. 
If Phase II proceeds at a future date, SJRRC and SJJPA would site the Natomas Maintenance 
and Layover Facility at a more desirable location, subject to additional CEQA documentation 
and public review. 

Because Phase II improvements are no longer under consideration as part of the proposed 
project, the concerns raised by this comment are no longer applicable and a response is not 
necessary.  

Response to Comment 34-4 

As discussed in EIR Section 3.16, Transportation, the proposed project would likely result in 
increased traffic levels near stations, but this would be balanced by reduced traffic on roadway 
routes running parallel to the project alignment. In the case of the Natomas/Sacramento Airport 
Station, it is likely that at least some of the vehicles traveling to and from the station would 
already have been present on Elkhorn Boulevard for access to/from I-5 and SR 99. These 
vehicles would not represent a net increase in overall traffic due to the project, but would simply 
be a local redistribution of traffic, as well as a net reduction in overall VMT, as discussed in 
Section 3.16. 

Effects of the proposed Natomas / Sacramento Airport Station on the surrounding road network 
would be examined in greater detail during the project’s design stage, following more detailed 
planning to determine a proposed timetable and other service characteristics. As part of this 
process, SJRRC and SJJPA would work with Sacramento County as needed on the final design 
of station access improvements, which would likely include a consideration of potential traffic 
safety concerns along West Elkhorn Boulevard with respect to side-street access to/from 
Blacktop Road. Similarly, SJRRC and SJJPA would coordinate with the California Public Utilities 
Commission (CPUC) and Sacramento County on the proposed modifications to the at-grade 
crossing with West Elkhorn Boulevard to ensure the crossing is safe and adequate. 

As further discussed Section 3.16, the proposed project would not substantially increase 
transportation-related hazards, and any project rail elements and any modifications to existing 
roadways would adhere to applicable design standards.  
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Response to Comment 34-5 

SJRRC and SJJPA have consulted regularly with project stakeholders along the project 
alignment to coordinate potential project improvements and have held numerous meetings with 
local agencies, cities, and counties along the project alignment; potentially affected property 
owners; neighborhood organizations; elected officials; resource agencies; and other project 
stakeholders to identify potential alternatives to be considered for the proposed project. Please 
see EIR Chapter 6, Public and Agency Involvement, for a thorough discussion of public 
outreach and agency involvement that has been occurring since 2016. SJRRC and SJJPA 
welcome the opportunity to continue their collaborative work with landowners and managers 
within or adjacent to the project area, and will be reaching out to the appropriate parties as 
appropriate during final design, permitting, and implementation of the proposed project. 

The purpose of this EIR is to provide the information necessary for SJRRC and SJJPA to make 
an informed decision about the improvements included under the proposed project, and to 
supply the information necessary to support related permit applications and review processes. 
One of the purposes of CEQA is to provide an opportunity for the public and relevant agencies 
to review and comment on projects that might affect the environment. While this comment is not 
related to the adequacy of the EIR for addressing environmental effects associated with the 
proposed project, it has been included in this Final EIR for decision maker review and 
consideration prior to action on the proposed project. 

  



San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission  Appendix I Responses to Comments 
Valley Rail Sacramento Extension Project Final EIR 
 

 Page I.3-19 September 2020 

I.3.5 Letter 35. Kris Carley 
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I.3.5.1 Response to Comment Letter 35 

Response to Comment 35-1 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed 
project. 

EIR Section 3.12, Noise and Vibration, analyzes noise impacts using prediction models from the 
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) guidance manual and impact thresholds described in 
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. This analysis included the potential for noise associated 
with announcements at stations. Per the CEQA Guidelines, impacts that do not exceed 
significance thresholds do not require consideration of mitigation measures. As discussed in 
Section 3.12, Impact NOI-2, while the addition of new passenger service would result in 
increases in noise levels for sensitive receptors along the corridor, because of the relatively high 
existing noise levels from existing trains and local traffic, especially in Sacramento, there are 
relatively few moderate and no severe noise impacts (as defined by FTA) identified and no 
significant CEQA impact would result. As such, mitigation is not under consideration at this time. 
No revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary pursuant to this comment. 

Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) regulations (49 C.F.R. Part 222) require that engineers 
sound their locomotive horns while approaching public at-grade crossings until the lead 
locomotive fully occupies the crossing. However, as described in Section 3.12, many of the at-
grade crossings through Sacramento are in designated quiet zones. Within quiet zones, freight 
operators (and other tenant railroad operators) can be relieved of the requirement to sound their 
horns when crossing at-grade crossings. However, even with designation of a quiet zone, if any 
unsafe conditions are present at the time of train passage (such as a vehicle going around the 
gates or pedestrians in the crossing), train operators would still have the discretion to sound 
train horns. While the lead agency for a quiet zone designation is the local jurisdiction (typically 
the city or county) responsible for traffic control and law enforcement on the roads at the at-
grade crossings, SJRRC and SJJPA will work with local agencies to ensure continued viability 
of established quiet zones along the corridor. 

In addition, auditory announcements and warnings are required at stations in compliance with 
ADA requirements. However, the design of the Midtown Sacramento Station will ensure that all 
auditory announcements and warnings are directed to the station platform to the greatest extent 
feasible.  

Response to Comment 35-2 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed 
project. 

As described in EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, all stations would include features to reduce 
opportunities for crime, including lighting, security cameras, and emergency call boxes. Security 
cameras would be actively monitored during operational hours and local police departments 
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would be contacted to respond to emergency situations. Emergency call boxes would connect 
users directly to local emergency personnel. These security features in station parking lots and 
at train platforms are expected to minimize and deter criminal offenses. In addition, the 
improvements to be included at the Midtown Sacramento Station (such as enhanced platform 
shelters, plazas, and pedestrian amenities) will improve the area surrounding the station by 
replacing underdeveloped areas occupied by large trash bins that could attract undesirable 
activity with facilities that could help activate the area.  

SJRRC and SJJPA will establish a security and maintenance plan with the respective 
municipalities where the proposed stations would be constructed following project approval and 
during the site-specific design stage. In addition, SJRRC and SJJPA expect to contract with the 
Midtown Association to fund more frequent security patrols, pressure washing of sidewalks, 
graffiti removal, and pick up of trash at the proposed Midtown Station. SJRRC and SJJPA will 
continue to work with the City of Sacramento, the Midtown Association, and station area 
residents regarding improvements proposed for the areas surrounding the Midtown Sacramento 
Station. 
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I.3.6 Letter 36. Michelle Chester 
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I.3.6.1 Response to Comment Letter 36 

Response to Comment 36-1 

Appendix H, Supporting Noise and Vibration Analysis Documentation, was inadvertently not 
included when the Draft EIR was first published to the website but has since been uploaded and 
made available to the public. We apologize for this oversight.  

Response to Comment 36-2 

The Lathrop to Ceres/Merced EIR and supporting health risk analysis are available on that 
project’s website (https://acerail.com/merced-extension-eir/). This reference analysis was not 
provided as an attachment to the Draft EIR. However, the analysis of potential impacts 
associated with the proposed project’s emissions of toxic air contaminants (TACs) has been 
expanded to include a project-specific health risk assessment (HRA), as described below. The 
results of the HRA support the Impact AQ-3 conclusions in EIR Section 3.3, Air Quality. The 
expanded analysis and revisions to Section 3.3, do not create any new potentially significant 
effects and do not change any of the conclusions of the EIR. 

The analysis of potential impacts associated with project-related emissions of toxic air 
contaminants (TACs) has been expanded to include a project specific health risk assessment 
(HRA). The HRA assessed the potential TAC emissions impacts associated with short-term 
construction and long-term daily operations of the proposed project. Using methodology and 
guidance local, regional, state, and federal agencies, including the California Air Pollution 
Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) (2009), the California Air Resources Board (ARB) 
(2017), the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) (2015), SMAQMD 
Mobile Sources Air Toxics Protocol (2019), the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
(2017), and SMAQMD and SJVAPCD CEQA guidelines, the HRA quantified health risks (cancer 
and non-cancer chronic risk) resulting from the proposed project on the surrounding community 
per year of construction and under full operational conditions. The detailed HRA methodology, 
inputs, and modeling files have been provided as EIR Appendix B, Air Quality, Health Risk 
Assessment, Greenhouse Gas, and Energy. The results of the HRA, as well as additional 
discussion of non-quantified health risks such as asthma and heart disease, have been added 
to Section 3.3. The results of the HRA support the Impact AQ-3 conclusions in the Draft EIR. 
The expanded analysis and revisions to Section 3.3 do not create any new potentially significant 
effects and do not change any of the conclusions of the 2019 Draft EIR. 

Although impacts associated with exposure of sensitive receptors to project-related emissions 
have been found to be less than significant, SMAQMD recommends that exposure reduction 
measures be considered for any proposed land use project that would result in the exposure of 
individuals to air pollutants from an active railway.  

Response to Comment 36-3 

Please see responses to Comments 36-1 and 36-2. 

 

  

https://acerail.com/merced-extension-eir/
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I.3.7 Letter 37. Steve Dennison 
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I.3.7.1 Response to Comment Letter 37 

Response to Comment 37-1 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed 
project. 
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I.3.8 Letter 38. Donna Farris 
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I.3.8.1 Response to Comment Letter 38 

Response to Comment 38-1 

The commenter expresses the opinion that residents living in Rio Linda would be impacted by 
the proposed project without providing substantial evidence in support of this assertion. 
Substantial evidence includes facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert 
opinion supported by facts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064[b]). Argument, speculation, or 
unsubstantiated opinion or narrative does not constitute substantial evidence (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064[a]). Trying to forecast the proposed project’s physical impacts on the 
environment based upon opinion without substantial evidence supporting the assertion would 
require a level of speculation that is not appropriate for an EIR. 

The Valley Rail Sacramento Extension Project Draft EIR was prepared in accordance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 
14, Section 15000 and following). The Draft EIR responds to each of the comprehensive list of 
environmental resources and thresholds based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines related 
to both construction and operational impacts. The environmental resources listed in Appendix G 
have been evaluated in relation to specific thresholds and criteria resulting in a robust, accurate, 
and adequate analysis of the potential environmental consequences of the proposed project, 
including cumulative impacts. 

As described in the EIR, all potentially significant project construction and operational impacts 
would be reduced to less-than-significant levels with the implementation mitigation measures 
with the exception of temporary construction noise. As described in EIR Section 3.12, Noise and 
Vibration, even with the implementation of proposed mitigation, temporary construction noise 
could remain significant and unavoidable. However, this potential impact would only last for the 
duration of any specific construction activity. 

