
SCCP-P-2526-02B; LPP-P-2526-07B

December 4, 2025





SIGNA TlJRE PAGE 
TO 

PROJECT BASELINE AGREEMENT 

Project Nam.e Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit District (SMART) Healdsburg Extension Project 

Resolution 
===================== 

Project Applicant 

Eddy Cumins 

General Manager, SMART 

Implementing Agency 

l2tw«L //knbuPA). 
David Ambuehl {Oct 20, 202510:14:33 POD 

David Ambuehl 

District Director 

California Department of Transportation 

Dina El-Tawansy 

Director 

California Department of Transportation 

Tanisha Taylor 

Executive Director 

California Transportation Commission 

Project Baseline Agreement 

(to be completed by CTC) 

Date 

Date 

10/20/2025 

Date 

11/20/2025 

Date 

Date 

Page 3 of3 

SCCP-P-2526-02B; LPP-P-2526-07B

02/11/2026



ADDITIONAL SIGNATURE PAGE  
TO  

PROJECT BASELINE AGREEMENT
Project Title: _____________________________________________ 

Resolution: _____________________________________ 
(to be completed by CTC) 

Project Baseline Agreement Supplemental Signature Page

_______________________________________________ 

_____________________________ 

_____________________________ 

_______________________________________________ 

_____________________________ 

_____________________________ 

_______________________________________________ 

_____________________________ 

_____________________________ 

______________________________ 

Date 

______________________________ 

Date 

______________________________ 

Date 

SCCP-P-2526-02B; LPP-P-2526-07B



Senate Bill 1 – Solutions for Congested Corridors Program– 2024 
SMART Healdsburg Extension
California Department of Transportation & Metropolitan Transportation Commission

FACTSHEET

Project Location:  
The SMART rail service is in Marin and Sonoma 
counties in the northwestern San Francisco 
Bay Area, parallel to US 101. In Sonoma 
County, the SMART Healdsburg Extension Project 
(Project) will extend rail and pathway 
to Healdsburg, a city and international tourist 
destination 15 miles north of Santa Rosa and 
70 miles north of San Francisco. 
Project Scope: 
The Project will include approximately 9-miles of 
Class IV mainline track between Windsor and 
Healdsburg and 5.5-mile extension of the active 
transportation SMART Pathway (also known as  
Great Redwood Trail). The Project will also include 
a new station with amenities, six bridges, including 
the Russian River Rail Bridge, freight 
accommodating infrastructure such as spurs 
where justified and station gauntlet tracks, 
upgrades to SMART’s dispatch system and rail 
operations center, and new broadband capacity. 
It will also include 21 at-grade crossings, federally 
mandated Positive Train Control rail safety systems 
and a zero-emission switcher locomotive.

Project Cost: 

Total Project Cost Total SCCP + Total LPPC Funds
$269m Healdsburg + $6m ZEV Locomotive  $56m + $25m for Healdsburg; $6m for ZEV Locomotive

Project Schedule: 
Project Approval &

Environmental Document
Ready to List Design within 

Progressive Design-Build * Right-of-Way Construction

July 2008 

(Contract Award)
 

(Phase 1 Sept. 2025) Oct. 2025 - March 2026 March 2021

* Healdsburg project is using an innovative Design-Build process with Phase 1 Contract Award
September 2025 and subsequent early works and Phase 2 contract amendments starting early 2026.

SMART Healdsburg Extension 
Nominating Agencies: California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)  
Metropolitan Transportation Commission  Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit District (SMART) will 
be implementing agency.

Project Corridor Map. SMART Passenger Rail and 
Pathway in the northwestern San Francisco Bay Area



Senate Bill 1 – Solutions for Congested Corridors Program– 2024 
SMART Healdsburg Extension 
California Department of Transportation & Metropolitan Transportation Commission 

Project Benefits: 
SMART is one of the few transit 
agencies across the nation to see 
ridership not only return to pre-
COVID- 19 (Pandemic) levels, but 
surpass them. In Fiscal Year 2024-25, 
SMART carried 1.13 million passengers 
nearly 23.4 million miles.  SMART’s 
impressive ridership growth trend, 
shown in green at right, demonstrates 
the demand for high quality transit in 
the northern Bay Area. The Project 
will provide an extension of a high-
quality transit option and improve 
multimodal connectivity and 
active transportation accessibility to 
address extensive congestion on US 
101, reducing vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT) and associated greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Additional benefits include the support of 
transit oriented and affordable housing developments, the extended tracks which allow for freight 
rail service which supports economic development, and increased transit options for the community 
and high number of tourists traveling to the region. 
Air Quality 
The rail-only portion of the Project between Windsor and Healdsburg is conservatively** estimated to 
see a 20-year total GHG reduction of 193,717 metric tons of Carbon Dioxide and 93,684 daily VMT. 
**These benefits do not include the Zero Emission Switcher locomotive or active transportation SMART 
Pathway extension, both which will provide additional air quality improvements. 
Equity 
The Project will facilitate access to healthcare by providing people with increased connections to 
basic care, general hospitals, and specialty care in more centralized locations like Santa Rosa. 
The provider for Covered California, California’s subsidized health care insurance plan, is Kaiser 
Permanente in Santa Rosa. The Project will allow those in Healdsburg a car-free way to reach care. 
Tracts around Healdsburg are Disadvantaged in areas including Climate & Disaster Risk Burden, 
Environmental Burden, and Transportation Insecurity; this Project improves all areas. 

Outcomes and Other Benefits 
The Project provides the catalyst and cornerstone for Healdsburg to have a transit-oriented 
development (TOD) with high quality transit in the downtown district. A TOD can improve the quality 
of life for the community by creating a vibrant city center with more affordable housing, job 
opportunities, and health care access. Preserving the rural environment is a top priority for Marin and 
Sonoma County residents and SMART enables communities to focus housing development around 
transit nodes. 

Sonoma County tourism annually generates $2.3 billion in travel spending from 10.3 million visitors, 
46% staying overnight. Despite having only 11,518 residents, Healdsburg has an outsized impact on 
the region, being one of the top 10 trip generating areas in Sonoma County. Extending SMART service 
to Healdsburg will support local and regional economic health, while minimizing transportation 
environmental impacts. 

 
Figure 2 – SMART ridership levels

https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/0920984aa80a4362b8778d779b090723/page/ETC-Explorer---National-Results/
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HEALDSBURG EXTENSION PROJECT 

PROJECT LOCATION:  SMART Railroad (Mile Posts 63 – 72), located in the Town of 
Windsor, City of Healdsburg, and Unincorporated Sonoma County, California 

PROJECT REPORT EQUIVALENT DOCUMENT 

OCTOBER 2025 
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I. INTRODUCTION
Project Description/Scope 
SMART Healdsburg Rail System Extension Project will deliver nearly 9-miles of reconstructed 
publicly owned railroad, including civil and systems work, from the Town of Windsor (Milepost 
63) north through unincorporated Sonoma County and the City of Healdsburg (Milepost 72), all
located within Sonoma County.  The project delivery method will be Progressive Design Build
(PDB), as allowed to Transit Agencies in State law (SB617, effective January 1, 2024).  The Phase
1 PDB contract was awarded at the SMART Board on September 17, 2025.  The project cost
estimate is $269 million.

Outputs 
Included in this rail and pathway project is the construction of nearly 9-miles of Class IV 
mainline track, nine bridges including the major Healdsburg Russian River rail bridge 
replacement, freight spurs with systems where the business case is justified, necessary 
upgrades to SMART’s dispatch system and rail operations center, one station with amenities, 
gauntlet tracks at the station to accommodate freight train passage, twenty one at-grade 
crossings, a paved non-motorized bicycle/pedestrian facility, new broadband capacity for public 
agencies, and federally mandated Positive Train Control (PTC) railroad safety systems.  The 
project includes a new passenger rail station at the City of Healdsburg, which will be the 
fifteenth station in the SMART system. Earlier phases of the project are complete.  SMART is a 
publicly owned railroad system, that includes passenger commuter rail, short line freight rail, 
broadband access for public agencies and paved bicycle/pedestrian pathway facilities. 

The Outputs of the Project are as follows: 

Benefits/Outcomes 
This project will address many challenges in the northern San Francisco Bay Area, including 
providing high quality transit travel options, multimodal connectivity, rehabilitating existing 
underutilized public transportation infrastructure, supporting transit oriented and affordable 
housing development, reducing vehicle miles traveled, supporting economic development 
through freight rail service, workforce transport and bringing tourists to the region, each with 
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lower greenhouse gas emissions impact than current infrastructure allows. SMART's average 
passenger trip length is 21-22 miles with significant percentages of riders accessing the system 
through bus, bicycle and walking for the first and last mile.  A regional transit rider passenger 
survey of 2023-24 found 32% of SMART passengers do not have access to a private vehicle and 
52% of passengers earn less than $100,000.  The project also provides greater emergency 
resilience with an alternative to US Highway 101 for supply and personnel delivery and 
community evacuation.  Finally, the project includes continuing successful public-private 
partnership between SMART and the internet service provider Sonic to bring high speed fiber 
optic, broadband internet services to communities along the SMART rail corridor and improve 
public access to telecommunications services throughout SMART’s and Sonic’s service areas. 
 
The Outcomes of the Project are included as Appendix E.  The Outcomes are performance 
metrics developed by Caltrans for the passenger rail portion of the project only and as shown in 
the application.   
 
Environmental Determination 
The project received environmental clearance through a Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Report in July 2008 (SCH#2002112033), received a California Transportation Commission 
acceptance in 2009 (Resolution E-09-56).  Each are attached.  The rail systems work for the 
project received a Federal Railroad Administration Categorical Exclusion determination in 
August 2024.  
  

6



II.  BACKGROUND AND PROJECT HISTORY 
SMART was created as a special district by State legislation (AB 2224) in 2002 to provide 
passenger rail service in Marin and Sonoma Counties.  In 2008, the voters of the two counties 
approved a quarter cent sales tax which provided funding to begin rehabilitating the historic 
Northwestern Pacific Railroad.  The railroad was constructed in the late 1800s and served as a 
transportation link to San Francisco, moving goods such as timber, produce, and materials as 
well as passengers.  Activity gradually slowed on the line as the highway system was 
constructed and expanded.  In the 1980s Marin and Sonoma purchased portions of the railroad 
from the Southern Pacific Railroad as they exited railroad service in the two counties. The intent 
was to preserve the right-of-way for public transportation.   
 
SMART began construction of the passenger rail system in 2012 with the design and acquisition 
of a new passenger rail fleet, replacement of track, installation of a fiber communications 
system, replacement and /or rehabilitation of over forty timber trestle bridges, construction of 
ten passenger stations, five park and ride parking lots, the installation of a moveable bridge, 
construction of a train storage yard and dispatch center, and the installation of a Positive Train 
Control System.  The initial operating system was 43 miles from downtown San Rafael to North 
Santa Rosa at the Airport Station.  This first phase opened on August 25, 2017.   
 
A two-mile extension was constructed from downtown San Rafael to Larkspur in 2018-2019 
that added one station at the planned southern terminus in Larkspur.  The extension opened on 
December 13, 2019.  A simultaneously constructed infill station at Downtown Novato opened 
December 14, 2019. 
 
SMART embarked upon a 3-mile northern extension from the Airport Station to the Town of 
Windsor in 2018 – the Windsor Extension Project.  The extension constructs a new passenger 
station in Windsor, a double-track section for passing, a new track egress to the Rail Operations 
Center, pedestrian improvements on adjacent county-owned arterials, 3-miles of paved non-
motorized pathway, a grade separated pedestrian path, and a other system elements.  The 
project was paused due to external agency funding being frozen during the pandemic and 
restarted with State funding support in late 2023, with revenue service started May 2025.   
 
While working on the delivery of the Windsor Extension, SMART simultaneously delivered 
several additional state grant-funded projects in the form of 5-miles of non-motorized pathway 
connecting communities along the corridor and an infill station at North Petaluma, which 
opened for revenue service January 2025.   
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Through the passage of Senate Bill (SB) 69 in 2021, the SMART Pathway officially became 
designated as the southern portion of the Great Redwood Trail.  SMART’s passenger ridership is 
growing rapidly, with FY 2024-25 ridership 56% higher than the previous annual record and 
FY25-26 monthly ridership to date up another 40% over FY24-25.  

III.  PURPOSE AND NEED 

Purpose: 
The SMART Healdsburg Extension Project will continue the completion of the voter approved 
SMART regional rail network further north to the City of Healdsburg.  The purpose of the 
project is to fulfill many of the CMCP goals and reduction of vehicle miles traveled.  Further, the 
purpose of the project is to fulfill the 2008 voter approved goal to reconstruct the railroad and 
offer modern passenger services between Healdsburg and points south.     

 
Need: 
The City of Healdsburg’s downtown is one of the top-ten trip generation zones within Sonoma 
County, according to Sonoma County Transportation and Climate Authority (SCTCA) analysis.  In 
2024, 85% of Healdsburg’s workforce of 5,500 commutes from outside Healdsburg, many from 
communities south of Healdsburg.  The project is needed to provide a safe and effective 
alternative to private vehicles travel on US Highway 101, where traffic accidents, injuries and 
fatalities are an unfortunately regular occurrence pre- and post-pandemic (see table and figure 
from SCCP application), as well as greater safety for bicyclists using the pathway. 
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The City of Healdsburg, the Town of Windsor, and Sonoma County are each designated Pro-
Housing jurisdictions by the State of California and this project will provide transportation 
services to support transit-oriented housing development along the rail corridor in the North 
Bay.  Without this project, the “high quality” transit services needed to support local 
jurisdiction applications for outside grants and financing to support the development of housing 
will not exist.  The Cities of Santa Rosa, Rohnert Park and Petaluma are also state-designated 
Pro-Housing jurisdictions.     

The project is ready to deliver via a progressive design build delivery method.  This method is 
allowed by a new state law, effective January 2024, and includes a competitive procurement 
prior to award of a Phase 1 contract.  Within that Phase 1 contract is design from 10% to 65% 
and any necessary Early Works Packages for long lead items or other activities to advance the 
completion of the overall project.  Once 65% design is completed, Phase 2 package(s) would be 
awarded to the same contractor via a negotiated Guaranteed Maximum Price process, 
complete with independent cost estimation every step of the way.   SMART conducted a 
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competitive progressive design build procurement through 2024-2025, with a Phase 1 contract 
award on September 17, 2025. 

Early works packages are anticipated starting in January 2026, with construction beginning 
summer of 2026 and project completion/revenue rail service estimated in late 2028.   

This project contains State-designated AB1550 Low Income communities and six Federally 
recognized Tribal Nations are located in Sonoma County, including the most recent land to be 
taken into trust near the Windsor SMART Station at the southern end of this project. This 
project is included in State and Regional plans, including State Rail Plan and the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission's Plan Bay Area 2050. SMART's expansion northward has been 
endorsed through the Plan Bay Area 2040 Tribal consultation process and from Tribal Nations 
through the Plan Bay Area 2050 process. 

 
 
IV.  ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION 
The SMART Healdsburg Extension Project was environmentally evaluated through the analysis 
prepared for the 70-mile corridor project, resulting in the adoption of a Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Report in July 2008 (SCH#2002112033), received a California 
Transportation Commission acceptance in July 2009 (Resolution E-09-56).  Each are attached.  A 
new state law governing SMART’s environmental clearance requirements will cover any future 
project modifications.  Senate Bill 71 (Weiner) was signed into law October 13, 2025, in effect 
January 1, 2026.  

SMART received Federal Railroad Administration Categorical Exclusion determination for the 
Healdsburg extension systems work on August 16, 2024.   

VI.  CONSIDERATIONS FOR DISCUSSION 
The SMART Healdsburg Extension Project applicable considerations are listed below, with the 
others Not Applicable.   

Right of Way   
The right of way to be used for this SMART Healdsburg Extension Project is within the railroad 
right of way.  SMART will work closely with adjacent property owners, public and private, 
during implementation of this project, including City of Healdsburg, Sonoma County and Town 
of Windsor.  SMART will use the railroad right of way for railroad and street safety purposes, for 
first and last mile access to SMART’s regional rail system and for access to local destinations.  
No further right of way acquisition is necessary to complete the project. 
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Permitting/Environmental Compliance 
As part of preparing preliminary engineering documents for the Project, SMART plans to secure 
the following environmental construction permits, with the full construction permits targeting a 
May 2027 approval date: 

• CA Department of Fish and Wildlife Streambed Alteration Agreement 
• CA North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board Water Quality Certification 
• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 Permit 

Air Quality Conformity 
The SMART Healdsburg project scope received Air Quality conformity in December 2012 
through the Metropolitan Transportation Commission Air Quality Conformity Task Force.  From 
the minutes:  “Final Determination:  FHWA, Caltrans, EPA, FTA and MTC concurred that the 
project is exempt from PM2.5 project level analysis.” 

Title VI Considerations 
SMART has been found compliant with Federal Transit Administration Title VI requirements.  
SMART has a board-adopted Public Participation Program, part of an overall Title VI program 
required by the FTA.  The current Title VI program document can be found here, with the Public 
Participation Plan beginning on Page 33:  
https://www.sonomamarintrain.org/sites/default/files/Documents/SMART_Title_VI_Program_
Sep2021_Final%209.15.21.pdf  
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VI.  FUNDING PLAN, PROGRAMMING AND HIGH-LEVEL ESTIMATE  
This project is fully funded with remaining allocation actions anticipated at CTC meetings in 
early 2026 for programmed SCCP, LPPC and TIRCP funds.   

The project scope of work is funded as described below:  

 

Fund Plan 

 

 

Summary Budget Estimate for Progressive Design Build 
  

 

 

Civil Track, Crossings, Bridges and Culverts 102,609,819$       
Station and Non Motorized Pathway 37,204,117$         
Rail Systems 39,907,964$         
Project and Construction Management, Inspection, 
Permitting and Mitigation, Contingency 53,082,719$         
Survey and Design 35,944,380$         

Project Estimate 268,749,000$      

Healdsburg Extension Budget - Estimate

Funding Source Amount Status Scope

TIRCP Cycle 3+6 34,809,000$          $1,450,000 allocated June 2024;                      
$33,359,000 allocated August 2025

Cost estimating, program manger services and SMART 
project management (04SMARTPS-07);                                                                                                           
Phase 1 design/early works packages (ePPR-6411-2023-
0004)

TIRCP Cycle 7 81,000,000$           Award announcement October 2024 Design and construction 
SCCP 56,000,000$           Programmed June 2025 Final design and construction (ePPR-6411-2024-0002)
LPPC 25,000,000$           Programmed June 2025 Final design and construction  (ePPR-6411-2024-0002)
MTC RM3 40,000,000$          Voter approved June 2018 Rail and pathway to Healdsburg, all phases

SCTCA Measure M 2,000,000$            Appropriated October 6, 2025 Engineering, crossing and station construction - eligible 
expenses

FTA Community Project Funding 1,800,000$            Executed August 2025 Preliminary design (CA-2025-110)

FRA CRISI 28,140,000$          Award announcement September 2023 Design and construction of Positive Train Control system

HEALDSBURG TOTAL 268,749,000$       

Healdsburg Extension Funding
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The project delivery method is Progressive Design Build (PDB). SMART is a transit district 
authorized to utilize this procurement methodology under SB 617. As a PDB project, the work 
will be undertaken in a phased approach. 

Phase 0: Program supplement 04SMARTPS-07 (covering TIRCP Cycle 6 Augmentation funds for 
$1.45m - 04 CP041A) provides for procurement support in development of an RFQ/RFP, PDB 
advisory services, project cost estimating, and environmental services. In September 2024, 
CoCo Consult was awarded a contract to provide procurement support, PDB advisory services, 
and cost estimating. In July 2025, WRA was awarded a contract for on-call environmental 
services. In April of 2025, SMART began the PDB procurement process for the Windsor to 
Healdsburg Extension Project, with proposals reviewed during summer 2025 and Phase 1 PDB 
contract award scheduled for September 2025. Services from these consultants will be ongoing 
throughout the life of the PDB project but will remain in this project scope. Additional Phase 0 
staff and contract scope are funded through FTA and local sales tax. 

Phase 1: This phase includes all design and engineering sufficient to establish a Guaranteed 
Maximum Price (GMP) for the project and support for the design and construction of civil, 
structures, systems, and architectural improvements for the project. This phase will also include 
environmental mitigation activities, and SMART staff costs including project management. 
Phase 1 is being funded with TIRCP Cycle 6 Augmentation funds allocated by CTC August 2025. 

Phase 1A: Overlapping with a portion of Phase 1, this phase will consist of early work packages 
to include such things as site prep, utility relocation, and procurement of long lead items, 
though this is not an exhaustive list of potential early works packages. The PDB contractor will 
be identifying these early works packages and performing these services after open-book cost 
negotiations with SMART and the cost estimating consultant. In addition, we will be issuing a 
task order for construction management services on this project to one of our on-call 

Funding Source PDB Phase 0
PDB Phase 1 and 

Phase 1A Early 
Works Design

PDB Phase 1A Early 
Works Construction 

and Phase 2
Totals

TIRCP Cycle 6 1,450,000$             $         1,450,000 
FTA Community Project Funding 1,800,000$             $         1,800,000 
TIRCP Cycle 6  $                       33,359,000  $      33,359,000 
SCTCA Measure M  $                          2,000,000  $         2,000,000 
TIRCP Cycle 7  $                            81,000,000  $      81,000,000 
SCCP  $                            56,000,000  $      56,000,000 
LPPC  $                            25,000,000  $      25,000,000 
MTC RM3  $                            40,000,000  $      40,000,000 
FRA CRISI  $                            28,140,000  $      28,140,000 
HEALDSBURG TOTAL 3,250,000$           35,359,000$                      $                        230,140,000  $   268,749,000 

Healdsburg Extension Funding by PDB Phase
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construction management contractors. Phase 1A is planned to be funded with a combination of 
TIRCP Cycle 6 Augmentation and TIRCP Cycle 7 funds. The detailed cost estimates for this Phase 
1A work will be developed in collaboration with the contractor through the Phase 1 process. 

Phase 2: This phase covers the final design and construction for the Healdsburg extension, 
which will be initiated by the open-book negotiation of a GMP for the complete project, which 
may be executed in one or more construction packages with the PDBE. The ultimate number of 
construction packages will depend on the contractor. In addition, SMART will be executing 
additional task orders for construction management and testing against on call contracts. Phase 
1 work is planned to be funded with a combination of SCC, LPPC, TIRCP Cycle 7, FRA and 
Regional Bridge Tolls (RM3).  The detailed cost estimates for this Phase 2 work will be 
developed in collaboration with the contractor through the Phase 1 process. 
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VII.  PROJECT SCHEDULE 
The project is currently in the Phase 1 portion of progressive design build project delivery.  
SMART awarded a project cost estimator and program manager contract in October 2024 
(Phase 0) and a Phase 1 progressive design build engineering contract in September 2025, each 
to be paid for with TIRCP Cycle 6 Augmentation funds.  The Phase 1 schedule includes 
milestones of 35% and 65% design and will be accompanied with Early Works package contracts 
to advance demolition, permitting, long lead procurement items and targeting narrow 
construction season windows, such as for the Russian River Rail bridge.  Subsequent Phase 2, 
“guaranteed maximum price” contracts will be awarded starting in 2026 for discrete final 
design plus construction elements.  These amendments to the Phase 1 contract will take place 
at the SMART Board of Directors starting in early 2026 and continuing through 2027.  See 
detailed contractor schedule estimate below.   

SMART and the contractor will look for opportunities to streamline and expedite the project.   

The project is anticipated to be open to the public in Quarter 4 of 2028. 
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SMART Healdsburg Extension Schedule (October 1, 2025 - Contractor) 
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VIII.  RISKS  
SMART is delivering the project via a Progressive Design Build process and applying lessons learned 
throughout the building of SMART’s rail and pathway project to date.  SMART is working with the 
Progressive Design Build contractor team to manage risks throughout delivery.  Monthly meetings will 
occur to review risks and costs saving opportunities and the contractor includes an incentive program, 
with the objective to have all parties benefit from a lower cost/same quality and delivery of the needed 
scope of work.  During the preconstruction phase of work, this program is to allow the work to show 
fiscal responsibility and to document the contractor’s interest in helping and proof of results.  During the 
construction phase, actual cost savings that are a direct result of the contractor and SMART acting 
together would be shared.  SMART would retain 80% and the contractor 20% of the savings.  This 
incentive program takes the place of formal Value Engineering process.    

The contractor and SMART, through the procurement proposal process has proposed mitigations for 
project delivery risks they have identified, including:  Securing Environmental Permits; Integrating Train 
Control System into SMART’s existing E-ATC system; Managing Third-Party Utilities; Supporting 
Agreements for Private Crossings; and, Selecting the Preferred Bridge Type in the context of narrow 
permit work windows.  These risks will be closely monitored and addressed in the monthly project risk 
management meetings and in the daily engagements between SMART and the contractor, who are co-
located in the same offices as SMART as a condition of the contract.   

IV.  EXTERNAL AGENCY COORDINATION AND PUBLIC OUTREACH 

The SMART Rail and Pathway project has been the subject of decades of public outreach, 
including at SMART’s Board of Director monthly meetings, advisory committees at the 
city/county/Sonoma County Transportation Authority levels, and a voter approved sales tax 
measure taken before the SMART District voters of Marin and Sonoma County in 2008 with 
nearly 70% approval to provide seed funds for the SMART Rail and Pathway system along a 70-
mile corridor.   

SMART has a board-adopted Public Participation Program, part of an overall Title VI program 
required by the Federal Transit Administration.  The current Title VI program document can be 
found here, with the Public Participation Plan beginning on Page 33:  
https://www.sonomamarintrain.org/sites/default/files/Documents/SMART_Title_VI_Program_
Sep2021_Final%209.15.21.pdf  

SMART engages in construction outreach activities, including door hanger and neighborhood 
information distribution, during project implementation.  This is in addition to regular customer 
communications through social media and onboard trains during service hours.  All 
construction outreach and printed communications are created in both English and Spanish. 
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As part of a series of Listening Forums SMART conducted virtually in 2020 and 2022, the 
“Planning for the Future” Listening Session specifically on the topic of SMART Extensions, held 
on April 20, 2022, had 54 participants.  A parallel “Extensions” public survey was conducted 
with 203 responses and 13 follow up emails received in conjunction with the listening session.  
A presentation summarizing the session can be found at the link here.  The number one priority 
from participants was that SMART “complete extensions to Windsor, Healdsburg and 
Cloverdale”.  SMART’s Windsor Extension opened late May 2025.   

As required in SMART’s voter approved sales tax, SMART has a permanent Citizens Oversight 
Committee (COC), which contributes to and reviews SMART’s strategic planning and meets 
quarterly.  In partnership with the COC, SMART recently completed its 2025-2030 Strategic 
Plan. The Strategic Planning Process had a robust public-engagement component, including six 
community workshops (five virtual and one in-person) during its 2025-2030 Strategic Planning 
Process that focused on both overall strategic direction and specific areas of service delivery 
such as service extensions, ridership, and pathways. At workshops, public comments were 
received through specialized software, priority-ranking exercises, and written comments.   
SMART’s 2025-2030 Strategic Plan community input and other elements can be found here 
(https://www.sonomamarintrain.org/Strategic-Plan ), including a video recording of a March 
14, 2024, workshop on Railway Extensions.   

 

In addition to SMART constituents, SMART works closely with local public works, planning and 
transit agencies on coordination and project implementation.  Some of this work is direct one-
on-one and some is through coordinating technical advisory committees.  SMART hosts a 
systemwide SMART-Public Works Technical Advisory Committee that meets as needed 
quarterly, monthly or more often.  Sonoma County Transportation and Climate Authority 
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(SCTCA) hosts monthly public works coordination meetings and in that context, jurisdictions 
have advocated for prioritization of this SMART Healdsburg extension project.   

VI. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION - SMART TECHNICAL CAPACITY
SMART is a Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Direct Grantee and is a direct recipient of 
Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) grant funds.  SMART has a current Caltrans Master 
Agreement for State Funds, a current Caltrans Master Agreement for Federal Funds, a current 
Caltrans Master Agreement for State Transit and Intercity Rail Capital Program Funds, and 
several project supplemental agreements with Caltrans.  The SMART Board of Directors has 
adopted a resolution providing the SMART General Manager with standing authorization to 
take necessary actions associated with acquiring State grant funds (Attachment A to this 
document), including for this Healdsburg Extension Project. 
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SMART’s project personnel include the following parties, with selected qualifications 
highlighted: 

Title Name Selected Qualifications 
General Manager Eddy Cumins • SMART 2021-2025 

• Utah Transit Authority 2011-2021, Chief Operating 
Officer 

• US Air Force 1991-2011 
Chief Financial 
Officer 

Heather 
McKillop 

• SMART 2020-2025  
• Denver Regional Transit District 2015-2020, Chief 

Financial Officer and Assistant General Manager of 
Finance and Administration 

• Colorado Department of Revenue 2011-2015, 
Deputy Executive Director 

• Colorado Department of Transportation 2005-2010, 
Chief Financial Officer 

Chief Engineer Bill Gamlen • SMART 2009-2025 
• Transportation Authority of Marin, Project Delivery 

Manager, 2007-2009 
• Gannet Fleming, Inc., FTA Project Management 

Oversight on BART Task Orders, 2005-2007 
• SF Muni, 1991-2005, Project Manager Third Street 

Light Rail and Others 
Manager of Train 
Control Systems 

Aaron Parkes • SMART 2018-2025 
• LTK Engineering Services 2008-2018 
• Twin City Signal 1996-2008 

Operations 
Manager 

Marc Bader • SMART 2015-2025, Operations Manager 
• Genesee & Wyoming Inc. 2013-2015, Vice President 

Maintenance 
• RailAmerica 2003-2013, Director of Line 

Maintenance 
Grants Manager Joanne Parker • SMART 2010-2025, Grants & Legislative Affairs 

Manager 
• Santa Rosa CityBus 2007-2010, Transit Planner & 

Grants Analyst 
• BART 1999-2007, Principal Financial Analyst, Capital 

Development and Control 
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VII.  ADDITIONAL INFORMATION - ZERO EMISSION SWITCHER 
LOCOMOTIVE 
Project Description/Scope  
This project is for procurement and manufacture of a Zero Emission Switcher Locomotive for use on the 
SMART publicly owned railroad.  This could be for short-line freight rail or passenger rail services, such 
as excursion service or other passenger supportive service.  The technology associated with the vehicles 
will be determined dependent on available manufacturers and performance measures for the vehicle 
issued at the time of procurement and is dependent on industry conditions.  Current possible fuel types 
include one or more of the following:  battery electric and hydrogen.    