Subsequent to the circulation of the Draft EIR, SJRRC and SJJPA received additional 
information and significant expressions of concern regarding siting of the proposed Natomas 
Maintenance and Layover Facility – a potential Phase II component of the proposed project. 
The site identified in the Draft EIR for the Natomas Maintenance and Layover Facility would 
require purchase or condemnation of two operating business ventures, as well as property 
owned by a joint landlord. Such purchase or condemnation could be prohibitively expensive for 
SJRRC and SJJPA and could also result in the loss of significant jobs to the region. For those 
reasons, SJRRC and SJJPA have deemed it infeasible to site the Natomas Maintenance and 
Layover Facility as shown in the Draft EIR. As such, consideration of all potential Phase II 
improvements, including the Natomas Maintenance and Layover Facility, the West Elkhorn 
Boulevard Overpass, and expansion of the Natomas/Sacramento Airport Station parking lot are 
no longer under consideration. All references to Phase II have been deleted from this Final EIR. 
If Phase II proceeds at a future date, SJRRC and SJJPA would site the Natomas Maintenance 
and Layover Facility at a more desirable location, subject to additional CEQA documentation 
and public review. 

Because Phase II improvements are no longer under consideration as part of the proposed 
project, the concerns raised by this comment are no longer applicable and a response is not 
necessary. 
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Response to Comment 38-2 

The commenter expresses the opinion that the proposed project would result in impacts without 
providing substantial evidence in support of their assertion. Substantial evidence includes facts, 
reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064[b]). Argument, speculation, or unsubstantiated opinion or narrative 
does not constitute substantial evidence (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064[a]). Trying to 
forecast the proposed project’s physical impacts on the environment based upon opinion 
without substantial evidence supporting the assertion would require a level of speculation that is 
not appropriate for an EIR.  

EIR Section 3.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, includes a comprehensive analysis of the 
potential for construction-related hazardous waste impacts, including construction on sites of 
known chemical contamination. As discussed in Section 3.9, the implementation of mitigation 
measures HAZ-2.1, ,HAZ-2.2, HAZ-2.3, and AQ-2.3 (see EIR Section 3.3, Air Quality) would 
reduce all potentially significant impacts to a less-than-significant level by implementing a 
voluntary oversight agreement, site investigations, a construction risk management plan, a 
measures to control construction related fugitive dust. For the reasons explained in detail in 
Section 3.9, implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce project-related impacts 
from construction in areas of contaminated soil or groundwater, accidental releases of 
hazardous materials, and potential inference with ongoing remedial activities, to a less-than-
significant level. No revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary pursuant to this comment. 

Please also see response to Comment 38-1. 

Response to Comment 38-3 

Please see responses to Comments 38-1 and 38-2. 

Response to Comment 38-4 

The commenter expresses the opinion that the proposed project would result in impacts to 
groundwater without providing substantial evidence in support of their assertion. Substantial 
evidence includes facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion 
supported by facts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064[b]). Argument, speculation, or 
unsubstantiated opinion or narrative does not constitute substantial evidence (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064[a]). Trying to forecast the proposed project’s physical impacts on the 
environment based upon opinion without substantial evidence supporting the assertion would 
require a level of speculation that is not appropriate for an EIR.  

EIR Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, includes a comprehensive analysis of the 
potential for construction and operational related to water quality. As discussed, implementation 
of Mitigation Measure HYD-1.1 would avoid water quality impacts from groundwater or 
dewatering discharges; and Mitigation Measure HYD-1.2 would avoid water quality impacts from 
construction adjacent to, within, and crossing over surface waters. No revisions to the Draft EIR 
are necessary pursuant to this comment. 

Please also see responses to Comments 38-1 and 38-2. 
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Response to Comment 38-5 

Please see responses to Comments 38-1, 38-2 and 38-4. 

Response to Comment 38-6 

The commenter expresses the opinion that the proposed project would result in impacts to air 
quality without providing substantial evidence in support of their assertion. Substantial evidence 
includes facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by 
facts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064[b]). Argument, speculation, or unsubstantiated opinion 
or narrative does not constitute substantial evidence (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064[a]). 
Trying to forecast the proposed project’s physical impacts on the environment based upon 
opinion without substantial evidence supporting the assertion would require a level of 
speculation that is not appropriate for an EIR.  

EIR Section 3.3, Air Quality, included an analysis of potential construction and operational 
impacts to adopted air quality thresholds. As discussed, while the project could result in 
potentially significant construction-related impacts, these impacts would be reduced to a less-
than-significant level with the implementation of mitigation measures AQ-2.1, AQ-2.2, AQ-2.3, 
and AQ-2.4 which would require the use of advance emission controls for construction vehicles, 
implementation of dust control measures at construction and staging sites, and an offset of 
construction NOx emissions. As further discussed in Section 3.3, operation of the proposed 
project would not result in significant air quality impacts related to exposure to pollutants or 
odors. No revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary pursuant to this comment. 

Please also see response to Comment 38-1. 

Response to Comment 38-7 

The commenter expresses the opinion that the proposed project would result in impacts to 
wildlife habitat without providing substantial evidence in support of their assertion. Substantial 
evidence includes facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion 
supported by facts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064[b]). Argument, speculation, or 
unsubstantiated opinion or narrative does not constitute substantial evidence (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064[a]). Trying to forecast the proposed project’s physical impacts on the 
environment based upon opinion without substantial evidence supporting the assertion would 
require a level of speculation that is not appropriate for an EIR.  

A full evaluation of potential project-related temporary and permanent impact to wildlife habitat 
is included in EIR Section 3.4, Biological Resources. As discussed in Section 3.4, project-
related impacts to wildlife habitat would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with 
implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1.1 to BIO-1.11 that would avoid, minimize, and 
compensate for temporary and permanent losses of habitat, including loss of habitat in the 
vicinity of the proposed Natomas/Sacramento Airport Station. No revisions to the Draft EIR are 
necessary pursuant to this comment. 

Please also see responses to Comments 38-1 38-2, 38-4, and 38-6. 
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Response to Comment 38-8 

EIR Section 3.12, Noise and Vibration, analyzes noise impacts using prediction models from the 
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) guidance manual and impact thresholds described in 
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. Per the CEQA Guidelines, impacts that do not exceed 
significance thresholds do not require consideration of mitigation measures. As discussed in 
EIR Section 3.12, Impact NOI-2, while the addition of new passenger service would result in 
increases in noise levels for sensitive receptors along the corridor, because of the relatively high 
existing noise levels from existing trains and local traffic, especially in Sacramento, there are 
relatively few moderate and no severe noise impacts (as defined by FTA) identified and no 
significant CEQA impact would result. As such, mitigation is not under consideration at this time. 
No revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary pursuant to this comment. 

Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) regulations (49 C.F.R. Part 222) require that engineers 
sound their locomotive horns while approaching public at-grade crossings until the lead 
locomotive fully occupies the crossing. However, as described in Section 3.12, many of the at-
grade crossings through Sacramento are in designated quiet zones. Within quiet zones, freight 
operators (and other tenant railroad operators) can be relieved of the requirement to sound their 
horns when crossing at-grade crossings. However, even with designation of a quiet zone, if any 
unsafe conditions are present at the time of train passage (such as a vehicle going around the 
gates or pedestrians in the crossing), train operators would still have the discretion to sound 
train horns. While the lead agency for a quiet zone designation is the local jurisdiction (typically 
the city or county) responsible for traffic control and law enforcement on the roads at the at-
grade crossings, SJRRC and SJJPA will work with local agencies to ensure continued viability 
of established quiet zones along the corridor. 

As described in EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, all permanent artificial outdoor lighting to be 
installed at station facilities would be limited to safety and security requirements and designed 
using Illuminating Engineering Society’s design guidelines, and in compliance with International 
Dark-Sky Association approved fixtures. All lighting would be designed to have minimum impact 
on the surrounding environment; and would use downcast, cut-off–type fixtures that direct the 
light only towards objects requiring illumination. Shielding would be used, where needed, to 
ensure light pollution is minimized. As described in EIR Section 3.1, Aesthetics, compliance with 
these guidelines and standards would prevent spillover lighting and potential impacts related to 
light and glare would be less than significant. No revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary 
pursuant to this comment. 

Please also see response to Comment 38-1. 

Response to Comment 38-9 

SJRRC and SJJPA do not believe the that increased litter, garbage and human waste is 
inherent to our proposed facilities. As described in EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, all 
stations would include features to reduce opportunities for crime, including lighting, security 
cameras, and emergency call boxes. Security cameras would be actively monitored during 
operational hours and local police departments would be contacted to respond to emergency 
situations. Emergency call boxes would connect users directly to local emergency personnel. 
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These security features in station parking lots and at train platforms are expected to minimize 
and deter criminal offenses. 

SJRRC and SJJPA will establish a security and maintenance plan with the respective 
municipalities where the proposed stations would be constructed following project approval and 
during the site-specific design stage. 

Please also see response to Comment 38-1. 

Response to Comment 38-10 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed 
project. 

Please also see responses to Comments 38-1 and 38-9. 

Response to Comment 38-11 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed 
project. 

Response to Comment 38-12 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed 
project. 

Please also see responses to Comments 38-1 through 38-11. 

Response to Comment 38-13 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed 
project. 

Response to Comment 38-14 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed 
project. 
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I.3.9 Letter 39. Ramon Flores 
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I.3.9.1 Response to Comment Letter 39 

Response to Comment 39-1 

Subsequent to the circulation of the Draft EIR, SJRRC and SJJPA have continued coordination 
with the City of Elk Grove on an appropriate site for a station to serve the Elk Grove community. 
Additional information on a more ideal location for the station has been identified. In addition, 
SJRRC and SJJPA received numerous comments on the Draft EIR questioning the viability of 
the proposed North Elk Grove Station described in Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description. As 
such, the proposed North Elk Grove Station (including all access and siding variants) is no 
longer under consideration. All text related to the proposed North Elk Grove Station has been 
formatted as strikethrough in the Final EIR. Because the North Elk Grove Station is no longer 
under consideration, this comment is no longer applicable to the proposed project.  

Final approval of a future Elk Grove Station at a site agreed to by all interested parties will be 
subject to a separate, stand-alone CEQA document that will be circulated for public review and 
comment at a later date. 
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I.3.10 Letter 40. George Reed, Inc. 
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I.3.10.1 Response to Comment Letter 40 

Response to Comment 40-1 

Subsequent to the circulation of the Draft EIR, SJRRC and SJJPA received additional 
information and significant expressions of concern regarding siting of the proposed Natomas 
Maintenance and Layover Facility – a potential Phase II component of the proposed project. 
The site identified in the Draft EIR for the Natomas Maintenance and Layover Facility would 
require purchase or condemnation of two operating business ventures, as well as property 
owned by a joint landlord. Such purchase or condemnation could be prohibitively expensive for 
SJRRC and SJJPA and could also result in the loss of significant jobs to the region. For those 
reasons, SJRRC and SJJPA have deemed it infeasible to site the Natomas Maintenance and 
Layover Facility as shown in the Draft EIR. As such, consideration of all potential Phase II 
improvements, including the Natomas Maintenance and Layover Facility, the West Elkhorn 
Boulevard Overpass, and expansion of the Natomas/Sacramento Airport Station parking lot are 
no longer under consideration. All references to Phase II have been deleted from this Final EIR. 
If Phase II proceeds at a future date, SJRRC and SJJPA would site the Natomas Maintenance 
and Layover Facility at a more desirable location, subject to additional CEQA documentation 
and public review. 