Benefits and Outcomes 
This Zero Emission Switcher Locomotive component of the SMART Healdsburg Extension Project has 
performance indicators and measures co-mingled within the Healdsburg Extension Project performance 
indicators (shown earlier on page 11).  No additional quantitative benefit-cost or other performance 
measure evaluation was done separately for this Zero Emission Switcher Locomotive.    

Purpose and Need 
The Zero Emission Switcher Locomotive could provide additional freight rail capacity for the short line 
system. SMART is planned to have three locomotives total with this acquisition and would be able to 
position one at the freight rail yard in Schellville, one midpoint in the system in Petaluma and one in the 
far north in Cloverdale once built out. This positioning will allow efficient freight transport within 
SMART's single-track passenger and freight rail system. In addition, this switcher locomotive will allow 
SMART staff to begin to experience zero emission locomotive technology capabilities. This initial zero 
emission effort will aide SMART in preparation for technology changes on the passenger side of the rail 
service.  Finally, this switcher locomotive could be used to facilitate capacity in SMART passenger 
maintenance functions, for example to deliver equipment, and to potentially facilitate passenger 
excursion service.  This Zero Emission Switcher could also provide emergency coverage of the rail 
system, such as having an emergency back-up vehicle to move SMART revenue cars during failures.  This 
vehicle could also be used to expand critical onboard passenger capacity, should SMART acquire 
additional non-powered passenger rail cars to alleviate current onboard passenger crowding conditions, 
among other purposes not identified today. 

Fund Plan and Budget 
The Zero Emission Switcher Locomotive funding plan includes $6 million in SCCP funds at 100% 
reimbursement rate for vehicle procurement, manufacture, delivery and testing.  

Schedule 
The schedule for the Zero Emission Switcher Locomotive follows the parameters of the schedule 
estimated for the Healdsburg Extension with vehicle delivery anticipated by the end of July 2028, before 
the December 2028 revenue service date estimated for Healdsburg service.  The procurement for the 
locomotive will be separately implemented than the Healdsburg Extension procurement. 
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VII. ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A - Board Grant Authorizing Resolution
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Attachment B - PPRs 
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�̀abcd=�;ef��==f
�g��
hbaci=h=e<d j�� �� kl�c;fm;n��o;dd �=i=adpqo=�	;e=��e;ondpd j�� ��
ers��̀d<;pe;qo=��chh̀ ep<p=d��<a;<=tn�"c;od j�� �� �=f̀r=�"a==euc̀d=�";d��hpddpced j�� ���vwxyz{��|{}|{~�;<=tcan �̀ <b̀<d �ep< �c<;o.J@I6�̂UIG@/̂DKJI [CJK,�A,BJCJG@DMA6�CJ@I�FCDAA@MO�@LBCD5,LM,GA �S 32.J@I6�̂UIG@/̂DKJI �,H�AGJG@DMA �S 2.J@I6�̂UIG@/̂DKJI @̂I,A�DZ�C,?JW@I@GJG,K�GCJF\ @̂I,A �SFG@5,�>CJMABDCGJG@DM -,K,AGC@JM6R@FNFI,�ZJF@I@G@,A�L@I,A�FDMAGCUFG,K @̂I,A 7]7
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�ZYSVYP��PTYij6,9,Ekl�.kBlE@k9�=9AB8B>CEkCB@8�/�=nkE9,9�bs343̂�OXTW�NO]OWTS��ZYSVYP�&[%\$$$W+�e��&��e��+��e��)g��h��&��+�����h��&��+�)g��� 3af214 3af214����	 3af214 3af214



�����������	
����
��
��������������������������
������������������������������� ���!���"#$$%$�&��'�$()*$*$+ ,--./0122/3431/4443�52����
�6789�:1; <=>=,�<?2�<@@-�/�<AB7=CA8�DAE�@A8F,G=,9�@AEEC9AEG�-EAFE>H�I@AHHC==,9J K4L34L224L444�MNOMPQ��NRS�TUVWUXO��YXRUXO�&Z%[$$$V+�����������������NQ\NXSXW -ECAE 3K/31 31/3] 3]/30 30/3̂ 3̂/3_ 3_/3̀a �NWPb�c��&��c��+��c��)d��e��&��+�����e��&��+�)d��� ]0f444 ]0f444����	 ]0f444 ]0f444<A8AH>�g>EC8�hE,>�.>CB�iE>8GC=
�YXRUXO��OSXjk-EAFE>H�@A9,�K4L34L224L444�NWSV�MN\NVSR��YXRUXO�&Z%[$$$V+�c��&��c��+��c��)d��e��&��+�����e��&��+�)d��� ]0f444 ]0f444����	 ]0f444 ]0f4446789�:]; l=m,E�<=>=,�/�iE>8GC=�>89�n8=,EoC=p�.>CB�@>qC=>B�-EAFE>H�Iin.@-J�I@AHHC==,9J 34LK4L34̂L_22�MNOMPQ��NRS�TUVWUXO��YXRUXO�&Z%[$$$V+�����������������NQ\NXSXW -ECAE 3K/31 31/3] 3]/30 30/3̂ 3̂/3_ 3_/3̀a �NWPb�c��&��c��+��c� 2f1]4 2f1]4�)d��e��&��+�����e��&��+�)d��� KKfK04 KKfK04����	 2f1]4 KKfK04 K1f_24@>BCDAE8C>�iE>8GqAE=>=CA8�@AHHCGGCA
�YXRUXO��OSXjk@poB,�0�h7FH,8=>=CA8L��hBBAo>=,9�r78,�3431�DAE�-m>G,�4�sAEt�>89�h7F7G=�343]�DAE�-m>G,�2�sAEtL�NWSV�MN\NVSR��YXRUXO�&Z%[$$$V+�c��&��c��+��c� 2f1]4 2f1]4�)d��e��&��+�����e��&��+�)d��� KKfK04 KKfK04����	 2f1]4 KKfK04 K1f_24



�����������	
����
��
��������������������������
������������������������������� ���!���"#$$%$�&��'�$()*$*$+ ,--./0122/3431/4443�52����
�6789�:0; <=>,?�@=A=,�/�B?A8CD=�A89�E8=,?FD=G�.ADH�IAJD=AH�-?KL?AM�NBE.I-O�NIKMMD==,9O 34PQ4P34RPS22�TUVTWX��UYZ�[\]̂\_V��̀_Y\_V�&a%b$$$]+�����������������UXcU_Z_̂ -?DK? 3Q/31 31/3d 3d/30 30/3R 3R/3S 3S/3ef �ÛWg�h��&��h��+��h��)i��j��&��+�����j��&��+�)i��� S2k444 S2k444����	 S2k444 S2k444IAHDlK?8DA�B?A8CJK?=A=DK8�IKMMDCCDK
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Attachment C - Project Maps 
Systemwide Map 
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SMART Pathway/Great Redwood Trail Corridor Map 
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Project Limit Map (Healdsburg Extension is Green Track) 
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Attachment D – Project Outcomes/Performance Metrics 
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Existing Average Annual Vehicle Volume on Project 
Segment   N/A 

Estimated Year 20 Average Annual Vehicle Volume on 
Project Segment with Project   N/A 

Measure Metric Project Type Build Future No 
Build Change Increase/ 

Decrease 

Congestion 
Reduction 

Change in Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled 
(VMT) All 

 3,996,000  4,089,684 -93,684  Decrease 

Person Hours of Travel Time Saved  598,197.6  435,090 163,107.6  Increase 

(Optional) Change in Daily Vehicle 
Hours of Delay Highway 

(Optional) Percent Change in Non- 
Single Occupancy Vehicle Travel Local Road, 

Highway (Optional) Per Capita and Total Person 
Hours of Delay per Year 

(Optional) Other Information All 

Throughput 

(Optional) Peak Period Person 
Throughput – by applicable mode All 

(Optional) Passengers Per Vehicle 
Service Hour 

Transit Rail 
and Transit 

Bus 

(Optional) Other Information All 

System 
Reliability 

Peak Period Travel Time Reliability 
Index (“No Build” Number Only) 

National and 
State Highway 
System Only 

Level of Transit Delay Transit Rail and 
Transit Bus  18.4  40.02 -21.62  Decrease 

(Optional) Other Information All 

43



Measure Metric Project Type Build Future No 
Build Change Increase/ 

Decrease 

Safety 

Number of Fatalities 

All 

 7  8 -1  Decrease 

Rate of Fatalities per 100 Million VMT  0.15997  0.17885 -0.01888  Decrease 

Number of Serious Injuries  72  74 -2  Decrease 

Rate of Serious Injuries per 100 
Million VMT 

 1.64548  1.65244 -0.00696  Decrease 

(Optional) Number of Non-Motorized 
Fatalities and Non-Motorized Serious 
Injuries 

(Optional) Other Information 

(Optional) Number or Rate of Property 
Damage Only Collisions 

Local Road, 
Highway 

(Optional) Number or Rate of Non- 
Serious Injury Collisions 

(Optional) Accident Cost Savings 

Economic 
Development 

Jobs Created 
All 

 2,496  0  2,496  Increase 

(Optional) Other Information 

Air Quality and 
Greenhouse Gases 

Particulate Matter (PM 10) 

All 

 0  4 -4  Decrease 

Particulate Matter (PM 2.5)  0  4 -4  Decrease 

Carbon Dioxide (CO2)  0 193,717 -193,717  Decrease 

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC)  0  15 -15  Decrease 

Sulphur Oxides (SOx)  0  2 -2  Decrease 

Carbon Monoxide (CO)  0  351 -351  Decrease 

Nitrogen Oxides (NOx)  0  172 -172  Decrease 
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Measure Metric Project Type Build Future No 
Build Change Increase/ 

Decrease 

Accessibility 

(Optional) Number of Jobs Accessible by 
Mode All 

(Optional) Access to Key Destinations by 
Mode All 

(Optional) Percentage of Population 
Defined as Low Income or 
Disadvantaged within ½ mile of a rail 
station, ferry terminal, or high-frequency 
bus stop 

Transit Rail and 
Transit Bus 

(Optional) Other Information All 

Cost 
Effectiveness 

Cost-Benefit Ratio 
All 

 5.3  0  5.3  Increase 

(Optional) Other Information 
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July 1, 2008 

To All Interested Parties:

Please find attached the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (FSEIR) for the 
Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit (SMART) Project (SCH 2002112033).  This report, which 
supplements SMART’s 2006 Final EIR, incorporates comments received on the Draft 
SEIR and responses to those comments.  The Draft and Final SEIR analyze the project 
components that have changed or been added since certification of the 2006 Final EIR, 
including:

1. Potential addition of weekend passenger rail service. 

2. Potential use of light Diesel Multiple Unit (DMU) rail vehicles instead of heavy  
DMUs.

3. Potential alternative locations for the Novato South station in addition to the site 
analyzed in the SMART 2006 Final EIR. 

4. Modified cumulative impacts scenario, due to a change in the level of projected 
future freight rail service on the SMART corridor compared to the level of freight 
service that was projected and evaluated in the SMART 2006 Final EIR. 

The FSEIR will be considered by the SMART District Board of Directors in deciding whether 
to approve the project, adopt a sales tax ordinance to fund the project, and adopt an 
expenditure plan for the expenditure of the proceeds of the tax.  If adopted by the Board, 
the sales tax measure will be placed on the ballot for the November 4, 2008, election. 

A Public Hearing on the FSEIR and the sales tax ordinance and 
expenditure plan is scheduled for: 

July 16, 2008, at 1:30 PM 
 San Rafael City Council Chambers; City Hall 

1400 Fifth St., San Rafael, CA 

To conserve resources, this FSEIR is being distributed primarily on computer disk.
Copies of the FSEIR are available as of July 3, 2008, on the SMART Project website at 
www.sonomamarintrain.org or by contacting Nina West at 415-226-0880.  Copies of the 
FSEIR may also be reviewed at the following locations: 

Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit                            MTC Library 
750 Lindaro St. #200                                              101 8th Street 
San Rafael, CA  94901                                           Oakland, CA  94605

Civic Center Library                                                Santa Rosa Central Library 
3501 Civic Center Drive, Rm. #414                        211 E. Street 
San Rafael, CA  94903                                           Santa Rosa, CA  95404
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1.  Introduction 
1.1 PURPOSE

This Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (FSEIR) is prepared for the consideration of the 
proposed Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit (SMART) passenger rail project. The FSEIR consists of the 
Draft SEIR, comments on the Draft SEIR, responses to those comments, and revisions to the Draft SEIR. 
As stated in the DSEIR, the SEIR analyzes the potential environmental impacts of specific changed proj-
ect components associated with the proposed SMART project and changes in circumstances affecting the 
project, which have been identified since certification of the 2006 FEIR. 

The proposed SMART project studied in the 2006 FEIR includes passenger rail service along approximately 
70 miles of the existing Northwestern Pacific (“NWP”) rail corridor from Cloverdale in Sonoma County 
to Larkspur in Marin County, with 14 rail stations, several passing sidings, a rail maintenance facility and 
shuttle service at select locations. The proposed project also includes the implementation of a bicycle/
pedestrian pathway generally within or adjacent to the rail corridor. The proposed bicycle/pedestrian path-
way includes a combination of Class I and Class II facilities. Implementation of the project would occur 
generally within the existing railroad right-of-way. Major funding for the proposed project would come 
from the proceeds of a 1/4-cent sales tax measure, if approved by two-thirds of the voters of the District in 
a district-wide election. 

Supplemental Project Description 
Project components and conditions that have changed since certification of the SMART FEIR in July 2006 
and which are analyzed in this SEIR, in conformance with the requirements of CEQA, include the following: 

Analysis of the changes in environmental impacts associated with addition of weekend service to the 
overall SMART passenger rail project; 

Analysis of the changes in environmental impacts associated with using an alternative vehicle, the 
light Diesel Multiple Unit (DMU), for passenger rail service rather than the heavy DMU, which was 
analyzed in the 2005 DEIR and 2006 FEIR; 

Analysis of environmental impacts associated with three additional alternative sites for the Novato 
South rail station; and 

Update of the cumulative analysis in SMART’s 2005 DEIR and 2006 FEIR in relation to potential 
changes in future NCRA freight service. 

The scope of the SEIR is limited to these four analyses. 

CEQA Compliance 
This FSEIR has been prepared by the SMART District pursuant to the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) (Section 21000 et seq., California Public Resources Code), in accordance with the Guidelines
for the Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act (Section 15000 et seq., California 
Code of Regulations, Tit. 14). The purpose of an SEIR is to provide the additional information necessary 
to make the previous FEIR adequately apply to the project as revised. Accordingly, the SEIR need contain 
only the information necessary to respond to the project changes, changed circumstances, or new informa-
tion that triggered the need for additional environmental review (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15163). 
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This FSEIR amends and incorporates by reference the Draft SEIR, which is available as a separately bound 
document from the SMART District. The primary purpose of this FSEIR is to clarify and refine the envi-
ronmental analysis and mitigation measures in the Draft SEIR in response to written and oral comments 
and recommendations received during the public review period. The review period of the Draft SEIR 
(State Clearinghouse No. 2002112033) was from March 7 to April 24, 2008. A list of the individuals, agen-
cies, and organizations that commented on the Draft SEIR and copies of the written and oral comments 
are included in Section 2 of this document. 

Information provided in the responses to comments clarifies and amplifies the analysis presented in the 
Draft SEIR. However, no significant new information was added that would trigger recirculation of the 
Draft SEIR under CEQA. The Draft SEIR represented a good faith effort to disclose all impacts and iden-
tify all feasible mitigation measures associated with the supplemental project components and changed 
circumstances, and provided the public with a meaningful opportunity to review and comment on the 
potential environmental impacts of these components. There were no new significant environmental 
impacts, or a substantial increase in the severity of any impact, identified in the comments or responses 
that were not already identified in the Draft SEIR or in the previous 2006 certified FEIR. Therefore, 
public review and comment of the FSEIR is not required under CEQA. However, this FSEIR was deliv-
ered to commenting agencies and made available to the public at least 10 days in advance of the SMART 
Board hearing on the FSEIR. 

It should be noted that CEQA does not require a Lead Agency to conduct every test or perform all 
research, study, or experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. Rather, a Lead Agency 
need only respond to significant environmental issues and does not need to provide all information requested 
in the comments, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the SEIR (CEQA Guidelines 
Sections 15088 and 15204). This FSEIR presents full disclosure of all significant environmental issues. 

This FSEIR will be used by the SMART District as part of its project approval process. The mitigation 
monitoring plan presented in the 2006 FEIR will be used for the project and any new mitigation measures 
identified in the DSEIR will be added to the plan prior to adoption by the SMART Board. 

Document Availability 
Copies of the FSEIR have been mailed to agencies that commented on the Draft SEIR and other parties 
who requested the FSEIR. The FSEIR is also available at the SMART District offices located at 750 Lindaro 
Street, #200, San Rafael, CA; at the Metropolitan Transportation Commission Library located at the Joseph 
P. Bort MetroCenter, 101 8th Street, Oakland, CA; at the Civic Center Library, 3501 Civic Center Drive, 
Room #414, San Rafael, CA; and at the Santa Rosa Central Library, 211 E Street, Santa Rosa, CA. Both 
the Draft SEIR and FSEIR are available online at SMART’s website, at www.sonomamarintrain.org. 

1.2 ORGANIZATION OF FSEIR
The FSEIR consists of the following elements: 

The Draft SEIR (bound separately, issued in March 2008), 
Section 1.3 - Summary of Draft SEIR public review process, 
Chapter 2 - A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft SEIR, com-
ments and recommendations received on the Draft SEIR, master responses to common issues raised 
in the Draft SEIR comments, responses to significant environmental points raised in the comments, 
and responses to Draft SEIR hearing comments. 
Chapter 3 - Revisions to the Draft SEIR in strikeout and underline format, and 
Chapter 4 - References and Report Preparation. 
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1.3 SUMMARY OF DRAFT SEIR PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESS

The Draft SEIR review process provided the public with considerable opportunity to review the document 
and make comments. The DSEIR was released on March 7, 2008 and over 600 copies of the document 
were distributed to cities, federal state and local public agencies, elected officials, interested stakeholders 
and citizens. Public notices in newspapers in both Sonoma and Marin counties were issued, providing 
information on the availability of the document and hearing dates and locations. 

Copies of the DSEIR were also made available to the public for review at four locations: The Civic Center 
Library in San Rafael, the Santa Rosa Main Library in Santa Rosa, the Metropolitan Transportation Com-
mission (MTC) Library in Oakland, and the SMART Office in San Rafael. Additionally, SMART made 
information about the DSEIR review process and the text of the DSEIR available on its website 
(www.sonomamarintrain.org). 

The public review period lasted 48 calendar days, and closed on April 24, 2008. SMART accepted com-
ments both in writing and via email. SMART also held two public meetings on the adequacy of the DSEIR, 
one in Novato in Marin County on April 9, 2008 and one in Santa Rosa in Sonoma County on April 16, 
2008. Verbal comments made at these meetings were accepted by SMART as official DSEIR comments. 
In addition, SMART staff conducted outreach efforts with presentations on the DSEIR to the following 
organizations:

Novato Leadership Forum on March 31, 2008, 
Transportation Authority of Marin SMART Working Group on April 25, 2008, 
North Bay Leadership Council on April 25, 2008 and 
Hamilton Community Forum on May 14, 2008. 

Also, during the DSEIR review period, SMART staff made approximately 20 public presentations about 
the SMART project that included discussion of elements in the DSEIR. 

1.4 DECISION-MAKING PROCESS

The SMART District is the CEQA lead agency for this FSEIR. In 2006, SMART approved an Expenditure 
Plan outlining how the proceeds of a 1/4-cent sales tax measure would be spent to implement the proposed 
project, and adopted an ordinance to place the sales tax measure on the ballot in the November 2006 gen-
eral election. SMART will use the FSEIR in its decision-making processes to help determine whether to 
approve a revised Expenditure Plan and place a sales tax measure on the ballot in Marin and Sonoma Counties
in November 2008. 

SMART Certification of the FSEIR 
Prior to taking action on the proposed project, SMART must certify the FSEIR. SMART must certify that: 

The FSEIR has been completed in compliance with the CEQA; 

The SMART Board reviewed and considered the information contained in the FSEIR prior to con-
sidering the proposed Project; and 

The FSEIR reflects the independent judgment and analysis of the SMART Board (State CEQA Guide-
lines Section 15090). 

In conjunction with certification of the FSEIR, SMART must prepare one or more written findings of fact 
for each significant environmental impact identified in the document. These findings must either state that: 
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The Project has been changed (including adoption of mitigation measures) to avoid or substantially 
reduce the magnitude of the impact; 
Changes to the Project are within another agency’s jurisdiction and have been or should be adopted; or 
Specific considerations make mitigation measures or alternatives infeasible. 

If any of the impacts identified in the SEIR cannot be reduced to a level that is less than significant, SMART 
may issue a Statement of Overriding Considerations for approval of the project if specific social, economic, 
or other factors justify the project’s unavoidable adverse environmental effects. If SMART decides to 
approve the project for which the FSEIR has been prepared, SMART will issue a Notice of Determination. 

Other Agency Actions 

Information in the FSEIR, the 2006 certified FEIR and supporting technical studies will aid responsible 
and trustee agencies in their permitting processes for the proposed project. 

Subsequent to certification of the FSEIR, the SMART District will prepare the necessary environmental 
documentation to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). This document will be 
circulated among federal agencies and will support federal review and permitting of the project. 
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2.  Comments and Responses on the Draft 
SEIR

This section addresses all comments received on the Draft SEIR, both written and oral. A total of 46 com-
ment letters/emails were received during the public comment period, from March 7, 2008 through April 24, 
2008. Although several written comments were received late, they are responded to in this Final SEIR. A 
total of 26 people presented oral comments at the two public meetings held in Marin County on April 9, 
2008 and in Sonoma County on April 16, 2008. 

Responses to each comment are provided in the following sections. In some cases, the responses are sup-
ported by changes to the DEIR text. These text revisions are included in Chapter 3 of this document. Please 
note that numerous comments requested minor corrections. Since the DSEIR is not being reissued in its 
entirety, these minor edits and corrections have not been incorporated into the text revisions. However, all 
comments are noted and are part of the public record. 

The SEIR preparers have made every effort to fully address each substantive comment on the DSEIR. 
Master Responses are provided first in Section 2.1, followed by individual responses to each comment in 
every comment letter in Section 2.2. Hearing comments and responses are at the end of Section 2.2. 

All documents incorporated herein by reference are available for review at the SMART District office, 
located at 750 Lindaro Street, Suite 200, San Rafael, California 94901. 

2.1 MASTER RESPONSES

Numerous comments raised common concerns or questions that are most appropriately answered or 
clarified in one comprehensive or “master” response. For this Final SEIR, the issues listed in Table 2-1 
are addressed in master responses, numbered 1 through 5. Many of the individual responses refer back to 
these master responses. 

Table 2-1.  Master Response List 
Master   

Response   Title Issues Addressed Page 
1 Scope of Supplemental 

Environmental Review 
Purpose and Scope of SEIR 
Comments on previous 2006 FEIR 

2-2

2 Scope of Cumulative Analysis 
of Freight Rail Service 

Cumulative scenarios 
Speculation 
Segmentation 
Differentiation between freight and SMART project 

2-2

3 Novato South Station Ridership 
Projections 

Clarification of methodology 2-4 

4 Hamilton Station Traffic Issues Clarification of vehicle trips to station 2-5 
5 Quiet Zone Implementation Process and Requirements 

Funding and Implementation 
2-6
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Master Response 1 – Scope of Supplemental  Environmental Review 
A few comments raise questions and concerns about the adequacy of the analysis in the prior EIR pre-
pared for the original SMART project submitted to the voters in 2006 (the 2005 DEIR and 2006 FEIR). 
As explained below, these questions and concerns are outside the scope of this supplemental environmen-
tal analysis. 

The EIR for the original project was certified in July 2006 and the time in which to challenge the EIR has 
passed. As a result, the 2006 FEIR, which includes the 2005 DEIR, is conclusively presumed to be valid 
and its adequacy is no longer at issue (Pub. Res. Code, §21167.2). As noted by a leading CEQA commentator: 

Once an EIR has been certified for a project, under Pub Res C §21167.2 the EIR must be conclu-
sively presumed valid unless a lawsuit to challenge it is timely filed . . . . As a result of this conclu-
sive presumption of validity, when the statute of limitations for challenging an EIR has run, the 
overall adequacy of the EIR is irrelevant. The only question that may be considered by an agency 
before a further discretionary approval for the project is whether one of the three exceptions trig-
gering the need for a subsequent or supplemental EIR exists. 

(Kostka & Zischke, Practice Under the California Environmental Quality Act (2d ed., CEB, 
§19.2; see also §19.54).) 

As explained in Section A.1.1 of the DSEIR, subsequent or supplemental environmental review may only 
be required if there are substantial changes to the project, changes in project circumstances, or new infor-
mation that would involve new or substantially more severe significant impacts. (Pub. Res. Code, §21166.) 
In the case of the SMART project, the project changes analyzed in the DSEIR are the addition of weekend 
service, use of light Diesel Multiple Units (DMUs), and alternatives to the Novato South Station site, and 
the change in circumstances is a revised freight cumulative impact scenario based on NCRA’s 2007 Notice 
of Preparation (NOP) and Initial Study for its proposed Russian River Division Freight Rail Project (see 
Master Response 2). 

Preparation of a supplemental EIR does not “re-open” the prior certified EIR, but supplements it to the 
extent necessary to adequately address project changes and changed circumstances. The focus of the 
analysis in SMART’s DSEIR, as in any supplemental EIR, is whether these changes result in new or sub-
stantially more severe significant impacts than identified in the prior EIR. Consistent with the require-
ments of CEQA, the DSEIR considers only the incremental differences between the original project and 
the proposed changes; the project as reviewed in the prior EIR is effectively treated as part of the base-
line. (See Kostka & Zischke, §19.54.) The SEIR contains only the information necessary to address these 
changes (see CEQA Guidelines, §15163(b)). Comments that focus on the adequacy of the prior certified 
EIR or request additional information regarding the original proposed project are thus outside the scope of 
the DSEIR and are not further addressed in these responses. 

Master Response 2 – Scope of Cumulative Analysis of Freight Rail Service 
Several comments request that SMART go beyond the cumulative analysis presented in the Draft SEIR 
and fully analyze all the environmental consequences of freight rail operations along the entire NWP rail 
corridor, including the rail line north of Cloverdale. This is not required by CEQA. 

SMART’s project is the implementation of passenger rail service and an ancillary bicycle/pedestrian path-
way in the NWP corridor from Larkspur to Cloverdale. As explained in the DSEIR, the resumption of 
freight rail service on the NWP is a separate project proposed by a separate and independent governmental 
agency, NCRA. SMART and NCRA were created by the Legislature under separate statutory schemes to 
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fulfill separate and distinct functions. SMART’s passenger rail project and NCRA’s freight rail project 
are separately funded and are not interdependent; each will or will not move forward independently of the 
other project. Each project requires its own environmental analysis under CEQA to address its project-
specific impacts as well as the cumulative impacts of both types of rail service to the extent the impacts of 
each are cumulative with the other. Consistent with CEQA, only the potential cumulative impacts of NCRA’s 
proposed freight operations are analyzed in the SMART SEIR, and only to the extent there is new infor-
mation since the certification of SMART’s FEIR in 2006 that indicates those operations could result in 
new or more severe significant impacts than previously analyzed. 

Contrary to some comments, focusing the Draft SEIR’s analysis on the project-level impacts of the SMART 
project and the reasonably foreseeable cumulative impacts of passenger and freight operations on the shared 
corridor is neither “segmentation” nor “piecemealing” under CEQA. “Segmentation” and “piecemealing” 
refer to the avoidance of environmental review by chopping a larger project into smaller components or 
phases and studying them separately, in a way that understates the actual environmental impacts of the 
whole project. Instead, CEQA requires that environmental review address the “whole of the action” includ-
ing reasonably foreseeable future phases of the proposed project. In addition, the environmental review 
should consider other projects that may have related cumulative impacts, although in less detail than a project-
level analysis (CEQA Guidelines, §§15130, 15378). This was the approach taken both in SMART’s certi-
fied FEIR and in this SEIR. 

The “whole” of SMART’s project is the institution of passenger rail service and an ancillary bicycle/pedes-
trian pathway between Larkspur and Cloverdale. NCRA’s resumption of freight service between Lombard 
and Willits is a separate project that will have some related impacts cumulative with SMART’s impacts, 
but only on the portion of the rail line where both will operate. Thus, the geographic scope of potential 
cumulative impacts is the rail corridor between Cloverdale at the north end and the Ignacio Wye in 
Novato at the south end. No passenger operations are proposed north of Cloverdale and no freight opera-
tions will occur south of Highway 37 in Novato. Potential impacts associated with freight trains operating 
on rail segments not shared with SMART passenger service would not be cumulative effects of the 
SMART project. For example, since SMART’s proposed project would not extend north of Cloverdale, it 
would not have potential impacts north of Cloverdale. Any impacts that could occur there as a result of 
future freight rail service would not be cumulative with passenger rail impacts. 