Because Phase II improvements are no longer under consideration as part of the proposed 
project, the concerns raised by this comment are no longer applicable and a response is not 
necessary. 

Response to Comment 40-2 

Please see response to Comment 40-1. 

Response to Comment 40-3 

Please see response to Comment 40-1. 

Response to Comment 40-4 

Please see response to Comment 40-1. 

Response to Comment 40-5 

Please see response to Comment 40-1. 
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I.3.11 Letter 41. Larane Investments 
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I.3.11.1 Response to Comment Letter 41 

Response to Comment 41-1 

Subsequent to the circulation of the Draft EIR, SJRRC and SJJPA received additional 
information and significant expressions of concern regarding siting of the proposed Natomas 
Maintenance and Layover Facility – a potential Phase II component of the proposed project. 
The site identified in the Draft EIR for the Natomas Maintenance and Layover Facility would 
require purchase or condemnation of two operating business ventures, as well as property 
owned by a joint landlord. Such purchase or condemnation could be prohibitively expensive for 
SJRRC and SJJPA and could also result in the loss of significant jobs to the region. For those 
reasons, SJRRC and SJJPA have deemed it infeasible to site the Natomas Maintenance and 
Layover Facility as shown in the Draft EIR. As such, consideration of all potential Phase II 
improvements, including the Natomas Maintenance and Layover Facility, the West Elkhorn 
Boulevard Overpass, and expansion of the Natomas/Sacramento Airport Station parking lot are 
no longer under consideration. All references to Phase II have been deleted from this Final EIR. 
If Phase II proceeds at a future date, SJRRC and SJJPA would site the Natomas Maintenance 
and Layover Facility at a more desirable location, subject to additional CEQA documentation 
and public review. 

Because Phase II improvements are no longer under consideration as part of the proposed 
project, the concerns raised by this comment are no longer applicable and a response is not 
necessary. 

Response to Comment 41-2 

Please see response to Comment 41-1. 

Response to Comment 41-3 

Please see response to Comment 41-1. 

Response to Comment 41-4 

Please see response to Comment 41-1. 

Response to Comment 41-5 

Please see response to Comment 41-1. 

Response to Comment 41-6 

Please see response to Comment 41-1. 
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I.3.12 Letter 42. Ansel Lundberg 
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I.3.12.1 Response to Comment Letter 42 

Response to Comment 42-1 

Subsequent to the circulation of the Draft EIR, SJRRC and SJJPA have continued coordination 
with the City of Elk Grove on an appropriate site for a station to serve the Elk Grove community. 
Additional information on a more ideal location for the station has been identified. In addition, 
SJRRC and SJJPA received numerous comments on the Draft EIR questioning the viability of 
the proposed North Elk Grove Station described in Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description. As 
such, the proposed North Elk Grove Station (including all access and siding variants) is no 
longer under consideration. All text related to the proposed North Elk Grove Station has been 
formatted as strikethrough in the Final EIR. Because the North Elk Grove Station is no longer 
under consideration, this comment is no longer applicable to the proposed project.  

Final approval of a future Elk Grove Station at a site agreed to by all interested parties will be 
subject to a separate, stand-alone CEQA document that will be circulated for public review and 
comment at a later date. 

Response to Comment 42-2 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed 
project. 
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I.3.13 Letter 43. Julia Mee 
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I.3.13.1 Response to Comment Letter 43 

Response to Comment 43-1 

EIR Section 3.12, Noise and Vibration, analyzes noise impacts using prediction models from the 
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) guidance manual and impact thresholds described in 
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. Per the CEQA Guidelines, impacts that do not exceed 
significance thresholds do not require consideration of mitigation measures. As discussed in 
Section 3.12, Impact NOI-2, while the addition of new passenger service would result in 
increases in noise levels for sensitive receptors along the corridor, because of the relatively high 
existing noise levels from existing trains and local traffic, especially in Sacramento, there are 
relatively few moderate and no severe noise impacts (as defined by FTA) identified and no 
significant CEQA impact would result. As such, mitigation (including the construction of noise 
barriers) is not under consideration at this time. No revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary 
pursuant to this comment. 

Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) regulations (49 C.F.R. Part 222) require that engineers 
sound their locomotive horns while approaching public at-grade crossings until the lead 
locomotive fully occupies the crossing. However, as described in Section 3.12, many of the at-
grade crossings through Sacramento are in designated quiet zones. Within quiet zones, freight 
operators (and other tenant railroad operators) can be relieved of the requirement to sound their 
horns when crossing at-grade crossings. However, even with designation of a quiet zone, if any 
unsafe conditions are present at the time of train passage (such as a vehicle going around the 
gates or pedestrians in the crossing), train operators would still have the discretion to sound 
train horns. While the lead agency for a quiet zone designation is the local jurisdiction (typically 
the city or county) responsible for traffic control and law enforcement on the roads at the at-
grade crossings, SJRRC and SJJPA will work with local agencies to ensure continued viability 
of established quiet zones along the corridor. 

Response to Comment 43-2 

As described in EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, all permanent artificial outdoor lighting to be 
installed at station facilities would be limited to safety and security requirements and designed 
using Illuminating Engineering Society’s design guidelines, and in compliance with International 
Dark-Sky Association approved fixtures. All lighting would be designed to have minimum impact 
on the surrounding environment; and would use downcast, cut-off–type fixtures that direct the 
light only towards objects requiring illumination. Shielding would be used, where needed, to 
ensure light pollution is minimized. As described in EIR Section 3.1, Aesthetics, compliance with 
these guidelines and standards would prevent spillover lighting and potential impacts related to 
light and glare would be less than significant. No revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary 
pursuant to this comment. 

Response to Comment 43-3 

For the Midtown Sacramento Station, passengers are envisaged to primarily access the station 
via non-motorized modes such as walking and cycling, in lieu of driving. As such, the project 
includes direct pedestrian and bicycle connections to facilitate station access by these modes. 
As the station would not provide new parking, the proposed project is not expected to 



San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission  Appendix I Responses to Comments 
Valley Rail Sacramento Extension Project Final EIR 
 

 Page I.3-50 September 2020 

substantially increase vehicle traffic in the vicinity of the station. While there would likely be 
some pick-up/drop-off activity at the station, much of this activity is expected to consist of taxis 
and transportation network company (TNC) vehicles, which would not necessarily represent a 
net increase in the number of vehicles on the roadway network. When project-generated vehicle 
traffic is distributed across the surrounding street network, the actual increase in traffic at the W 
Street and X Street grade crossings (and at adjacent upstream intersections)—which are at 
least five blocks away from the station—is expected to be minimal. In addition, as described in 
EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, the Midtown Sacramento Station would include 
improvements to facilitate convenient transfers to and from the SacRT 16th Street LRT Station. 

At this time, the proposed project does not include improvements (such as the installation of 
gates at residential driveways) to private properties. However, SJRRC and SJJPA will continue 
to work with the Midtown Association and station area residents during final design of the 
Midtown Sacramento Station to minimize adverse effects of the station. 

Response to Comment 43-4 

As described in EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, all stations would include features to reduce 
opportunities for crime, including lighting, security cameras, and emergency call boxes. Security 
cameras would be actively monitored during operational hours and local police departments 
would be contacted to respond to emergency situations. Emergency call boxes would connect 
users directly to local emergency personnel. These security features in station parking lots and 
at train platforms are expected to minimize and deter criminal offenses. In addition, the 
improvements to be included at the Midtown Sacramento Station (such as enhanced platform 
shelters, plazas, and pedestrian amenities) will improve the area surrounding the station by 
replacing underdeveloped areas occupied by large trash bins that could attract undesirable 
activity with facilities that could help activate the area.  

SJRRC and SJJPA will establish a security and maintenance plan with the respective 
municipalities where the proposed stations would be constructed following project approval and 
during the site-specific design stage. In addition, SJRRC and SJJPA expect to contract with the 
Midtown Association to fund more frequent security patrols, pressure washing of sidewalks, 
graffiti removal, and pick up of trash at the proposed Midtown Station. SJRRC and SJJPA will 
continue to work with the City of Sacramento, the Midtown Association, and station area 
residents regarding improvements proposed for the areas surrounding the Midtown Sacramento 
Station. 

Response to Comment 43-5 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed 
project.  

As described in EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, the Midtown Sacramento Station would 
include enhanced platform shelters which may reduce visibility in the station platform area. 
SJRRC and SJJPA will continue to work with interested parties (including the Midtown 
Association and station area resident) during final design of the Midtown Sacramento Station to 
ensure potential adverse effects are minimized.  
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Response to Comment 43-6 

Please also see response to Comment 43-4. 

Response to Comment 43-7 

The current configuration of UPRR tracks through Midtown include two sets of tracks south of R 
Street, one of which ends just south of Q Street. This second set of tracks would be extended to 
just North of P Street to allow trains to bypass the tracks adjacent to the platform at the 
proposed Midtown Sacramento Station. 

EIR Section 3.12, Noise and Vibration, analyzes noise impacts using prediction models from the 
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) guidance manual and impact thresholds described in 
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. Per the CEQA Guidelines, impacts that do not exceed 
significance thresholds do not require consideration of mitigation measures. As discussed in 
Section 3.12, Impact NOI-2, while the addition of new passenger service would result in 
increases in noise levels for sensitive receptors along the corridor, because of the relatively high 
existing noise levels from existing trains and local traffic, especially in Sacramento, there are 
relatively few moderate and no severe noise impacts (as defined by FTA) identified and no 
significant CEQA impact would result. As such, mitigation is not under consideration at this time. 
No revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary pursuant to this comment. 

Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) regulations (49 C.F.R. Part 222) require that engineers 
sound their locomotive horns while approaching public at-grade crossings until the lead 
locomotive fully occupies the crossing. However, as described in Section 3.12, many of the at-
grade crossings through Sacramento are in designated quiet zones. Within quiet zones, freight 
operators (and other tenant railroad operators) can be relieved of the requirement to sound their 
horns when crossing at-grade crossings. However, even with designation of a quiet zone, if any 
unsafe conditions are present at the time of train passage (such as a vehicle going around the 
gates or pedestrians in the crossing), train operators would still have the discretion to sound 
train horns. While the lead agency for a quiet zone designation is the local jurisdiction (typically 
the city or county) responsible for traffic control and law enforcement on the roads at the at-
grade crossings, SJRRC and SJJPA will work with local agencies to ensure continued viability 
of established quiet zones along the corridor. 