Consistent with CEQA, the DSEIR’s discussion of cumulative impacts is “guided by standards of practi-
cality and reasonableness.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15130(b).) In analyzing potential cumulative impacts 
that could occur within the rail corridor where both SMART and NCRA would operate, the DSEIR prop-
erly focuses on whether there is a significant combined impact, and not on the attributes of the freight 
project (e.g., impacts that could be associated with specific types of freight) that do not contribute to a 
cumulative impact with SMART’s project. As required by CEQA, the DSEIR’s cumulative analysis is 
based on available information, including the information in NCRA’s 2007 NOP and Initial Study, subse-
quent clarifications from NCRA, and independent analysis. Consistent with prudent CEQA practice, 
SMART’s SEIR technical consultants consulted with NCRA’s EIR technical consultants in preparing the 
DSEIR to ensure that accurate and consistent technical details (e.g., train speeds, locomotive specifica-
tions) were used in the cumulative analyses. 

SMART, as the lead agency for the proposed passenger rail project, is required by CEQA to mitigate only 
its incremental contribution to a significant cumulative impact, not the entire cumulative impact. (CEQA 
Guidelines, Section 15130(b)(5).) NCRA, not SMART, is responsible for mitigating the impacts of freight 
operations. Nevertheless, some mitigation and environmental compliance measures proposed by SMART 
(e.g., Quiet Zones and continuous welded track) would mitigate some of the impacts of freight trains as 
well as passenger trains, such as noise from train horns and train pass-bys. 
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As described in Section B.3 of the DSEIR, the determination of the level of freight operations that should 
be included in the cumulative analysis for SMART’s DSEIR was based on both the project description in 
NCRA’s Initial Study for its Russian River Division Freight Rail Project and on SMART’s independent 
analysis of various NCRA long-range planning documents. As a result of this independent analysis, SMART’s 
environmental team concluded that the levels of freight service described in Speculative Scenarios 1 and 2 
are highly speculative and thus are not “reasonably foreseeable” for purposes of a cumulative analysis. As 
discussed in the DSEIR, this conclusion is based not only on the substantial economic development that 
would have to occur in the North Coast region before this level of rail freight service would be justified,1
but also on the extensive environmental, permitting, financial, and operational hurdles2 that would have to 
be overcome before such service could be implemented. Both scenarios would require extending service 
into the Eel River Canyon, which many believe is neither environmentally nor technically feasible and which 
would require a massive funding commitment that has not been identified. Although various proposals 
have been made and are still being explored regarding funding and implementing freight service as far 
north as Humboldt Bay, these proposals do not represent “reasonably foreseeable probable future projects” 
within the meaning of a CEQA cumulative analysis. Nevertheless, the DSEIR goes beyond the require-
ments of CEQA and describes the environmental impacts that might occur with these higher levels of ser-
vice; further analysis of unrealistic projections or operations that face potentially insurmountable environ-
mental, economic, and funding hurdles is not required or justified. 

In summary, the DSEIR appropriately provides a “worst case” analysis of the cumulative impacts that are 
likely to occur within the SMART corridor. There is nothing in CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, or Cali-
fornia case law that requires SMART, as the lead agency for a specific passenger rail proposal between 
Cloverdale and Larkspur, to undertake the type of full environmental review of the entire rail corridor 
requested in some comments. Nor is there any requirement that SMART analyze all the potential impacts 
of NCRA’s separate freight rail project, particularly with respect to impacts to which the SMART project 
would not contribute. Neither SMART nor NCRA is required by CEQA to analyze the whole of the other 
agency’s separate project, or to evaluate speculative impacts beyond the scope of either proposed project. 
The public and decisionmakers will have the opportunity to evaluate and comment on the project-specific 
details of NCRA’s proposed freight service when NCRA releases its EIR for public review. 

Master Response 3 – Novato South Station Ridership Projections 
The ridership projections for the Novato South Station alternatives were developed to assess the environ-
mental impacts of the alternative sites and help decisionmakers determine which station site would be most 
effective. The results should be thought of as a ranking of the project sites by ridership for planning and 
environmental purposes, rather than an exact forecast. Ridership is not the only consideration that will be 
used to select the preferred station site. A manual method was used to make the ridership forecasts (described 
below), because the computerized MTC regional travel forecasting model is not suited for the task of 
                                                     
1 See, e.g., Parsons Brinckerhoff, Long Term Financial and Economic Feasibility of the Northwestern Pacific 

Railroad (January 2003), noting the low growth and economic decline in the northern end of the NWP corridor, 
and concluding that freight operations could realize a positive cash flow only with the most optimistic projections 
regarding market development along the entire corridor (pp. S-13, S-15). See also documents cited on page B-22 
of the DSEIR. 

2 See, e.g., a 1998 report by URS Greiner Woodward Clyde for the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), 
entitled Geologic and Geotechnical Report, North Coast Railroad, Northern California, noted the high risk of 
landsliding in the northern end of the rail corridor and estimated the cost of mitigating this hazard would be (in 
1998 dollars) roughly $642 million (p. 5-1). Approximately 89% of the $642,000,000, or about $520,000,000, would 
be needed for the portion of the rail line between Willits and Arcata.  The cost estimate for the most unstable por-
tion of the rail line in the Eel River Canyon (identified as the Island Mountain Block, MP 184.4 to MP 195.8) 
was $10 million per mile (1998 dollars).  See also footnote 1. 
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examining alternative station locations in a relatively small area (which is the task required in comparing 
alternative station sites in the same geographic area). The MTC model’s travel analysis zones are too 
large for this purpose, and would not be sensitive to moving a station just a mile or two within these zones. 

The methodology began with the Census population noted in the text within a half-mile of the station, as 
determined by GIS techniques. A mode choice factor derived from the MTC model was then applied, which 
is that approximately 3.5% of the employed residents within that area would find SMART the preferred 
alternative for their commute trip. Because population has increased significantly around the Hamilton 
site since April 2000 (when the Census was conducted), information on housing constructed, under con-
struction, approved, and proposed was requested from the City of Novato in October 2007, and the Ham-
ilton area population estimate was updated using the average household size in Novato.3 Factors were 
then applied to “grow” this to 2025 levels. Thus, the ridership projections presented in the DSEIR reflect 
more current population and housing information than the Census data. 

The reason that ridership is significantly higher at the Hamilton site compared to the Roblar Drive site 
(originally considered in the 2005 DEIR and 2006 FEIR) and other two alternative sites (Downtown 
Novato and Ignacio Wye) is simply that there is more ridership-generating potential, particularly for people 
who commute to jobs in the Hamilton area, where the job density is higher. In fact, it is estimated that over 
the course of a day, approximately half of the Hamilton Station’s ridership would come from residents in 
the local area, and half would come from commuters living elsewhere, but who work in the Hamilton area. 

The existing Hamilton Shuttle is acknowledged in the DSEIR and this shuttle was factored into the analysis. 

Master Response 4 – Hamilton Station Traffic Issues 
Several comments requested additional clarification of the traffic impacts at the Hamilton Station site. There 
are three site configuration options, as described in DSEIR Section 2.3.3. 

In the AM (morning) peak hour—which would probably occur between 6:30 and 7:30 AM—there would 
be 35 inbound and 12 outbound vehicles during the peak morning hour, regardless of the access option 
chosen (A – Main Gate Road access only, B – Both Main Gate Road and Hamilton Parkway access, or C – 
Hamilton Parkway access only). Most of the outbound vehicles would be drivers dropping off passengers, 
known as “kiss’n’ride”. This would be approximately a 4 to 5 percent increase in peak hour traffic on the 
adjacent street compared to the “No Project” scenario, regardless of which access option is chosen. With 
the SMART project, some of the existing trips that would continue to Highway 101 are “intercepted” by 
the station, compared to the No Project alternative where there is no station and drivers must continue to 
Highway 101. Because most of these trips would probably occur early in the morning (before 7:30 AM) 
or after 5:00 PM, the peak vehicle activity would not occur at the same time as school drop-off and pick-
up. In other site plan options, the station vehicle traffic would be split between Main Gate Road and Ham-
ilton Parkway, or confined to Hamilton Parkway. 

A crosswalk would be installed across the entrance to the station on Main Gate Road, if the City of Novato 
concurs. If the option is selected that provides access from Main Gate Road, SMART would explore pro-
viding an adult crossing guard, if warranted. 

                                                     
3 Fax from Hans Grunt, City Planner, City of Novato, to Debbie Chan, senior planner, Dowling Associates, on 

October 18, 2007. 
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Master Response 5 – Quiet Zone Implementation 
Quiet Zones were identified in SMART’s 2005 DEIR as an environmental compliance measure to address 
train horn noise at grade crossings (DEIR, pp. 2-69, 3-138). SMART provided additional information about 
quiet zone implementation in its 2006 FEIR in Master Response Q on page 3.2-44. The following Master 
Response is intended to provide the most current information on quiet zone implementation with addi-
tional details.4

The Train Horn Rule 

Historically, states required both passenger and freight trains to sound their horns at grade crossings. Some 
states, however, allowed local jurisdictions to enact “whistle bans”. These bans often did not require any 
specific safety evaluations or improvements. According to a nationwide study commissioned by the Fed-
eral Railroad Administration (FRA) in 1995, the crossings quieted by whistle bans with no added safety 
improvements posed greater safety risks than crossings with whistles or horns. 

In June 2005, the FRA pre-empted state rules regarding train horns with its “Final Rule on Use of Loco-
motive Horns at Highway-Rail Grade Crossings”. Horns were required by the federal government to sound, 
and states could no longer allow local jurisdictions to ban horns. However, the new rule provided a mech-
anism for all local jurisdictions to create quiet zones based on risk-reduction criteria. 

Growth of Quiet Zones 

Currently, there are 308 quiet zones nationwide according to the FRA. This translates into approximately 
3,300 quieted grade crossings. About 1/3 of those quiet zones have been established in the last three years 
(many “pre-rule” quiet zones were grandfathered in). There are at least 123 more quiet zones in the appli-
cation process, representing hundreds and maybe thousands more crossings. Since the FRA only receives 
Notices of Intent from state agencies as a courtesy, there could be many more quiet zones on the way. 

Quiet Zones Defined 

The establishment of a quiet zone allows trains not to sound their horns at crossings, although horns may 
still be sounded on occasion if a train operator perceives a serious safety hazard. 

A “quiet zone” can include one single crossing, or it can include dozens of crossings. The Utah Transit 
Authority for example, which runs a new commuter rail service called the “FrontRunner” from Salt Lake 
City to Ogden, aided in the establishment of one single quiet zone for the length of their 38-mile corridor, 
which includes 14 jurisdictions and 41 crossings. The only size requirement is that quiet zones be at least 
½ mile long. 

Only a local public authority, the entity that has jurisdiction over the local street network, can officially 
establish quiet zones. Consequently, while SMART can make suggestions, it cannot “designate” certain 
intersections as being part of a future quiet zone. 

Local jurisdictions can work together to create longer quiet zones, and to simplify the quiet zone imple-
mentation process. In the Utah example, the town of Woods Cross took the lead in officially establishing 
the quiet zone, working with over a dozen other local jurisdictions in the process. 

                                                     
4 Information in this master response is based largely on Quiet Zones – In Depth Workshop, presented by Ron Ries, 

Staff Director, Highway Rail Crossing and Trespasser Programs, Office of Safety, FRA, Ventura, CA, May 14, 2008.  
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As noted in its 2005 DEIR and 2006 FEIR, SMART will work with local jurisdictions to help implement 
quiet zones where desired, through technical assistance, coordination, and funding programmed in SMART’s 
capital budget for improvements at crossings. 

Establishing Quiet Zones with SSMs 

Grade crossings can be automatically included in a quiet zone when either one of two Supplemental Safety 
Measures (SSM) are present: curb medians or quad gates. Both are designed to prevent cars from driving 
around lowered gates at crossings, one of the most common causes of grade crossing incidents. 

Curb medians physically prevent motorists from driv-
ing in the opposite lane to go around a lowered gate. 
Quad gates involve four separate gates or arms going 
down at a crossing rather than the traditional two, again 
to prevent motorists from driving around lowered gates 
to cross the tracks when a train is approaching. 

Curb medians can include simple, mountable curbs with 
delineator panels, which generally cost $10,000 to $15,000 
per intersection. A more permanent non-mountable curb 
median can be installed for about $60,000 to $80,000 per 
intersection. These can be made of concrete, brick, or 
other materials. 

Curbs are recommended to extend 100 feet in each 
direction from the gates at the rail crossing. However, 
the required distance can be as short as 60 feet if a pub-
lic street, commercial driveway, or residential driveway 
(to four or more housing units) is present in the area 
between 60 and 100 feet from the crossing. If one of 
these types of street/driveways is located less than 60 feet 
from the gate, then curb medians are not an option. 

There are numerous crossings in the SMART corridor 
where curb medians are possible, given the absence of 
major street/driveways within 60 feet of the crossing. 
And, there are several crossings where curb medians are 
already present. 

Four-quadrant gates are a solution where streets or drive-
ways are located relatively close to the tracks. All gates incor-
porated into quiet zones are required by the FRA to have 
modern signal features like power-out indicators and con-
stant warning time, a feature that detects train speed in order 
for gates to be lowered for a consistent length of time before 
trains enter the intersection. 

As part of its capital plan and budget, SMART will be instal-
ling crossing gates that include the modern signal features 
mentioned above. These grade crossing improvements are 
estimated to have an approximate average cost of $250,000 

Photo courtesy of Railroad Controls Limited 

Photo courtesy of Railroad Controls Limited 

4 Quad Gate 

  Curb median

Mountable curb median
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per crossing, as reflected in SMART’s financial plan. Based on early rough estimates, SMART conserva-
tively assumed that the average incremental cost of upgrading from two to four gates would be $150,000. 
In practice, however, recent quad gate installations and quad gate estimates for potential future installa-
tions have been less expensive. Based on information in SMART’s 2008 “Grade Crossing Estimate Sum-
mary,” the average incremental cost of installing quad gates should be approximately $108,000. 

Some communities have spent more than the aforementioned amounts per crossing on projects that include 
the installation of four quadrant gates. However, these costs often include other infrastructure improve-
ments beyond the quiet zone SSMs. Moreover, some of these projects involve circumstances that differ 
from SMART’s project, including: construction occurring while heavy rail traffic continues to operate, work 
on corridors with multiple tracks which adds to cost and complexity, and work on a single crossing, which 
limits opportunities for economies of scale. 