EIR Section 3.3, Air Quality, included an analysis of potential construction and operational 
impacts to adopted air quality thresholds. As discussed, while the project could result in 
potentially significant construction-related impacts, these impacts would be reduced to a less-
than-significant level with the implementation of mitigation measures AQ-2.1, AQ-2.2, AQ-2.3, 
and AQ-2.4 which would require the use of advance emission controls for construction vehicles, 
implementation of dust control measures at construction and staging sites, and an offset of 
construction NOx emissions. As further discussed in Section 3.3, operation of the proposed 
project would not result in significant air quality impacts related to exposure to pollutants or 
odors. No revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary pursuant to this comment. 

Response to Comment 43-8 

EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, includes a discussion of construction methods, including 
construction schedule and timing. Potential construction related impacts are evaluated in 
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various sections within EIR Chapter 3, Environmental Impact Analysis, including mitigation 
measures to minimize construction related impacts, including methods to minimize air 
emissions, noise, disturbance to transportation facilities, and aesthetics. While nighttime 
construction may be required, it would be minimized to the greatest extent feasible.  

Response to Comment 43-9 

While retail facilities are not proposed, as described in EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, 
additional station area improvements are included at the Midtown Sacramento Station to 
facilitate station access and integration of the station into the Midtown Neighborhood, including 
plazas and enhanced bicycle and pedestrian facilities. While funds for the bicycle/pedestrian 
path described in Chapter 2 have not yet been identified, SJRRC and SJJPA have 
committed $3 million to the funding of a planned network of parking-protected 
bikeways in the Midtown neighborhood to enhance bicycle access to the proposed Midtown 
Sacramento Station and the surrounding neighborhood. In addition, SJRRC and SJJPA will 
continue to work with the City of Sacramento, the Midtown Association, and station area 
residents regarding improvements proposed for the areas surrounding the Midtown 
Sacramento Station.  
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I.3.14 Letter 44. Mike Mee 
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I.3.14.1 Response to Comment Letter 44 

Response to Comment 44-1 

Ridership projections for the Valley Rail Sacramento Extension Project are included in EIR 
Section 3.16, Transportation. As shown in Table 3.16-1, projected daily ridership at the Midtown 
Sacramento Station is 810 ACE passengers and 180 San Joaquins passengers for a total of 
990 daily passengers (ridership reflects the sum of boardings and alightings at each station). 

Response to Comment 44-2 

As discussed in EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, the proposed site for Midtown Sacramento 
Station was selected to minimize impacts to circulation along east–west roadways, as trains 
serving the station would extend across two east–west streets when stopped at any proposed 
station site. This can be verified by examining EIR Figure 2-5, Midtown Sacramento Station, 
which shows the platform extending from just south of P Street to Rice Alley (midway between 
R Street and S Street). Therefore, a location closer to the commercial center of Midtown or at 
the former Western Pacific Railroad station at J Street (as suggested in the comment) would 
result in substantially more impacts to traffic, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian circulation during 
station dwells than the proposed location. To facilitate connections with the commercial center 
of Midtown, however, the project explicitly includes a bicycle/pedestrian path within the UPRR 
right-of-way stretching from the station all the way north to C Street. 

Response to Comment 44-3 

For the Midtown Sacramento Station, passengers are envisaged to primarily access the station 
via non-motorized modes such as walking and cycling, in lieu of driving. As such, the project 
includes direct pedestrian and bicycle connections to facilitate station access by these modes. 
As the station would not provide new parking, the proposed project is not expected to 
substantially increase vehicle traffic in the vicinity of the station. While there would likely be 
some pick-up/drop-off activity at the station, much of this activity is expected to consist of taxis 
and transportation network company (TNC) vehicles, which would not necessarily represent a 
net increase in the number of vehicles on the roadway network. When project-generated vehicle 
traffic is distributed across the surrounding street network, the actual increase in traffic at the W 
Street and X Street grade crossings (and at adjacent upstream intersections)—which are at 
least five blocks away from the station—is expected to be minimal. In addition, as described in 
EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, the Midtown Sacramento Station would include 
improvements to facilitate convenient transfers to and from the SacRT 16th Street LRT Station. 

Response to Comment 44-4 

Please see response to Comment 44-3. 

Response to Comment 44-5 

Please see response to Comment 44-4. 
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Response to Comment 44-6 

Potential impacts related to is discussed in EIR Section 3.16, Transportation. As discussed, 
potential construction related impacts would be reduced with implementation of Mitigation 
Measures TRA-1.1, TRA-1.2, and TRA-1.3 which would require the development of construction 
transportation management plans that require advance notice of all construction-related 
closures, durations, and detours to local jurisdictions, emergency service providers, and 
motorists; and provide safety measures for motorists, transit vehicles, cyclists, and pedestrians 
to ensure safe travel through construction zones.  

As also described in Section 3.16, at existing at-grade crossings, there may be an occasional 
increase in response times for some emergency vehicles due to the greater frequency of gate-
down events with the project, likely on the order of approximately 1 minute per event for each 
such instance. The overall increase in train traffic would be marginal, consisting of up to two 
daily Amtrak San Joaquins roundtrips and up to five daily ACE roundtrips. In this case, 
increased response times for emergency vehicles would only occur in instances where 
emergency vehicles are approaching an at-grade crossing at the same time that a train is 
occupying or in the vicinity of the crossing. 

Response to Comment 44-7 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed 
project. 

Due to the SacRT light rail line joining the corridor south of the proposed Midtown Sacramento 
Station, there is not enough physical space to push the platform further south as suggested in 
the comment. 

Response to Comment 44-8 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed 
project. 

For information regarding how SJRRC and SJJPA are adjusting their schedule due to the 
coronavirus, please visit: https://acerail.com/important-coronavirus-update-ace-service-
adjustments/.  

While the San Joaquins service is funded by the State of California, ACE operating funds come 
from many sources including some subsidies from each of the counties served by ACE. 

Response to Comment 44-9 

There have been no discussions or considerations to date for delaying implementation of the 
proposed project nor is there any anticipation that cleaning, security, or maintenance activities 
would be reduced or curtailed. The project is moving forward with the assumption that ridership 
projections would be met and public transportation as a whole will continue to be important in 

https://acerail.com/important-coronavirus-update-ace-service-adjustments/
https://acerail.com/important-coronavirus-update-ace-service-adjustments/
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California. While we appreciate your participation and comment in the Valley Rail Sacramento 
Extension EIR, this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for addressing 
environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in this Final 
EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed project. 

Response to Comment 44-10 

As discussed above, the project is moving forward with the assumption that ridership projections 
would be met and public transportation as a whole will continue to be important in California. 
Fixed costs typically do not depend on ridership. While we appreciate your participation and 
comment in the Valley Rail Sacramento Extension EIR, this comment is not related to the 
adequacy of the EIR for addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, 
it has been included in this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action 
on the proposed project. 

Response to Comment 44-11 

Please see response to 44-9. 

Response to Comment 44-12 

As discussed above, the project is moving forward with the assumption that ridership projections 
would be met and public transportation as a whole will continue to be important in California. 
There has been no adjustment to ridership projections. While we appreciate your participation 
and comment in the Valley Rail Sacramento Extension EIR, this comment is not related to the 
adequacy of the EIR for addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, 
it has been included in this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action 
on the proposed project. 

Response to Comment 44-13 

As discussed above, the project is moving forward with the assumption that ridership projections 
would be met and public transportation as a whole will continue to be important in California. 
There has been no adjustment to ridership projections. While we appreciate your participation 
and comment in the Valley Rail Sacramento Extension EIR, this comment is not related to the 
adequacy of the EIR for addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, 
it has been included in this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action 
on the proposed project. 
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I.3.15 Letter 45. Mike Mee 
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I.3.15.1 Response to Comment Letter 45 

Response to Comment 45-1 

Thank you for your participation and comments on the Valley Rail Sacramento Extension Draft 
EIR. All the comments received on the Draft EIR are responded to in this Final EIR.  

Response to Comment 45-2 

The $142.5 million is the projected cost to operate both the San Joaquins and ACE services; 
$59.5 million is the projected revenue from ticket sales. 

Response to Comment 45-3 

Yes, the combined expenses projected for 2020 are $83 million more than projected revenue. 

Response to Comment 45-4 

While the San Joaquins service is funded by the State of California, ACE operating funds come 
from many sources including the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and some subsidies from 
each of the counties served by ACE. 

Response to Comment 45-5 

The project fare revenues have not been adjusted due to potential changes in ridership 
associated with the coronavirus pandemic. 

Response to Comment 45-6 

Projected fare revenue is based on ticket sales with full implementation of the proposed project.  

Response to Comment 45-7 

Ridership projections for the Valley Rail Sacramento Extension Project are included in EIR 
Section 3.16, Transportation: 

Table 3.16-1. Ridership Forecasts (2025 Build) 

Station Daily Ridership (passengers) 
ACE San Joaquins Total 

Natomas/Sacramento Airport 810 180 990 
Old North Sacramento 750 270 1,020 
Midtown Sacramento 1,450 580 2,030 
City College 980 200 1,180 
Elk Grove 960 290 1,250 
Lodi 200 140 340 
Sources: AECOM 2018a, 2018b. 
Ridership reflects the sum of boardings and alightings at each station, and is derived from annual ridership forecasts based on 
approximately 250 days of service for ACE and 365 days of service (with average daily ridership on weekends and holidays 
assumed to be approximately two-thirds, or 67 percent, of average weekday ridership) for the San Joaquins. 
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For information regarding how SJRRC and SJJPA are adjusting their schedule due to the 
coronavirus, please visit: https://acerail.com/important-coronavirus-update-ace-service-
adjustments/.  

Because of the current pandemic, ridership is down substantially, however this is not relevant to 
the proposed project. The project is moving forward with the assumption that ridership 
projections would be met and public transportation as a whole will continue to be important in 
California. 

Response to Comment 45-8 

Projected ridership numbers are not broken down by each train at each station. Ridership 
projections for the Valley Rail Sacramento Extension Project are included in EIR Section 3.16, 
Transportation. As shown in Table 3.16-1, projected daily ridership at the Midtown Sacramento 
Station is 810 ACE passengers and 180 San Joaquins passengers for a total of 990 daily 
passengers. 