With both of the supplemental safety measures, curb medians and quad gates, a significant amount of money 
can be saved if these elements are incorporated into the overall construction plan, rather than added at a 
later date. For this reason, the 2006 FEIR recommended that quiet zone safety measures be incorporated 
into SMART’s final design plans. 

Establishing Quiet Zones with ASMs 

An alternative to the use of supplemental safety measures at grade crossing is the use of Alternative Safety 
Measures (ASMs). These include photo enforcement technology, public awareness campaigns, or SSMs 
that deviate from the general FRA requirements. These may include, for example, curb medians that are 
shorter than the 60 feet required. If ASMs are the only safety measures being pursued, then the local 
jurisdiction must acquire FRA approval. The use of ASMs does not automatically bring crossings into a 
proposed quiet zone, as SSMs do. 

Establishing Quiet Zones with Risk-Based Exceptions 

Quiet zones can be established without any special treatments at grade crossing if the safety risk in a quiet 
zone when the train does not blow its horn is below one of two thresholds. It need not be below both 
thresholds.

Using a calculator provided by the FRA and available online, each crossing can be assigned a risk score. 
The average of these scores for all the crossings in a proposed quiet zone is known as the Quiet Zone Risk 
Index (QZRI). 

If the QZRI is equal to or lower than the National Significant Risk Threshold (NSRT), then no further sup-
plemental safety measures are required anywhere in the zone. The NSRT is the national average risk level 
that would be expected at a crossing if a train was blowing its horn. Currently, the NSRT is 19,047, although 
the figure is updated annually. 

Likewise, if the QZRI is equal to or below the Risk Index with Horns (RIWH), then no further supple-
mental safety measures are required anywhere in the zone. The RIWH is the average risk level for a 
particular quiet zone that would exist if a train was blowing its horn. 

Creating a quiet zone with no new improvements, based on a risk analysis, requires that crossings have 
gates and flashers and at least one crossing in the quiet zone has existing qualifying supplemental safety 
measures. If the QZRI is not below the NSRT or RIWH, then a QZ may still be established if implemen-
tation of SSMs at one or more crossings will bring the QZRI below the NSRT or RIWH. 
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About 1 in 5 new quiet zones established since the 2005 FRA 
train horn rule were established with no new improvements 
at any crossings. About 1 in 3 of the new quiet zones involved 
the addition of supplemental safety measures at some cross-
ings but not at others. The chart at right shows how it’s pos-
sible to establish a quiet zone, with improvements at only 
selected crossings. In this example, each crossing has a risk 
score. The average score for the proposed quiet zone, or the 
QZRI, of 20,850 exceeds the NSRT, so this quiet zone can-
not be established without making some improvements. In 
the first example here, if crossing #4 is treated with a supple-
mental safety measure, however, all four crossings can be 
brought into the quiet zone with no additional improvements. 

SSMs automatically reduce the QZRI score by 75%, so the 
previous score of 33,360 would be reduced to 8,340. This 
would bring the average of the four crossing to a number below 
the NSRT, allowing a quiet zone that included all four cross-
ings, with no additional treatments, as shown in the table at 
right.

If SSMs are done at every crossing in the proposed quiet zone, then there is no need for a public authority 
establishing the quiet zone to go through these calculation exercises. 

Special Types of Crossings 

In some other cases, no improvements need to be made to a crossing to include it in the proposed quiet 
zone. One way streets, for example, need no supplemental safety measures. In addition, private residential 
crossings need only a stop sign and rail crossing sign to be included in the quiet zone. 

Treatments for private crossing that involve public access, industrial activity or commercial activities are 
determined on a case by case basis through a diagnostic review involving the PUC, applicable railroads 
(SMART and NCRA) and Caltrans. This also is the case for pedestrian & bike crossing safety measures. It is 
possible that safety measures already planned in the SMART project may suffice for these types of crossings. 

The Quiet Zone Process 

The establishment of a quiet zone does not require the submission of an application to the FRA and thus 
there is no need for a local jurisdiction to wait to see if its quiet zone has been “accepted”. Rather, the 
process begins when a local jurisdiction files a Notice of Intent to establish a quiet zone with the Cali-
fornia Public Utilities Commission (PUC), Caltrans, and applicable railroads (in this case SMART and 
the NCRA). 

This notice should describe the length of the quiet zone, which crossings are to be included, and the sup-
plemental safety measures proposed. The document need not be so detailed as to include construction 
drawings. The aforementioned agencies have 60 days to comment on the Notice of Intent. They do not 
have the authority to arbitrarily “veto” the quiet zone, so long as the jurisdiction is complying with federal 
rules.

The issuance of this notice is typically preceded by a formal diagnostic review of crossings in the pro-
posed quiet zone. The PUC, railroads (in this cast SMART and NCRA), and Caltrans must be invited to 

Crossing QZRI NSRT 
#1 20,016  
#2 16,680  
#3 13,344  
#4 33,360  
Avg. 20,850 19,047 

Crossing
Risk
Index NSRT 

#1 20,016 
#2 16,680 
#3 13,344 
#4 8,340 
Avg. 16,028 19,047 
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the diagnostic review. This diagnostic review is necessary to determine treatments for pedestrian cross-
ings and private crossings that involve public access, industrial activity or commercial activity. The review 
is also intended to assist the local public authority in devising the best plan for quiet zone implementation. 

Once any necessary supplemental safety measures have been installed, and/or the PUC has verified Quiet 
Zone Calculator data, the local public authority issues a Notice of Establishment. This is sent to the FRA, 
all applicable railroads, Caltrans, any local governments affected, and any private property owners affected 
by private crossings. Railroads must cease blowing the train horns within 21 days. In the case of the 
SMART corridor, quiet zones could be established and improvements incorporated into SMART’s con-
struction plan prior to service start-up. 

Funding for Quiet Zones 

SMART has allocated $4.5 million in its current 2008 Financial Plan for quiet zone implementation. Based 
on SMART’s estimates for the incremental cost of installing quad gates instead of standard gates as a sup-
plemental safety measure, this amount should conservatively cover a minimum of 30 public crossings. 
More crossings would be covered if curb medians were used as a supplemental safety measure at some 
locations. Still more crossings would be covered if the Quiet Zone calculator can be used to show a corri-
dor average risk lower than the National Significant Risk Threshold or the Risk Without Train Horns, elim-
inating the need for SSMs at certain locations. 

Maintenance

SMART will maintain all railroad equipment and signage within its right of way. Quad gates, for example, 
would be maintained by SMART, along with all other gates and signals. Curb medians that are outside of 
the SMART right-of-way would be maintained by the local jurisdiction. 

2.2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Reproductions of the DSEIR comment letters, public comment hearing transcripts and detailed responses 
to both written and oral comments on the DSEIR are included in this section. Table 2-2 lists the comment 
letters and oral comments received on the DSEIR. The comment letters are grouped by category (agencies, 
organizations, individuals). Within each category, letters are listed/numbered in the order of date received. 
Individual comments within each letter are delineated and numbered consecutively. Each individual 
comment is marked in the right margin with the number of the response, for example, responses A1-1 and 
A1-2 address the first two points raised in Comment Letter A1. The page number in the table refers to the 
beginning of the comment letter. 

Each comment letter is followed by a set of corresponding responses. Public hearing comments and responses
are grouped by hearing date. Where an individual comment is addressed by information in one or more 
Master Responses, the response refers to the Master Response(s). Where an individual comment is addressed
by a previous response, the reader is referred to that previous response to avoid repetition. 

The reader should note that there were numerous suggestions for text amendments, clarifications and cor-
rections, but since the entire document is not being re-issued, only substantive corrections and clarifi-
cations are provided. All DSEIR text changes are shown in Section 3 of this FSEIR. 
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Table 2-2.  Comments Received on the Draft SEIR by Category 
Comment
 Set No. Commenter Date  Page 

Agencies
A1 City of Novato 4/23/08 2-15 
A2 State of California Department of Transportation 4/23/08 2-26 
A3 North Coast Railroad Authority 4/24/08 2-29 
A4 City of San Rafael 4/24/08 2-32 
A5 Novato Unified School District 4/24/08 2-34 
A6 City of Larkspur 4/25/08 2-39 

Organizations, Groups and Nonprofits 
B1 Sierra Club Marin Group 4/9/08 2-50 
B2 Marin Conservation League 4/16/08 2-70 
B3 Marin Citizens for Effective Transportation 4/22/08 2-84 
B4 Transportation Solutions Defense and Education Fund 4/23/08 2-101 
B5 Sierra Club Sonoma Group 4/22/08 2-109 
B6 Marin Audubon Society 4/23/08 2-118 
B7 The Environmental Protection Information Center 4/24/08 2-123 
B8 Greenbelt Alliance 4/24/08 2-130 
B9 Marin County Bicycle Coalition 4/24/08 2-133 

B10 Californians for Alternatives to Toxics 4/24/08 2-136 
B11 Friends of SMART 4/24/08 2-142 

Individuals and Companies 
C1 McCaughrin, Eric 4/2/08 2-146 
C2 Hayward, Ann 4/2/08 2-149 
C3 Morris, Paul 4/2/08 2-151 
C4 Hoch, Marie 4/2/08 2-153 
C5 Chitale, Gaurangi 4/3/08 2-155 
C6 Tacy, Allen 4/3/08 2-157 
C7 Behbehani, Mandy 4/9/08 2-163 
C8 Mitchell, Glen 4/9/08 2-165 
C9 Evans, Douglas and Heather 4/9/08 2-167 

C10 Diamante, John 4/9/08 2-169 
C11 Berson, Elvera 4/9/08 2-171 
C12 Marshall, John 4/9/08 2-173 
C13 Gillis, Ian 4/12/08 2-176 
C14 Hartshorn, Diane 4/14/08 2-178 
C15 Belichick, Robert L. 4/14/08 2-180 
C16 Oliva, Mercita 4/15/08 2-182 
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Table 2-2.  Comments Received on the Draft SEIR by Category 
Comment
 Set No. Commenter Date  Page 

C17 Knoesel, Ralf 4/15/08 2-184 
C18 Cockerham, Patricia S. 4/15/08 2-186 
C19 Brown, Robert and Nannette 4/17/08 2-195 
C20 Stiles, Jerry; Lamberson, Daniel; Hoover, Shawn; Pizzimenti, Pamela; 

Brajkovich, Patricia; Carpenter, Zane R.; Carpenter, Gigi; Badgesten, 
Kerry; Badgesten, Stephen; Fildes, Cindy; Fildes, Craig; Scott, Craig;

4/19/08 2-212 

C21 Tanner, Robert 4/20/08 2-216 
C22 Swearengen, Ph.D., Jack C 4/20/08 2-219 
C23 Platt, Kalvin 4/21/08 2-222 
C24 Fields, Marla 4/22/08 2-227 
C25 Longmaid, Chrit 4/22/08 2-236 
C26 Gambill, Lionel 4/18/08 2-238 
C27 Ristow, Susan 4/22/08 2-243 
C28 Richards, Willard 4/23/08 2-248 
C29 North Western Pacific Railroad Company 4/24/08 2-251 

Public Hearing Participants 
D1 Ristow, Susan 4/9/08 2-260 
D2 Nygren, Karen 4/9/08 2-261 
D3 Lowe, Erica 4/9/08 2-261 
D4 Schonbrunn, David 4/9/08 2-262 
D5 Theran, Peter 4/9/08 2-263 
D6 Peters, Jerry 4/9/08 2-263 
D7 Adams, Geoff 4/9/08 2-264 
D8 Diamante, John 4/9/08 2-264 
D9 Gambill, Lionel 4/9/08 2-265 

D10 Berson, Dr. Alan 4/9/08 2-265 
D11 Butler, Debbie 4/9/08 2-266 
D12 Stammler, Sharon 4/9/08 2-267 
D13 Birdlebough, Steve 4/9/08 2-267 
D14 Theran, Chrissy 4/9/08 2-268 
D15 Clark, Candace 4/9/08 2-268 
D16 Tacy, Allen 4/16/08 2-272 
D17 Narath, Tanya 4/16/08 2-272 
D18 Karchevski, Kaye 4/16/08 2-273 
D19 Richards, Willard 4/16/08 2-273 
D20 Swearengen, Jack 4/16/08 2-274 
D21 Darley, Julian 4/16/08 2-275 
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Table 2-2.  Comments Received on the Draft SEIR by Category 
Comment
 Set No. Commenter Date  Page 

D22 Schonbrunn, David 4/16/08 2-275 
D23 Fields, Marla 4/16/08 2-276 
D24 Strakosch, Walter 4/16/08 2-277 
D25 Kortum, Bill 4/16/08 2-278 
D26 Birdlebough, Steve 4/16/08 2-279 
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Comment Set A1 
City of Novato 

A1-1 

A1-2 

A1-3 

A1-4 
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Comment Set A1, cont. 
City of Novato 

A1-4 cont. 

A1-5 

A1-6 

A1-7 

A1-8 

A1-9 

A1-10 

A1-11 
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Comment Set A1, cont. 
City of Novato 

A1-12 

A1-13 

A1-14 

A1-15 

A1-16 

A1-17 

A1-18 
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Comment Set A1, cont. 
City of Novato 

A1-19 

A1-20 

A1-21 

A1-22 

A1-23 

A1-24 
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Comment Set A1, cont. 
City of Novato 

A1-24 cont. 

A1-25 
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Responses to Comment Set A1 
City of Novato 
A1-1 See Master Response 2 and Section B.3 of the Draft SEIR, which provides details regarding 

the development of the cumulative impact scenarios. Speculative Scenario 2 addresses the 
freight trips that might be generated by substantial development and business activities in North-
ern California, including sources of freight demand such as aggregate shipments and Hum-
boldt Bay container traffic. This level of demand is well beyond current or reasonably fore-
seeable levels. By analyzing up to 16 individual freight trains per day, the SMART SEIR 
already provides a “worst case” analysis of the maximum freight operations forecast in any 
long-range NCRA planning document. Additional analysis of even higher levels of specula-
tive service is unwarranted. 

A1-2 The 2005 DEIR and 2006 FEIR analyzed SMART’s proposed passenger service operations 
through the year 2025. SMART has proposed no new service increases beyond the 30 minute 
peak period service included in the DEIR and FEIR other than the four new trains per week-
end day analyzed in the DSEIR. 

A1-3 The legislation that created SMART, AB 2224, states that SMART must work with NCRA 
and the Federal Railroad Administration to achieve safe, efficient, and compatible operations 
of both passenger rail and freight service along the rail line in Sonoma and Marin Counties. 
Toward that end SMART will be negotiating a new Operating Agreement with NCRA. As 
explained in Master Response O in the 2006 FEIR, the existing Operating Agreement with 
NCRA regarding joint use of the NWP rail line provides that SMART would be responsible 
for dispatching both passenger and freight trains throughout this section of the railroad. It is 
not anticipated that SMART’s responsibility for dispatch will change with the new Operating 
Agreement. Additional constraints on nighttime freight operations could be an additional 
negotiated term of the new Operating Agreement. As noted on page C.6-2 of the DSEIR, 
freight service at the levels proposed by NCRA could be accommodated on the SMART right-
of-way during daytime off-peak hours without the need for night trains. 