  

https://acerail.com/important-coronavirus-update-ace-service-adjustments/
https://acerail.com/important-coronavirus-update-ace-service-adjustments/
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I.3.16 Letter 46. Darrel Ng 

 



San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission  Appendix I Responses to Comments 
Valley Rail Sacramento Extension Project Final EIR 
 

 Page I.3-62 September 2020 

 



San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission  Appendix I Responses to Comments 
Valley Rail Sacramento Extension Project Final EIR 
 

 Page I.3-63 September 2020 

 



San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission  Appendix I Responses to Comments 
Valley Rail Sacramento Extension Project Final EIR 
 

 Page I.3-64 September 2020 

 



San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission  Appendix I Responses to Comments 
Valley Rail Sacramento Extension Project Final EIR 
 

 Page I.3-65 September 2020 

 



San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission  Appendix I Responses to Comments 
Valley Rail Sacramento Extension Project Final EIR 
 

 Page I.3-66 September 2020 

 
 
  



San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission  Appendix I Responses to Comments 
Valley Rail Sacramento Extension Project Final EIR 
 

 Page I.3-67 September 2020 

I.3.16.1 Response to Comment Letter 46 

Response to Comment 46-1 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed 
project. 

As presented during the three virtual open houses held during public circulation of the Draft EIR, 
formal comments on the Draft EIR were not accepted and all interested parties were 
encouraged to submit comments via email, the project website, or in writing. 
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I.3.17 Letter 47. G.M. Pucilowski 
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I.3.17.1 Response to Comment Letter 47 

Response to Comment 47-1 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed 
project. 

The Valley Rail Sacramento Extension Project Draft EIR was prepared in accordance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 
14, Section 15000 and following). The Draft EIR responds to each of the comprehensive list of 
environmental resources and thresholds based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines related 
to both construction and operational impacts. The environmental resources listed in Appendix G 
have been evaluated in relation to specific thresholds and criteria resulting in a robust, accurate, 
and adequate analysis of the potential environmental consequences of the proposed project, 
including cumulative impacts. 

Response to Comment 47-2 

SJRRC and SJJPA do not have jurisdiction or control over the lights from the Rubber Company 
building.  

As described in EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, all permanent artificial outdoor lighting to be 
installed at station facilities would be limited to safety and security requirements and designed 
using Illuminating Engineering Society’s design guidelines, and in compliance with International 
Dark-Sky Association approved fixtures. All lighting would be designed to have minimum impact 
on the surrounding environment; and would use downcast, cut-off–type fixtures that direct the 
light only towards objects requiring illumination. Shielding would be used, where needed, to 
ensure light pollution is minimized. As described in EIR Section 3.1, Aesthetics, compliance with 
these guidelines and standards would prevent spillover lighting and potential impacts related to 
light and glare would be less than significant. No revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary 
pursuant to this comment. 

Response to Comment 47-3 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed 
project.  

As described in EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, all stations would include features to reduce 
opportunities for crime, including lighting, security cameras, and emergency call boxes. Security 
cameras would be actively monitored during operational hours and local police departments 
would be contacted to respond to emergency situations. Emergency call boxes would connect 
users directly to local emergency personnel. These security features in station parking lots and 
at train platforms are expected to minimize and deter criminal offenses. In addition, the 
improvements to be included at the Midtown Sacramento Station (such as enhanced platform 
shelters, plazas, and pedestrian amenities) will improve the area surrounding the station by 
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replacing underdeveloped areas occupied by large trash bins that could attract undesirable 
activity with facilities that could help activate the area.  

SJRRC and SJJPA will establish a security and maintenance plan with the respective 
municipalities where the proposed stations would be constructed following project approval and 
during the site-specific design stage. In addition, SJRRC and SJJPA expect to contract with the 
Midtown Association to fund more frequent security patrols, pressure washing of sidewalks, 
graffiti removal, and pick up of trash at the proposed Midtown Station. SJRRC and SJJPA will 
continue to work with the City of Sacramento, the Midtown Association and station area 
residents regarding improvements proposed for the areas surrounding the Midtown Sacramento 
Station. 

Response to Comment 47-4 

For the Midtown Sacramento Station, passengers are envisaged to primarily access the station 
via non-motorized modes such as walking and cycling, in lieu of driving. As such, the project 
includes direct pedestrian and bicycle connections to facilitate station access by these modes. 
As the station would not provide new parking, the proposed project is not expected to 
substantially increase vehicle traffic in the vicinity of the station. While there would likely be 
some pick-up/drop-off activity at the station, much of this activity is expected to consist of taxis 
and transportation network company (TNC) vehicles, which would not necessarily represent a 
net increase in the number of vehicles on the roadway network. When project-generated vehicle 
traffic is distributed across the surrounding street network, the actual increase in traffic at the W 
Street and X Street grade crossings (and at adjacent upstream intersections)—which are at 
least five blocks away from the station—is expected to be minimal. In addition, as described in 
EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, the Midtown Sacramento Station would include 
improvements to facilitate convenient transfers to and from the SacRT 16th Street LRT Station. 

Response to Comment 47-5 

EIR Section 3.12, Noise and Vibration, analyzes noise impacts using prediction models from the 
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) guidance manual and impact thresholds described in 
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. This analysis included the potential for noise associated 
with announcements at stations. Per the CEQA Guidelines, impacts that do not exceed 
significance thresholds do not require consideration of mitigation measures. As discussed in 
Section 3.12, Impact NOI-2, while the addition of new passenger service would result in 
increases in noise levels for sensitive receptors along the corridor, because of the relatively high 
existing noise levels from existing trains and local traffic, especially in Sacramento, there are 
relatively few moderate and no severe noise impacts (as defined by FTA) identified and no 
significant CEQA impact would result. As such, mitigation is not under consideration at this time. 
No revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary pursuant to this comment. 

Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) regulations (49 C.F.R. Part 222) require that engineers 
sound their locomotive horns while approaching public at-grade crossings until the lead 
locomotive fully occupies the crossing. However, as described in Section 3.12, many of the at-
grade crossings through Sacramento are in designated quiet zones. Within quiet zones, freight 
operators (and other tenant railroad operators) can be relieved of the requirement to sound their 
horns when crossing at-grade crossings. However, even with designation of a quiet zone, if any 
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unsafe conditions are present at the time of train passage (such as a vehicle going around the 
gates or pedestrians in the crossing), train operators would still have the discretion to sound 
train horns. While the lead agency for a quiet zone designation is the local jurisdiction (typically 
the city or county) responsible for traffic control and law enforcement on the roads at the at-
grade crossings, SJRRC and SJJPA will work with local agencies to ensure continued viability 
of established quiet zones along the corridor. 

In addition, auditory announcements and warnings are required at stations in compliance with 
ADA requirements. However, the design of the Midtown Sacramento Station will ensure that all 
auditory announcements and warnings are directed to the station platform to the greatest extent 
feasible.  

Response to Comment 47-6 

A decision of the addition of a fence in the vicinity of the station will be made during final design 
in consultation with interested parties.  

Please also see response to Comment 47-3. 

Response to Comment 47-7 

Please see response to Comment 47-3. 

Response to Comment 47-8 

All project-related activities, including future operational track management activities, would 
occur within the existing UPRR right-of-way, and therefore under the jurisdiction of UPRR and 
are subject to rules and regulations enforced by the U.S. Department of Transportation – 
Federal Railroad Administration, as well as the U.S. EPA. 

Please also see response to Comment 47-3. 

Response to Comment 47-9 

Please see response to Comment 47-3. 

Response to Comment 47-10 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed 
project.  

Please also see response to Comment 47-3. 

Response to Comment 47-11 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed 
project.  
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While SJRRC and SJJPA do not have jurisdiction or control over the Rubber Company building, 
SJRRC and SJJPA will continue to work with interested parties (including the Midtown 
Association and station area residents) during final design of the Midtown Sacramento Station. 

Response to Comment 47-12 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed 
project.  

As described in EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, the Midtown Sacramento Station would 
include improvements to the LRT guideway in the vicinity of the proposed station. SJRRC and 
SJJPA will continue to work with interested parties (including the Midtown Association and 
station area residents) during final design of the Midtown Sacramento Station. 
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I.3.18 Letter 48. Derek Sagehorn 
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I.3.18.1 Response to Comment Letter 48 

Response to Comment 48-1 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed 
project. 

Response to Comment 48-2 

Subsequent to the circulation of the Draft EIR, SJRRC and SJJPA have continued coordination 
with the City of Elk Grove on an appropriate site for a station to serve the Elk Grove community. 
Additional information on a more ideal location for the station has been identified. In addition, 
SJRRC and SJJPA received numerous comments on the Draft EIR questioning the viability of 
the proposed North Elk Grove Station described in Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description. As 
such, the proposed North Elk Grove Station (including all access and siding variants) is no 
longer under consideration. All text related to the proposed North Elk Grove Station has been 
formatted as strikethrough in the Final EIR. Because the North Elk Grove Station is no longer 
under consideration, this comment is no longer applicable to the proposed project.  

Final approval of a future Elk Grove Station at a site agreed to by all interested parties will be 
subject to a separate, stand-alone CEQA document that will be circulated for public review and 
comment at a later date. 

Response to Comment 48-3 

Please see response to Comment 48-2. 

 

  



San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission  Appendix I Responses to Comments 
Valley Rail Sacramento Extension Project Final EIR 
 

 Page I.3-80 September 2020 

I.3.19 Letter 49. David Sindel 
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I.3.19.1 Response to Comment Letter 49 

Response to Comment 49-1 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed 
project. 

SJRRC and SJJPA have consulted regularly with project stakeholders along the project 
alignment to coordinate potential project improvements and have held numerous meetings with 
local agencies, cities, and counties along the project alignment; potentially affected property 
owners; neighborhood organizations; elected officials; resource agencies; and other project 
stakeholders to identify potential alternatives to be considered for the proposed project. Please 
see EIR Chapter 6, Public and Agency Involvement, for a thorough discussion of public 
outreach and agency involvement that has been occurring since 2016. SJRRC and SJJPA 
welcome the opportunity to continue their collaborative work with landowners and managers 
within or adjacent to the project area, and will be reaching out to the appropriate parties as 
appropriate during final design, permitting, and implementation of the proposed project. 

Response to Comment 49-2 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed 
project. 

Response to Comment 49-3 

The commenter claims that the ridership estimates are unrealistic based on the proposed 
service levels—in particular, the number of total roundtrips for ACE and the San Joaquins, the 
amount of commute service from Natomas to Stockton, and the amount of service to/from 
Bakersfield—and in relation to existing ridership at the existing Lodi Station currently used by 
the San Joaquins service.  