It should be noted that, contrary to the comment, it is unlikely that NCRA’s freight operator 
would propose operating all freight trains at night. The type of commercial freight service 
proposed by NCRA in the NOP for its Russian River Division Freight Rail Project depends 
on pick-ups and deliveries to shippers and receivers along the line. At least some of the 
freight customers along the NWP would maintain normal business hours; access to the sid-
ings that serve these customers would likely occur during business operating hours. An assump-
tion that all freight trains would operate at night is therefore unwarranted. However, because 
some freight operations could occur at night, cumulative impacts associated with night freight 
rail service were analyzed in the DSEIR, as noted in the Assumptions on DSEIR page C.6-2 
and in the impact analysis on page C.6-14. 

A1-4 Payment of a project’s fair share of the funding for improvements to mitigate a cumulative traffic 
impact is a common and acceptable mitigation measure (see CEQA Guidelines §15130(a)(3)). 
This issue is not unique to this project, and could be resolved by (1) developing a joint fund-
ing program for intersection improvements that SMART is not completely responsible for, 
and with new development in the area paying their fair share of costs or (2) the project propo-
nent (in this case, SMART) paying the costs, with repayments from the City, possibly from 
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new development in the area. It is noteworthy that the City’s own studies1 have, for some 
years, called for improvements, such as the Alameda del Prado signalization and widening of 
approaches, and the Nave Drive/Main Gate right-turn overlap phasing. Therefore, these improve-
ments would be required in the long term even without the SMART project, according to the 
City’s traffic analysis.2

A1-5 The cumulative impact of passenger and freight operations on street crossings was fully ana-
lyzed in the 2006 FEIR, supplemented with additional information on pages C.6-5 – C.6-7 of the 
DSEIR. The cumulative impact of freight and passenger operations will not be significant for 
the reasons identified in the 2006 FEIR. Also, please note that freight service would not oper-
ate south of Highway 37. 

There are no established impact significance thresholds for train operations (freight or passenger). 
The delay caused by train traffic at street crossings is occasional (several times a day) and inter-
mittent, as opposed to the delay caused by a traffic signal, which may cycle through its indi-
cations of red-green-yellow a thousand times a day, or more. For this reason, it is not sur-
prising that none of the agencies had written statements stating what constitutes an environ-
mentally significant impact for rail operations. This contrasts with all of the jurisdictions hav-
ing impacts for traffic on traffic signals, which is based on a maximum delay. Therefore, it is 
not possible to “analyze the LOS on city streets for the cumulative impact of passenger and 
freight services.” Rather, the approach has been to disclose what the vehicle delays caused by 
individual train movements would be, for both the passenger and freight services. 

A1-6 Localized impacts would be short term and would occur less frequently during each day of 
weekend service than during days of weekday service. The maximum potential concentra-
tions of carbon monoxide, the pollutant most likely to cause adverse localized concentrations, 
were disclosed in the 2005 DEIR and 2006 FEIR and determined to be less than significant. 
The short-term impacts for weekend service are described qualitatively because localized 
concentrations would diminish quickly after each pass-by and would not be cumulative due to 
their short-term nature (the source would only be present during the moments of the pass-by). 
Modeling localized concentrations of all the pollutants emitted, for example sulfur dioxide, is 
not necessary because the less than significant quantities emitted would not be likely to result 
in concentrations approaching the ambient standards. Because impacts from localized pollut-
ants would be less than significant, mapping of localized concentrations of these pollutants 
would not provide meaningful information. The analysis of cumulative air quality impacts 
from localized concentrations of pollutants is addressed in Section C.6.3.1 on page C.6-10. 
Additional details on the methodology for analyzing air quality impacts are in the 2006 FEIR 
(pp. 4-37 to 4-39). 

A1-7 The emission controls identified in the cumulative air quality analysis in the DSEIR are those 
that have been proposed by NCRA for use in its freight project. To disclose the potential 
cumulative impacts of passenger and freight service, the DSEIR considers the reasonably 
foreseeable freight operations scenario, including information provided by NCRA regarding 
equipment specifications. As noted on DSEIR p. C.6-10 (in footnote 12), the DSEIR 

1

2
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conservatively assumes that the freight locomotives would emit at the allowable limit, although 
vendor information indicates they would emit well below those levels. It is important to note 
that NCRA is in the process of preparing its own EIR on its proposed freight operations. 
According to NCRA, the emission controls will be included in that document either as envi-
ronmental compliance measures incorporated into the project or as mitigation measures. In 
either case, they would be incorporated into that project’s enforceable mitigation monitoring 
program required by CEQA. 

Proposition 65 requirements are distinct and separate from CEQA requirements. If freight rail 
operations become subject to the provisions of Proposition 65, appropriate warnings will be 
provided, as required by law. This would be an applicable regulatory requirement, rather than 
a mitigation measure. 

A1-8 Transit-oriented development (TOD) is not proposed as part of SMART’s project. If TOD-
type development were to be proposed in the future on properties around the station sites, it 
would be subject to additional environmental review by the City and the provisions of the 
City’s General Plan. The ridership projection did not assume any transit-oriented development 
on the property immediately adjacent to the Hamilton Station. The other two sites would not 
be appropriate for TODs; the downtown site is built out and would require amendment to the 
downtown specific plan; the Ignacio Wye site is not appropriate because of the poor access 
and environmental sensitivity of the location, as described in the DSEIR. 

A1-9  The 2005 Draft EIR Mitigation Measure V-2 identified mitigation for lighting impacts and 
the proposed SMART project includes use of shielded lighting at the stations and other mea-
sures to reduce glare and lighting impacts on surrounding properties. During final design of 
the stations, the lighting plan will incorporate these measures. SMART has committed to these 
design features, as part of their environmental compliance measures included in the 2006 FEIR 
(page 4-11). The Draft SEIR reiterates these features (page C.5-46) in the discussion of visual 
impacts at the Hamilton alternative station site. 

A1-10 Comment noted. No changes to the Depot structure are proposed. The text on DSEIR page 
C.5-10 states that consultation with the City of Novato would occur to ensure that impacts at 
the site are minimized. Furthermore, an environmental compliance measure in Section B.4 of 
the DSEIR states that any new structures or lighting shall be designed to be sympathetic to 
the local historic character and landscaping/spatial patterning, and designed in consultation 
with the City of Novato. 

A1-11 SMART’s proposed siding locations are described and analyzed in the 2005 DEIR and 2006 
FEIR. Siding locations are shown on the revised maps in the 2006 FEIR Appendix E Revi-
sions. Regarding freight sidings, see the assumptions on pages C.6-3 and C.6-4 of the DSEIR; 
see also Master Response O in the 2006 FEIR. 

As noted in the DSEIR on page C.6-3, SMART is not proposing any new sidings beyond those 
already analyzed in the prior FEIR. Noise and emissions due to SMART passenger service 
and use of sidings would not change from the impacts disclosed in the 2005 DEIR and 2006 
FEIR. Use of SMART sidings for passenger operations would be brief, as the passing of a 
passenger rail vehicle would take only a few seconds. See also SMART’s Air Quality Miti-
gation Monitoring Plan, page 5-31 of the 2006 FEIR, which limits passenger train idling to 15 
minutes. See DSEIR Section C.6 for a discussion of how freight service would use their 
sidings, and the expected impacts on air quality (p. C.6-11) and noise (p. C.6-15). 
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A1-12 Increased ambient noise from passenger train pass-bys is identified as less than significant for 
SMART’s proposed project, both as originally proposed (see 2005 DEIR and 2006 FEIR) and 
with added weekend service and/or the use of light DMUs. As disclosed and analyzed in the 
2006 FEIR, the only significant and unavoidable project-level noise impact from passenger 
operations is from train horns at grade crossings in the absence of Quiet Zones. The project’s 
consistency with local general plans, including noise standards set forth in the plans’ noise 
elements, was adequately analyzed in the 2005 DEIR and would not significantly change 
with the revisions analyzed in the DSEIR. Significant and unavoidable cumulative noise 
impacts due to freight service are adequately described in the DSEIR (see Section C.6). 

A1-13 Train horn noise was evaluated and mitigation identified in the 2006 certified FEIR using 
appropriate regulatory standards and criteria (see 2005 DEIR, Section 3.7). A demonstration 
of train horn noise is not required for environmental analysis. Train horns can be experienced in 
the Bay Area on the three long-term operating commuter rail systems along the Capital Cor-
ridor, Altamont Commute Express or Caltrain. Along the Caltrain system, train horns can be 
heard in the residential neighborhoods of Palo Alto and Atherton. As noted in the 2006 FEIR 
and DSEIR, SMART proposes to fund Quiet Zones as mitigation for train horn noise. The 
2008 SMART Funding Plan includes a recommendation to triple the amount of funding 
allocated to Quiet Zone crossings. Also, see Master Response 5. 

A1-14 The impact of train horn noise and the ability of Quiet Zones to mitigate this impact was dis-
closed in the 2005 DEIR and 2006 FEIR and explicitly characterized as significant and 
unavoidable, both at the project level and cumulatively, in the event that Quiet Zones are not 
implemented. See 2006 FEIR Figure 3.7-6 for contours of passenger train horn noise. See 
also Master Response 5. 

A1-15  The analysis and table referred to in the comment address DSEIR Section C.6.4.1, which 
analyzes cumulative impacts of the reasonably foreseeable freight operations that are likely to 
occur as proposed by NCRA. Noise impacts associated with Speculative Scenarios 1 and 2 
are addressed in DSEIR Section C.6.4.2, with significant noise impacts identified for both 
scenarios. See DSEIR Sections B.3 and C.6.1 for details on the cumulative scenarios and the 
methodology for analysis. NCRA is in the process of preparing its own EIR on its proposed 
freight operations, including cumulative impacts. 

A1-16 The possibility of night-time freight operations is acknowledged (see p. C.6-2) and analyzed 
(see p. C.6-14). As noted in the DSEIR, NCRA’s proposed level of freight service could be 
accommodated on the SMART right-of-way during daytime off-peak hours without the need 
for night trains. Since the freight operator may nevertheless opt to run freight trains at night 
for independent operational needs, impacts associated with night-time freight service are also 
discussed. The DSEIR Section C.6.4.1 shows a significant cumulative noise impact associ-
ated with NCRA’s proposed level of freight service and notes that additional night-time 
freight traffic would result in greater impacts (p. C.6-14). See also response A1-3. 

A1-17 To accurately determine potential maximum noise impacts, it is not necessary to show the 
existing noise levels at every location around the stations. The DSEIR shows the expected 
noise levels with the project near the edge of right-of-way and at relevant noise-sensitive 
locations. As shown in the 2006 FEIR, except for train horn noise, passenger train noise 
would only adversely affect receptors within 100 feet of the tracks. The Roblar Drive mea-
sured noise levels (of 58 dBA Ldn as shown in 2005 DEIR Table 3.7-3) are the most repre-
sentative levels for this portion of the corridor. Noise levels at other more urban sites in the 
area are higher (e.g., 64 Ldn at Railroad Avenue and West Orange Avenue in Novato) than 
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what would be expected at the Hamilton station site, and away from traffic, levels are lower 
(e.g., 48 Ldn at Smith Ranch Road in San Rafael). Even if existing conditions at the Hamilton 
Station Site are assumed to be similarly quiet at 48 Ldn, the nearest residence would need to 
be within 80 feet of the track to experience an adverse impact of 53 Ldn or within 30 feet of 
the track to experience a severe impact of 59 Ldn (based on 2006 FEIR Table 3.7-5). Because 
the residence closest to the Hamilton Station Site would be about 300 feet away, no further 
measurements are needed to show that no adverse impact would occur. 

A1-18 As explained in the DSEIR (pp. C.6-5 – C.6-7 and C.6-17), project-level and cumulative impacts 
of train operations on vehicle delays at crossings, including the impact on emergency response 
vehicles, were fully analyzed in the 2005 DEIR. The DSEIR provides additional information 
regarding these less than significant impacts. This railway corridor has been an operating rail 
line for more than 100 years. SMART trains would stop traffic at railroad crossings for at most 
only 35-40 seconds. SMART passenger trains and NCRA freight trains would not have a 
cumulative impact on delays at intersections for the reasons stated in the 2005 DEIR and DSEIR. 
Any significant impact caused by freight trains would be NCRA’s responsibility to mitigate. 

It should be noted that all of the larger cities along the tracks, including San Rafael, Novato, 
Petaluma, Rohnert Park, and Santa Rosa, have multiple (ranging from 3 to 8) fire stations with 
a least one on each side of the railroad tracks. This distributed approach to fire service cov-
erage, and in some cases paramedic services as well, minimizes the probability of these emer-
gency responders needed to cross tracks and potentially encountering at-grade crossing delay. 
Novato has fire stations on both sides of the tracks, e.g., Fire Station 1 is west of the tracks at 
7025 Rowland Blvd.; Fire Station 2 is east of the tracks at 450 Atherton Avenue; Fire Station 4 
is at 319 Enfrente Drive (near Ignacio Blvd, which is grade separated over the tracks). A 
number of grade separated alternatives for emergency first responders exist in Novato, 
including DeLong Avenue and San Marin Drive. These primary roadways are elevated over 
the tracks. SMART has further agreed to establish an emergency communications link between 
first responders and its dispatching center that could allow for holding trains in the event of a 
critical emergency. This was stated both on page 4-8 and in Chapter 5, Table 2 (Environ-
mental Compliance Measures) under Security/Public Safety in the sixth bullet, of the 2006 
FEIR. The following additional point should be noted: all SMART trains would “fit” within 
station areas and would not block adjacent cross streets. Even in cases where at-grade cross-
ings are close to stations, the gates would go up (allowing the passage of vehicles) once the 
train is fully stopped, and loading passengers. Freight trains would not stop at stations. 

A1-19 See Master Response 3 regarding Hamilton ridership projections. 

A1-20 A mitigation monitoring program is not required in the Draft SEIR. A comprehensive 
mitigation monitoring plan was included in the 2006 FEIR and will be readopted by the 
SMART Board when it makes the necessary CEQA findings for approval of the 2008 sales 
tax ordinance. The 2006 mitigation monitoring plan already includes environmental 
compliance measures proposed as part of the project, such as Quiet Zones. Additional 
mitigation measures identified in the DSEIR will be incorporated into the 2006 plan prior to 
its adoption. 