The comment appears to focus on the attractiveness of the project for residents living in the 
Sacramento area commuting to San Jose. While commute service in general—as well as 
commute service from the Sacramento region to San Joaquin County, the Tri-Valley (Livermore, 
Pleasanton, and Dublin), and the Silicon Valley—are certainly some of the intended markets for 
the proposed service improvements, the general focus of the project is to improve passenger 
rail service between San Joaquin Valley counties and Sacramento, both for commute travelers 
and for intercity business and leisure travelers. The project attempts to balance potential (and in 
some ways, competing) ridership markets with the limitations on funding for capital 
improvements and operations/maintenance, as well as restrictions on the number of train slots 
available from UPRR. 

While the conceptual service plan described in EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, only includes 
one commute-period roundtrip (via ACE) originating in Natomas, it includes three commute-
period roundtrips (via ACE) originating in Ceres to connect residents in the Central Valley with 
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jobs in the Sacramento area. An additional ACE roundtrip originating in Natomas would operate 
during the midday period to Stockton. The timetable for the two additional intercity San Joaquins 
roundtrips between Natomas and the San Joaquin Valley (terminating in either Fresno or 
Bakersfield) has not yet been finalized, and will be determined at a later time. San Joaquins 
trains have connecting Thruway Bus services which also take passengers between the Central 
Valley and Southern California. 

The proposed project is also intended to help fulfill important interregional and statewide travel 
needs by connecting key transportation hubs, including Merced Station (a future HSR 
connection) and Sacramento International Airport, as described in EIR Section 1.4, Project 
Goals. In particular, a balanced service plan that includes both peak-period and off-peak (e.g., 
midday) service better serves intercity travelers originating in the Sacramento region, as well as 
travelers using the service to access Sacramento International Airport. Both of these ridership 
markets would generally prefer the flexibility of multiple itinerary options spread throughout the 
day, as opposed to a commute-oriented service that only operates during the peak periods. 

The comment also questions the validity of the ridership forecasts at the Lodi Station given the 
performance of the existing San Joaquins service at the existing Lodi Station (in Downtown 
Lodi). As mentioned above, one of the key functions of the Natomas/Sacramento Airport Station 
is to provide a rail connection for Sacramento International Airport. The existing Lodi Station 
does not provide a similar connection to this key transportation hub, and primarily serves 
residents of Lodi. The proposed Lodi Station would have better access to Interstate 5 (via 
Highway12) and could be connected to the downtown Lodi station/transit center via local transit. 

The ridership forecasts summarized in EIR Section 3.6, Transportation (see Table 3.16-1, 
Ridership Forecasts (2025 Build)), were developed as part of service planning for the project 
from a combination of empirical and modeled data sources, including the ACE Passenger Rail 
Forecasting Model, county-level demographic forecasts, Central Valley and City of Sacramento 
commute market assessments, and other data. In particular, the ACE Passenger Rail 
Forecasting Model is a comprehensive integrated model that captures passenger trips 
associated with intercity and commute travel, as well as connections to the statewide HSR 
service. The base of the model is an Amtrak forecasting model that has been used by Amtrak 
and its state partners for proposed changes and service improvements in both long- and short-
distance corridors throughout the United States. The ACE Passenger Rail Forecasting Model 
builds off this base Amtrak model and has been calibrated to support SJRRC and SJJPA in a 
variety of passenger rail service planning efforts in Northern California. 

Response to Comment 49-4 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed 
project. 

As the comment does not directly address the adequacy or integrity of the Draft EIR, no 
response is required. However, a discussion of the benefits of the Sacramento Subdivision over 
the Fresno Subdivision was provided in EIR Section 5.3.3, Alternatives Considered but 



San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission  Appendix I Responses to Comments 
Valley Rail Sacramento Extension Project Final EIR 
 

 Page I.3-84 September 2020 

Dismissed. The additional response below references and builds on some of the discussion 
provided in that section. 

The Fresno Subdivision is heavily used by freight trains, and UPRR does not support additional 
passenger service on the Fresno Subdivision thereby making the Fresno Subdivision potentially 
impracticable for significant service expansion. Conflicts with freight trains frequently result in 
disruptions and delays for passenger service, affecting on-time performance and service 
reliability (and ultimately making the service less attractive to passengers). 

In contrast, the Sacramento Subdivision has substantial underused capacity, and UPRR has 
indicated that it is amenable to regular passenger service on this line. Use of the Sacramento 
Subdivision also allows SJRRC and SJJPA to meet the overarching project goals (as described 
in EIR Chapter 1, Introduction). Focusing on the Sacramento Subdivision allows SJRRC and 
SJJPA to deliver service improvements on a relatively quick and certain timeline, with 
comparatively much smaller financial investment and risk, and with the ability to implement 
improvements in a phased approach over time. 

The portion of the Central California Traction Company (CCTC) right-of-way between Lodi and 
Sacramento has not been in use for several decades now, and would require substantial 
upgrades to bring it to current operable standards. In particular, many of the grade crossings are 
not adequately improved with warning bells and crossing gates. As a former electrified 
interurban line, many portions of the alignment in Stockton, Elk Grove, and elsewhere pass 
through residential communities, including segments along South B Street in Stockton where 
the track is placed down the center of a residential street. Given past experience on prior 
projects and this project, SJRRC and SJJPA do not believe that this solution would be received 
well by the affected communities. In particular, the City of Elk Grove has expressed past interest 
in conversion of the CCTC right-of-way to a recreational trail as part of a rail-to-trail project. Re-
activation of the CCTC right-of-way would also likely require investment at the Sacramento end 
to improve track connections into and out of the Fresno Subdivision.  

Given these considerations, SJRRC and SJJPA selected the Sacramento Subdivision as the 
preferred route for the project. 

Response to Comment 49-5 

Please see response to Comment 49-4. 

Response to Comment 49-6 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR for addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been 
included in this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the 
proposed project. 

The comment asserts that the portion of the project north of downtown Sacramento to Natomas 
has minimal benefits, and that existing LRT service in Old North Sacramento and modified bus 
service in Natomas and for Sacramento International Airport would be superior to the project. As 
the comment does not directly address the adequacy or integrity of the Draft EIR, no response 
is required. However, some discussion is provided below in response to the issues raised. 
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While Old North Sacramento is served by multiple LRT stations, this does not eliminate the 
value of constructing a new station in this area as part of the proposed project. Sacramento 
RT’s LRT system primarily serves local trips within Sacramento County, and while it does 
connect to the Sacramento region’s primary intercity transit hub (Sacramento Valley Station), it 
does not, by itself, provide intercity service. The project, however, would expand intercity rail 
service to new areas within the City of Sacramento and Sacramento County, such as Old North 
Sacramento, bringing direct access—i.e., access without the need for an intermodal 
connection—to the statewide rail network to a greater proportion of the population. 

SJRRC and SJJPA welcome the suggested improvements to existing bus services in Natomas 
and for Sacramento International Airport, and are open to working with both Sacramento RT 
and Yolobus to improve intermodal connections at Sacramento Valley Station. These solutions 
would not, however, address the fundamental constraints on expanding passenger service on 
the Fresno Subdivision, as discussed in the response to Comments 49-4 and 49-5 and in EIR 
Section 5.3.3, Alternatives Considered but Dismissed, which would substantially limit the 
potential of these solutions to capture additional riders and bring intercity rail service directly to 
communities that are currently underserved. 

Response to Comment 49-7 

SJRRC and SJJPA conducted a comprehensive screening of potential locations for the Elk 
Grove, Lodi, and Natomas/Sacramento Airport stations. As indicated in the discussion provided 
in EIR Section 5.3, Description of Alternatives, many of the evaluated sites for the Elk Grove 
and Natomas/Sacramento Airport stations were located in closer proximity to existing 
development in these areas, but were ultimately dismissed because of a lack of support from 
surrounding communities. In particular, potential station locations in Elk Grove included Laguna 
Boulevard, Elk Grove Boulevard, and Bilby Road, while potential station locations in Natomas 
included a site west of Levee Road and south of West Elkhorn Boulevard. 

Subsequent to the circulation of the Draft EIR, SJRRC and SJJPA have continued coordination 
with the City of Elk Grove on an appropriate site for a station to serve the Elk Grove community. 
Additional information on a more ideal location for the station has been identified. In addition, 
SJRRC and SJJPA received numerous comments on the Draft EIR questioning the viability of 
the proposed North Elk Grove Station described in Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description. As 
such, the proposed North Elk Grove Station (including all access and siding variants) is no 
longer under consideration. All text related to the proposed North Elk Grove Station has been 
formatted as strikethrough in the Final EIR. Because the North Elk Grove Station is no longer 
under consideration, this comment is no longer applicable to the proposed project.  

Final approval of a future Elk Grove Station at a site agreed to by all interested parties will be 
subject to a separate, stand-alone CEQA document that will be circulated for public review and 
comment at a later date. 

As discussed in EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, the proposed site for Midtown Sacramento 
Station was selected to minimize impacts to circulation along east–west roadways, as trains 
serving the station would extend across two east–west streets when stopped at any proposed 
station site. This can be verified by examining EIR Figure 2-5, Midtown Sacramento Station, 
which shows the platform extending from just south of P Street to Rice Alley (midway between 
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R Street and S Street). Therefore, a location closer to the commercial center of Midtown or at 
the former Western Pacific Railroad station at J Street (as suggested in the comment) would 
result in substantially more impacts to traffic, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian circulation during 
station dwells than the proposed location. To facilitate connections with the commercial center 
of Midtown, however, the project explicitly includes a bicycle/pedestrian path within the UPRR 
right-of-way stretching from the station all the way north to C Street. 

SJRRC and SJJPA would work with SacRT and other local transit agencies to ensure that 
adequate connecting transit service is provided at stations, as described in EIR Section 3.16, 
Transportation. Contrary to the comment, neither the proposed Elk Grove nor 
Natomas/Sacramento Airport stations would require “dedicated” bus routes, as both stations 
could likely be adequately served with modifications to nearby existing Sacramento RT bus 
routes. The exact details of connecting bus service will be finalized in coordination with the 
respective local transit agencies. In the case of Lodi, SJRRC and SJJPA recognize that there 
may be challenges with providing transit at the proposed station location, but are committed to 
working closely with the City of Lodi on devising an appropriate solution, as transit connections 
are critical to achieving the overall goals of the project. 

Response to Comment 49-8 

Contrary to the comment, it is not expected that a signalized crossing at the Del Paso 
Boulevard/Acoma Street intersection would be expressly required to facilitate transfers between 
the proposed Old North Sacramento Station and the Globe Avenue LRT station. In particular, 
there is only one lane of vehicle traffic to cross (westbound Del Paso Boulevard), and the 
crosswalk on the near side of the intersection has already been improved with high-visibility 
striping, signage, and advance pavement warnings for motorists. 

While SJRRC and SJJPA recognize that some of the connections with the LRT system are less 
than ideal in terms of walking distance, the feasibility of station sites is, to a large extent, limited 
by the need to stay within the existing UPRR right-of-way to avoid substantial increases in 
project cost and potentially greater environmental impacts. Where feasible, the project includes 
pedestrian improvements—most notably at Midtown Sacramento Station—to facilitate 
connections on foot. At other locations, the project does not preclude future pedestrian and 
walkability improvements as part of subsequent projects by local (city or county) agencies. It 
should also be noted that passengers who would otherwise transfer at Midtown Sacramento 
Station would have the option of instead making a cross-platform transfer at City College Station 
for connections with LRT trains. 

Response to Comment 49-9 

Subsequent to the circulation of the Draft EIR, SJRRC and SJJPA received additional 
information and significant expressions of concern regarding siting of the proposed Natomas 
Maintenance and Layover Facility – a potential Phase II component of the proposed project. 
The site identified in the Draft EIR for the Natomas Maintenance and Layover Facility would 
require purchase or condemnation of two operating business ventures, as well as property 
owned by a joint landlord. Such purchase or condemnation could be prohibitively expensive for 
SJRRC and SJJPA and could also result in the loss of significant jobs to the region. For those 
reasons, SJRRC and SJJPA has deemed it infeasible to site the Natomas Maintenance and 
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Layover Facility as shown in the Draft EIR. As such, consideration of all potential Phase II 
improvements, including the Natomas Maintenance and Layover Facility, the West Elkhorn 
Boulevard Overpass, and expansion of the Natomas/Sacramento Airport Station parking lot are 
no longer under consideration. All references to Phase II have been deleted from this Final EIR. 
If Phase II proceeds at a future date, SJRRC and SJJPA would site the Natomas Maintenance 
and Layover Facility at a more desirable location, subject to additional CEQA documentation 
and public review. 

Please see the response to Comment 49-3 regarding the validity of the project’s ridership 
forecasts and the responses to Comments 49-4 and 49-5 regarding the selection of the 
Sacramento Subdivision over the Fresno Subdivision as the preferred route. 

Comments related to project cost and suggestions to reallocate funding to other projects and 
implement an interim bus service along Highway 99 do not address the adequacy or integrity of 
the EIR. As such, no response is required for those comments. In general, however, SJRRC 
and SJJPA welcome the idea of interim improvements to intercity bus service along Highway 
99. SJJPA has been working with city and county governments on potential improvements to 
the existing Amtrak Thruway bus network for the San Joaquins following the passage of Senate 
Bill (SB) 742, which allows Thruway buses to carry local passengers without the requirement 
that they purchase a corresponding ticket for an Amtrak train. 
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I.3.20 Letter 50. Evan Siroky 
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I.3.20.1 Response to Comment Letter 50 

Response to Comment 50-1 

Subsequent to the circulation of the Draft EIR, SJRRC and SJJPA have continued coordination 
with the City of Elk Grove on an appropriate site for a station to serve the Elk Grove community. 
Additional information on a more ideal location for the station has been identified. In addition, 
SJRRC and SJJPA received numerous comments on the Draft EIR questioning the viability of 
the proposed North Elk Grove Station described in Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description. As 
such, the proposed North Elk Grove Station (including all access and siding variants) is no 
longer under consideration. All text related to the proposed North Elk Grove Station has been 
formatted as strikethrough in the Final EIR. Because the North Elk Grove Station is no longer 
under consideration, this comment is no longer applicable to the proposed project.  

Final approval of a future Elk Grove Station at a site agreed to by all interested parties will be 
subject to a separate, stand-alone CEQA document that will be circulated for public review and 
comment at a later date. 
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I.3.21 Letter 51. Mauricio Torres 
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I.3.21.1 Response to Comment Letter 51 

Response to Comment 51-1 

Subsequent to the circulation of the Draft EIR, SJRRC and SJJPA have continued coordination 
with the City of Elk Grove on an appropriate site for a station to serve the Elk Grove community. 
Additional information on a more ideal location for the station has been identified. In addition, 
SJRRC and SJJPA received numerous comments on the Draft EIR questioning the viability of 
the proposed North Elk Grove Station described in Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description. As 
such, the proposed North Elk Grove Station (including all access and siding variants) is no 
longer under consideration. All text related to the proposed North Elk Grove Station has been 
formatted as strikethrough in the Final EIR. Because the North Elk Grove Station is no longer 
under consideration, this comment is no longer applicable to the proposed project.  

Final approval of a future Elk Grove Station at a site agreed to by all interested parties will be 
subject to a separate, stand-alone CEQA document that will be circulated for public review and 
comment at a later date. 
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I.3.22 Letter 52. Alfred Twu 
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I.3.22.1 Response to Comment Letter 52 

Response to Comment 52-1 

Subsequent to the circulation of the Draft EIR, SJRRC and SJJPA have continued coordination 
with the City of Elk Grove on an appropriate site for a station to serve the Elk Grove community. 
Additional information on a more ideal location for the station has been identified. In addition, 
SJRRC and SJJPA received numerous comments on the Draft EIR questioning the viability of 
the proposed North Elk Grove Station described in Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description. As 
such, the proposed North Elk Grove Station (including all access and siding variants) is no 
longer under consideration. All text related to the proposed North Elk Grove Station has been 
formatted as strikethrough in the Final EIR. Because the North Elk Grove Station is no longer 
under consideration, this comment is no longer applicable to the proposed project.  

Final approval of a future Elk Grove Station at a site agreed to by all interested parties will be 
subject to a separate, stand-alone CEQA document that will be circulated for public review and 
comment at a later date. 
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I.3.23 Letter 53. Wilbur-Ellis Company 
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I.3.23.1 Response to Comment Letter 53 

Response to Comment 53-1 

The commenter expresses the opinion in Comment 53-1 that the proposed 
Natomas/Sacramento Airport Station would cause major impacts on the operation of Wilbur-Ellis 
facilities located on West Elkhorn Boulevard. The commenter has presented this opinion without 
providing substantial evidence in support of their assertion. Substantial evidence includes facts, 
reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064[b]). Argument, speculation, or unsubstantiated opinion or narrative 
does not constitute substantial evidence (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064[a]). Trying to 
forecast the proposed project’s physical impacts on the environment based upon opinion 
without substantial evidence supporting the assertion would require a level of speculation that is 
not appropriate for an EIR.  

Subsequent to the circulation of the Draft EIR, SJRRC and SJJPA received additional 
information and significant expressions of concern regarding siting of the proposed Natomas 
Maintenance and Layover Facility – a potential Phase II component of the proposed project. 
The site identified in the Draft EIR for the Natomas Maintenance and Layover Facility would 
require purchase or condemnation of two operating business ventures, as well as property 
owned by a joint landlord. Such purchase or condemnation could be prohibitively expensive for 
SJRRC and SJJPA and could also result in the loss of significant jobs to the region. For those 
reasons, SJRRC and SJJPA has deemed it infeasible to site the Natomas Maintenance and 
Layover Facility as shown in the Draft EIR. As such, consideration of all potential Phase II 
improvements, including the Natomas Maintenance and Layover Facility, the West Elkhorn 
Boulevard Overpass, and expansion of the Natomas/Sacramento Airport Station parking lot are 
no longer under consideration. All references to Phase II have been deleted from this Final EIR. 
If Phase II proceeds at a future date, SJRRC and SJJPA would site the Natomas Maintenance 
and Layover Facility at a more desirable location, subject to additional CEQA documentation 
and public review. 

Because Phase II improvements are no longer under consideration as part of the proposed 
project, the concerns raised by this comment are no longer applicable and a response is not 
necessary. 

Response to Comment 53-2 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed 
project. 

In addition, please see response to Comment 53-1 regarding impacts associated with Phase II. 

Response to Comment 53-3 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
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this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed 
project. 

In addition, please see response to Comment 53-1 regarding impacts associated with Phase II. 

Response to Comment 53-4 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed 
project. 

In addition, please see response to Comment 53-1 regarding impacts associated with Phase II. 

Response to Comment 53-5 

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines focuses the analysis on conversion of agricultural land, 
including on Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Unique Farmland, to 
nonagricultural use; therefore, any conversion of these lands would be considered a significant 
impact under CEQA (see EIR Section 3.2, Agriculture and Forestry). Section 3.2 provides an 
analysis of potential conversion of agricultural resources to non-agricultural uses based on 
CEQA Guidelines Appendix G and identifies detailed mitigation measures to reduce impacts on 
agricultural resources, including impacts on Important Farmland, to a less-than-significant level.  

The commenter expresses the opinion that because of the volume of agricultural supplies 
provided to northern California farmers, the disruption of agricultural supplies to these farmers 
would cause adverse effects to agricultural resources and result in the conversion of agricultural 
land to non-agricultural uses. The commenter has presented this opinion without providing 
substantial evidence in support of their assertion. Substantial evidence includes facts, 
reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064[b]). Argument, speculation, or unsubstantiated opinion or narrative 
does not constitute substantial evidence (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064[a]). Trying to 
forecast the proposed project’s physical impacts on the environment based upon opinion 
without substantial evidence supporting the assertion would require a level of speculation that is 
not appropriate for an EIR. It is speculative to consider if impacts would occur from disruption of 
agricultural supplies and if those impacts would lead to the conversion of agricultural land to 
non-agricultural uses. 

EIR Sections, 3.1, Aesthetics, and 3.4, Biological Resources, have been revised to characterize 
the Wilbur–Ellis Hub facility as an agricultural production, storage, and distribution facility 

Please see response to Comment 53-6 regarding potential construction and operational 
transportation impacts to the Wilbur–Ellis Hub facility and disruption of agricultural materials 
distribution resulting from increases in traffic on Elkhorn Boulevard. 

In addition, please see response to Comment 53-1 regarding impacts associated with Phase II. 
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Response to Comment 53-6 

Based on the level of truck activity referenced in Comment 53-9 (a maximum of 10–20 truck 
trips per day during spring and summer, down to 4–8 truck trips per day during fall and winter), 
operation of the proposed project is unlikely to result in substantial disruptions to the Wilbur–
Ellis Hub facility such that these effects would constitute a significant impact under CEQA. While 
the project would include modifications to the West Elkhorn Boulevard grade crossing and 
would likely result in increased traffic levels along West Elkhorn Boulevard (as discussed in EIR 
Section 3.16, Transportation), it is not immediately clear from the comment letter how normal, 
day-to-day operation of the proposed project would constitute a disruption to Wilbur–Ellis Hub 
facility operations that would be substantial enough to force trucks to shift to other locations and 
result in a significant impact under CEQA. 

In particular, any increases in train activity at the at-grade crossing would be minimal, as the 
proposed project’s conceptual service plan involves only up to seven roundtrips (14 scheduled 
trains) a day. For facility trucks to experience any disruption, their arrival at or departure from 
the site would need to coincide with a railroad preemption, but even in this situation, the 
associated delay would likely be on the order of no more than 2–3 minutes. Given all of these 
factors in combination with the referenced volume of truck activity at the Wilbur–Ellis Hub 
facility, it is unlikely that the modest addition of passenger train activity at the grade crossing 
could disrupt facility operations such that it would result in a significant impact under CEQA. 

In addition, any increases in vehicle traffic along West Elkhorn Boulevard would be spread over 
the course of the day, and it is likely that at least some of the vehicles traveling to and from the 
proposed Natomas/Sacramento Airport Station would already have been present on West 
Elkhorn Boulevard for access to/from I-5 and SR 99, as discussed in the response to Comments 
33-1, 33-2, 33-5 and 33-6. In particular, the total forecasted average weekday ridership at the 
proposed station would be approximately 990 passengers (445 boardings and 445 alightings) 
under 2025 Build conditions. When spread across five ACE roundtrips and two San Joaquins 
roundtrips over an entire day, the average ridership per train would be approximately 80 
passengers for ACE and 45 passengers for the San Joaquins. As the proposed surface parking 
lot at the station would only accommodate approximately 250 spaces (as described in EIR 
Section Chapter 2, Project Description), the actual volume of vehicle traffic per scheduled train 
would likely be on the order of no more than 25–50 vehicles, on average. Given this relatively 
modest increase in vehicle traffic and the cited volume of daily truck activity at the Wilbur–Ellis 
Hub facility, it is unlikely that this would constitute a substantial disruption to Wilbur–Ellis 
operations such that it would result in a significant impact under CEQA. 

While the comment also raises concerns about temporary impacts associated with construction, 
the EIR already acknowledges these impacts, and identifies both Mitigation Measure TRA-1.1 
(Transportation Management Plan for project construction) and Mitigation Measure TRA-1.2 
(Freight rail disruption control plan for project construction) to address potential construction-
related effects of the project. In particular, Mitigation Measure TRA-1.1 specifically includes 
provisions to limit street closures and detours, minimize traffic conflicts, and provide advance 
notice for construction-related closures. Similarly, Mitigation Measure TRA-1.2 includes 
provisions for limiting track closures, minimizing disruptions to rail service, coordinating with 
UPRR and freight users, and providing advance notice for construction-related track closures. 
While SJRRC and SJJPA recognize that there may be some temporary disruptions to 
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accommodate construction activities, the proposed mitigation measures are not particularly 
unusual or aggressive, and it can be reasonably assumed that implementation would fully 
mitigate the associated impacts to less-than-significant levels, especially given the overall scope 
of construction activities. 

As discussed in the responses to Comments 33-1, 33-2, 33-5 and 33-6, SJRRC and SJJPA 
would work with Sacramento County and the CPUC on the final design of station access 
improvements and proposed modifications to the at-grade crossing with West Elkhorn 
Boulevard. This coordination would ensure that these project elements are designed to 
applicable standards for safety and operations.  

In addition, please see response to Comment 53-1 regarding impacts associated with Phase II. 

Response to Comment 53-7 

Please see responses to Comments 53-1 regarding impacts associated with Phase II and 53-5 
regarding impacts to agricultural resources. 

Response to Comment 53-8 

Please see responses to Comments 53-1 regarding impacts associated with Phase II and 53-5 
regarding impacts to agricultural resources. 

Response to Comment 53-9 

Please see responses to Comments 53-1 regarding impacts associated with Phase II and 53-6 
regarding impacts to transportation. 

Response to Comment 53-10 

Please see responses to Comments 53-1 regarding impacts associated with Phase II and 53-6 
regarding impacts to transportation.  

EIR Sections 3.3, Air Quality, and 3.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, both include a 
comprehensive analysis of potential impacts associated with operation of the proposed project. 
As discussed, implementation of the proposed project would result in a reduction in vehicle 
miles traveled and a corresponding reduction in air pollution and greenhouse gas emissions. 

Response to Comment 53-11 

Please see response to Comment 53-1 regarding impacts associated with Phase II.  

As described in EIR Section 3.4, Biological Resources, all mitigation measures would comply 
with applicable regulatory requirements to ensure impacts to special-status species are 
minimized. Please also see responses to Comment Letter 2 from the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife for additional information on edits to project mitigation measures.  

Response to Comment 53-12 

Please see response to Comment 53-1 regarding impacts associated with Phase II. 
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With regards to the proposed Natomas/Sacramento Airport Station, as noted by the commenter, 
EIR Section 3.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, includes detailed mitigation measures to 
reduce impacts from existing soil contamination (including voluntary oversight agreement, site 
investigations, and a construction risk management plan) (i.e., HAZ-2.1, HAZ-2.2, HAZ-2.2, and 
AQ 2.3). For the reasons explained in detail in Section 3.9, implementation of these mitigation 
measures would reduce project-related impacts from construction in areas of contaminated soil 
or groundwater, accidental releases of hazardous materials, and potential inference with 
ongoing remedial activities, to a less-than-significant level. No revisions to the Draft EIR are 
necessary pursuant to this comment. 

Response to Comment 53-13 

Please see response to Comment 53-1 regarding impacts associated with Phase II. 

Response to Comment 53-14 

Please see response to Comment 53-1 regarding impacts associated with Phase II. 

Response to Comment 53-15 

Please see response to Comment 53-1 regarding impacts associated with Phase II. 

Response to Comment 53-16 

Please see response to Comment 53-1 regarding impacts associated with Phase II. 

Response to Comment 53-17 

Please see response to Comment 53-1 regarding impacts associated with Phase II. 

Response to Comment 53-18 

Please see response to Comment 53-1 regarding impacts associated with Phase II. 

Response to Comment 53-19 

Please see response to Comment 53-1 regarding impacts associated with Phase II. 

Response to Comment 53-20 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed 
project. 

In addition, please see response to Comment 53-1 regarding impacts associated with Phase II. 

Response to Comment 53-21 

The proposed project is intended to help fulfill important interregional and statewide travel needs 
by connecting key transportation hubs, including Merced Station (a future HSR connection) and 
Sacramento International Airport, as described in EIR Section 1.4, Project Goals. In particular, a 
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balanced service plan that includes both peak-period and off-peak (e.g., midday) service better 
serves intercity travelers originating in Natomas (one of the fastest growing communities in the 
Sacramento region), as well as travelers using the service to access Sacramento International 
Airport. Ending the proposed south of Natomas would not fulfill this goal of the project. 

Please also see response to Comment 53-1 regarding impacts associated with Phase II. 

Response to Comment 53-22 

Please see response to Comment 53-1 regarding impacts associated with Phase II. 

Response to Comment 53-23 

Please see response to Comment 53-1 regarding impacts associated with Phase II and 
response to Comment 53-21 regarding the northern terminus. 

Response to Comment 53-24 

Please see response to Comment 53-1 regarding impacts associated with Phase II and 
response to Comment 53-21 regarding the northern terminus. 

Response to Comment 53-25 

Please see response to Comment 53-1 regarding impacts associated with Phase II. 

Response to Comment 53-26 

Please see response to Comment 53-1 regarding impacts associated with Phase II. 

Response to Comment 53-27 

Please see response to Comment 53-1 regarding impacts associated with Phase II. 

Response to Comment 53-28 

Please see response to Comment 53-1 regarding impacts associated with Phase II. 

Response to Comment 53-29 

Please see response to Comment 53-1 regarding impacts associated with Phase II. 

Response to Comment 53-30 

Please see response to Comment 53-1 regarding impacts associated with Phase II. 

Response to Comment 53-31 

Please see response to Comment 53-1 regarding impacts associated with Phase II. 
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Response to Comment 53-32 

For information regarding how SJRRC and SJJPA are adjusting their schedule due to the 
coronavirus, please visit: https://acerail.com/important-coronavirus-update-ace-service-
adjustments/.  

The Valley Rail Sacramento Extension Project Draft EIR was prepared in accordance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 
14, Section 15000 and following). Per Section 15125, the baseline setting against which 
potential impacts were determined significant was the date of publication of the project Notice of 
Preparation—September 13, 2019. While SJRRC and SJJPA acknowledge the coronavirus has 
affected existing ridership on ACE and San Joaquins trains, it would be speculative at this time 
to make projections on future ridership and the viability of the proposed project. Per Sections 
15091 and 15093, Findings and a Statement of Overriding Considerations will be adopted by 
the lead agency for the project. 

Response to Comment 53-33 

Please see response to Comment 53-1 regarding impacts associated with Phase II. 

Response to Comment 53-34 

Please see response to Comment 53-1 regarding impacts associated with Phase II. 

Response to Comment 53-35 

Thank you for your comment. While this final comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR 
for addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included 
in this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed 
project. 

  

https://acerail.com/important-coronavirus-update-ace-service-adjustments/
https://acerail.com/important-coronavirus-update-ace-service-adjustments/
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I.3.24 Letter 54. Mark Williams 
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I.3.24.1 Response to Comment Letter 54 

Response to Comment 54-1 

Thank you for your comment. While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental effects associated with the proposed project, it has been included in 
this Final EIR for decision maker review and consideration prior to action on the proposed 
project. 
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I.3.25 Letter 55. ADESA Brasher 
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I.3.25.1 Response to Comment Letter 55 

Response to Comment 55-1 

Thank you for your participation, cooperation, and comments on the Valley Rail Sacramento 
Extension Project. Subsequent to the circulation of the Draft EIR, SJRRC and SJJPA received 
additional information and significant expressions of concern regarding siting of the proposed 
Natomas Maintenance and Layover Facility – a potential Phase II component of the proposed 
project. The site identified in the Draft EIR for the Natomas Maintenance and Layover Facility 
would require purchase or condemnation of two operating business ventures, as well as 
property owned by a joint landlord. Such purchase or condemnation could be prohibitively 
expensive for SJRRC and SJJPA and could also result in the loss of significant jobs to the 
region. For those reasons, SJRRC and SJJPA has deemed it infeasible to site the Natomas 
Maintenance and Layover Facility as shown in the Draft EIR. As such, consideration of all 
potential Phase II improvements, including the Natomas Maintenance and Layover Facility, the 
West Elkhorn Boulevard Overpass, and expansion of the Natomas/Sacramento Airport Station 
parking lot are no longer under consideration. All references to Phase II have been deleted from 
this Final EIR. If Phase II proceeds at a future date, SJRRC and SJJPA would site the Natomas 
Maintenance and Layover Facility at a more desirable location, subject to additional CEQA 
documentation and public review. 

Thank you for your continued support for the proposed project. SJRRC and SJJPA looks 
forward to working closely with ADESA Brasher’s during final design and implementation of the 
proposed project.  
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