A1-21 The text of Section C.5.3.9, Public Safety (Setting and Impacts), has been revised. The 
SMART project has the overall public safety benefit of removing commuter vehicles from the 
highway and providing increased passenger safety compared with automobiles, as detailed in 
Master Response P of the 2006 FEIR. Nonetheless, local traffic in the vicinity of stations may 
slightly increase. See Master Response 4 regarding traffic issues around the Hamilton Station 
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site. A city-wide Safe Routes to School project is being carried out in the City of Novato con-
current with the permitting requirements for the SMART project and SMART will coordinate 
with the City of Novato on the Safe Routes to School project. The Safe Routes to School 
project’s safety improvements include installation of florescent yellow-green advance school 
warning signs and markings, high-visibility yellow crosswalk markings, walkway improve-
ments, and traffic-calming measures. A number of these improvements are taking place 
specifically in the vicinity of Hamilton Elementary, among other locations throughout the 
City, and will serve to reduce automobile-related safety incidents with schoolchildren. Safety 
impacts on schoolchildren from the Hamilton Station will remain less than significant as 
described in the Draft SEIR. 

A1-22 SMART’s responsibility to provide rail security has not changed since publication of the 
2006 FEIR; only the location of the Novato South Station has been proposed to be changed in 
the SEIR. As noted in the 2006 FEIR, Master Response P, security services for the proposed 
project would be provided either by in-house personnel, contracted local law enforcement, 
contracted security firms, or some combination. Personnel working in rail operations often 
provide a primary level of security. Security may be supplemented with contracted personnel 
that patrol and monitor stations, platforms, parking facilities, and administrative buildings 
and/or with security cameras to monitor stations and station parking lots. SMART’s 
Expenditure Plan includes a line item for the costs of providing security services. The precise 
details of security service contracts will be established in the future in consultation with local 
jurisdictions and first responders. The provision of station security patrols will serve to deter 
crime at the proposed Hamilton Station. 

A1-23 Although property value impacts is not a CEQA issue, this issue is addressed in the 2006 
FEIR in Master Response T. 

A1-24 This comment requests additional analysis of the potential impacts associated with the pro-
posed project’s infrastructure. This is a comment on the adequacy of the analysis in the 2006 
FEIR and/or 2005 DEIR and is outside the scope of the SEIR. See Master Response 1. Please 
note that if track areas are identified in the future as being susceptible to sea inundation, 
adjustments to the rail bed can be made with additional ballast. See also response B6-1. 

A1-25 As described in Section B.3 (Revised Cumulative Impact Scenario) of the DSEIR Project Descrip-
tion, NCRA and SMART are independent governmental agencies proposing separate projects 
that will have cumulative impacts in some issue areas. As required by CEQA, the SMART 
DSEIR analyzes the reasonably foreseeable cumulative impacts that may occur as the result 
of both projects based on available information. SMART’s EIR technical consultants consulted 
with NCRA’s EIR technical consultants in preparing the DSEIR analyses to ensure consistent 
analyses to the extent possible. The public and decision makers will have the opportunity to 
evaluate and comment on the project-specific details of NCRA’s proposed freight service 
when NCRA releases its DEIR for public review. There is no requirement in CEQA that the 
public comment periods for the EIRs prepared for two separate projects proposed by two 
separate agencies overlap. See also Master Response 2. 
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Comment Set A2 
California Department of Transportation 

A2-1 

A2-2 
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Comment Set A2, cont. 
California Department of Transportation 

A2-3 

A2-4 

A2-5 

A2-6 

A2-7 
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Responses to Comment Set A2 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
A2-1 Comment noted. SMART is committed, as noted in the letter, to working with Golden Gate 

Transit and other transit operators to coordinate weekend (as well as weekday) transit ser-
vices; and to coordinate with owners of major recreational destinations in the corridor, such 
as National and State Parks. 

A2-2 The highest projected overall ridership is at the Hamilton site, not the Downtown Novato site. 
Please see Master Response 3 regarding ridership estimates at Hamilton. While it is correct 
that the downtown site has a higher population within a 0.5-mile radius, the site is constrained 
by having no land available for parking. The downtown location would probably draw 
somewhat more non-motorized trips than Hamilton, but this would be more than made up for 
by the additional park-and-ride trips at Hamilton due to its station parking. 

A2-3 The planned pedestrian crossing at the south end of the platform of the Downtown Novato 
Station is for the exclusive use of passengers going to and from the trains. This is not a desig-
nated public crossing but essentially a private crossing. In order to integrate the bicycle/
pedestrian pathway into the crossing at the south end of the platform, an application for a 
public at-grade crossing would have to be made to the CPUC. The existing public at-grade 
crossing at the north end of the platform at Grant Avenue would allow the public to cross the 
tracks. Both SMART policy and CPUC policy is to discourage the creation of new public at-
grade crossings. 

A2-4 Comment noted. SMART would be open to the idea of shared parking where feasible. 

A2-5 Agreed. Connections to the Marin Airporter could be made here, and/or at the Larkspur terminal. 

A2-6 The comment requesting Quiet Zone upgrades at Hamilton Parkway is noted. However, this 
comment does not relate to the adequacy of the DSEIR. See Master Response 5 regarding 
quiet zone mitigation and implementation. 

A2-7 Comment noted. It is SMART’s understanding that no Proposition 1B funding was allocated 
to NCRA. SMART is unaware of any additional federal funding that has been approved for 
freight rail service to the Bay of Humboldt. The conclusion in the DSEIR that freight service 
in that area is not a reasonably foreseeable cumulative project within the meaning of CEQA is 
unchanged. See Master Response 2. 
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Comment Set A3 
North Coast Railroad Authority 

A3-1 

A3-2 

A3-3 

A3-4 

A3-5 
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Comment Set A3, cont. 
North Coast Railroad Authority 

A3-5 cont. 

A3-6 

A3-7 
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Responses to Comment Set A3 
North Coast Rail Authority (NCRA) 
A3-1 As described in Master Response 2, the NCRA Draft EIR will provide additional details on 

NCRA’s project. 

A3-2 Comment noted. The SMART Draft SEIR acknowledges on page C.6-16 that potential trash 
hauling by NCRA would be in enclosed freight cars. 

A3-3 Comment noted. The DSEIR took a fairly conservative view of the truck offset issue, e.g., assum-
ing that 100% of freight railcars would be returned empty. Less conservative assumptions 
may be valid and supported by NCRA’s more specific project-level analysis. 

A3-4 It is true that the speculative cumulative scenarios were not based on NCRA’s 2007 Initial 
Study. The basis for the speculative cumulative scenarios is provided in Draft SEIR Section 
B.3.

A3-5 Comment noted. 

A3-6 The comment regarding different project-specific mitigation measures is noted. 

A3-7 Comment noted. The decision regarding the type of vehicle that will be used in the SMART 
project has not yet been made. The DSEIR provides the necessary environmental analysis of 
light DMUs if the SMART Board were to choose that option. 
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Comment Set A4 
City of San Rafael 

A4-1 

A4-2 
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Responses to Comment Set A4 
City of San Rafael 
A4-1 Information on the weekend level of service analysis was mailed to Ms. Jackson on April 29, 

2008 in response to her letter. The data included the level of service calculation sheets. The 
reason for the substantial increase in delay is that as vehicle traffic volumes increase, the 
increase in delay is not a straight line, but rather increases faster than the increase in traffic 
volume. For example, a 10% increase in traffic volume at a signal operating at LOS D will 
normally cause more than a 10% increase in the average vehicle delay. This was based on a 
growth factor developed from the City’s current General Plan. The resulting amount of growth 
assumed for the analysis may be overstated. In any case, the additional delay caused by the 
SMART project would be less than one second and therefore less than significant. 

A4-2 This is a comment on the project analyzed in the 2006 FEIR and not on the adequacy of the 
DSEIR’s environmental analysis. SMART is aware of the City’s concerns, and SMART’s 
consultants have been working with the City to create a downtown traffic simulation for eval-
uating and testing the best possible signal timing plans and hardware configuration for trains. 
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Comment Set A5 
Novato Unified School District 

A5-1 

A5-2 

A5-3 
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Comment Set A5, cont. 
Novato Unified School District 

A5-4 
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Comment Set A5, cont. 
Novato Unified School District 
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Responses to Comment Set A5 
Novato Unified School District 
A5-1 The information regarding future use of the land adjacent to the Novato Charter School was 

not made available to the EIR preparers during the scoping process. This information has 
been added to the environmental analysis in the land use and safety sections of the SEIR (see 
Section 3 of this FSEIR). However, the overall conclusions of the Draft SEIR and previous 
2006 FEIR are not changed by this information 

A5-2 This is a comment on the original SMART project, studied in the 2006 Final EIR, not on the 
Draft SEIR. Rail crossings would not change as a result of placing the Novato South Station 
at Hamilton. There are two existing public crossings in the vicinity of the Novato Charter 
School and the Hamilton Elementary School. The Main Gate Road crossing is an existing 
grade separated crossing in the form of an overpass for vehicles, bicycles and pedestrians. 
The other crossing is an existing unimproved at-grade crossing at State Access Road. Prior to 
commencement of rail service, the informal crossing near the Hamilton Station site at State 
Access Road would be upgraded to provide gates, signals and other warning devices to 
provide a safe crossing. This is the location for the planned bicycle/pedestrian pathway crossing, 
(the pathway would cross from the east side of the tracks to the west side at this crossing), so 
children walking to school could cross at this site. 

In order to add additional public crossings, an application would have to be made to the 
CPUC. In general, both SMART policy and CPUC policy is to discourage the creation of new 
public at-grade crossings. The planned bicycle/pedestrian pathway between Main Gate Road 
and State Access Road (0.31 miles north of Main Gate Road) will be located on the west side 
of the track and a safety structure or fence will be placed between the pathway and the track 
the entire distance. Therefore, in addition to existing fencing, a safety structure will be 
located between school facilities and the tracks. The pathway will parallel the boundary of the 
school. The pathway information and analysis was provided in the 2005 Draft EIR. 

 See Master Response 4 regarding Hamilton station site traffic concerns. It should be noted 
that most SMART patrons would generally be arriving prior to class start times at Hamilton 
Elementary; classes currently start at 8:30 or 8:50 AM, and most SMART patrons would be 
at the station well before then. Similarly, in the afternoon, school dismissal (depending on the 
day of week and grade) is at 1:50 or 2:55 PM; most SMART patrons would be leaving the 
Hamilton Station between 5-6:30 PM. The Novato Charter School classes start at 8:30 AM 
and end at 3 PM, except kindergarten, which is 8:45 AM to 12:45 PM. SMART is also 
committed to working with local schools and police departments to create an education 
program to make students aware of where and how to cross train tracks safely; this was also 
identified in the 2006 FEIR. A driveway entrance on Main Gate Road is not expected to 
present any more danger to students than a driveway to any other business, and probably less 
so because the station driveway’s use will primarily be outside of normal hours when pupils 
might be walking to school. 

A5-3 The proximity of the Novato Charter School to the Hamilton Station Site in its existing con-
figuration and the potential air quality, noise, and vibration impacts are described in DSEIR 
Sections C.5.3.2 and C.5.3.8, respectively. For air quality, DSEIR Section C.5.3.2 finds that 
localized concentrations from passenger service would not adversely affect residences at 
greater than 75 feet from idling trains. The analysis for residential locations assumes a person 
would be exposed over a 70-year lifetime, thus providing a worst-case analysis (see Section 
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C.6.10). Outdoor use of the playfields or proposed school buildings would involve less 
exposure of children or workers than assumed for residences. 

The Hamilton Station platform would be almost entirely south of the homes on Marblehead 
Lane and Parcels 1A and 1B of the school district property. New school uses on Parcels 1A/1B 
would not be adversely affected by station activities (air emissions or noise) because they 
would be separated from the station platform site by more than 75 feet. Regarding train 
passby emissions, on Parcel 1B, school uses would not be within 30 feet of the tracks where 
the traveling trains would pass by. Since the 2006 FEIR Table 3.5-11 (p. 4-39) shows that a 
distance of 30 feet would be a sufficient buffer to ensure less than significant cumulative 
localized air emission impacts with SMART and NCRA’s proposed freight service, school 
use of Parcel 1B north of the station platform would not experience significant health risk 
impacts. 

For noise, DSEIR Section C.5.3.8 referred to the analysis in the 2005 DEIR and 2006 FEIR, 
which determined that passenger rail service noise at distances greater than 50 feet from the 
tracks would be less than 60 dBA Leq and therefore less than significant (2005 DEIR p. 
3-136 and 2006 FEIR Table 3.7-5). See the 2005 DEIR and 2006 FEIR for a discussion of 
vibration impacts of the heavy DMUs, which were less than significant. 

A5-4 The discussion in the SEIR was focused on the conditions adjacent to the Hamilton Station 
site location. Parcel 1A is not adjacent to the station site, and it appears that only a very small 
portion (if any) of Parcel 1B would be across the tracks from the station, as the station site is 
closer to Main Gate Road. Safety considerations associated with the rail tracks is an issue 
analyzed in the original 2005 Draft and 2006 Final EIR. The only new issue studied in the 
SEIR is the potential location of a station at the site, which would not change the overall 
number of rail trips along the corridor. School property adjacent to the station area is elevated 
and fenced, as stated in the Draft SEIR. Although the school is not continuously elevated and 
the school’s fence does not extend the entire length of its boundary with the railroad tracks, 
SMART’s proposed security features for the pedestrian/bicycle pathway would provide a 
safety structure in the vicinity of the school. As shown in Figure 1 of Appendix E of the 2005 
DEIR, between Main Gate Road and North Hamilton Parkway, SMART proposes to install a 
safety structure. As explained in Section 2.5.2 of the 2005 DEIR, SMART will install these 
safety structures between the pedestrian/bicycle pathway and the railroad. SMART will work 
with the California PUC and local communities to design the appropriate safety structures 
consistent with safety requirements and community land use, including school proximity and 
the use of the SMART pathway by schoolchildren en route to these schools. 

The text of Section C.5.3.9, Public Safety: Impacts, has been revised to incorporate reference 
to the other land uses mentioned in the comment. 
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Comment Set A6 
City of Larkspur 

A6-1 

A6-2 

A6-3 
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Comment Set A6, cont. 
City of Larkspur 

A6-4 

A6-5 

A6-6 

A6-7 

A6-8 

A6-9 
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Comment Set A6, cont. 
City of Larkspur 

A6-9 cont. 
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Comment Set A6, cont. 
City of Larkspur 

A6-10 
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Comment Set A6, cont. 
City of Larkspur 

A6-10 cont. 

A6-11 

A6-12 

A6-13 
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Comment Set A6, cont. 
City of Larkspur 
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Comment Set A6, cont. 
City of Larkspur 
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Comment Set A6, cont. 
City of Larkspur 
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Comment Set A6, cont. 
City of Larkspur 
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Responses to Comment Set A6 
City of Larkspur 
A6-1 This is a comment on the adequacy of the analysis in SMART’s 2006 FEIR and/or 2005 

DEIR, rather than on the analysis in the SEIR. The SMART 2006 FEIR was the document 
that examined impacts on the Larkspur station area as required under CEQA (see especially 
Master Response R). 

That document comprehensively examined the traffic impacts at nearby intersections near all 
stations. In Larkspur, the analysis examined both the eastbound and westbound traffic condi-
tions at Larkspur Landing and Sir Francis Drake Boulevard, as well at the intersection of Sir 
Francis Drake Boulevard and the U.S. 101 onramps. It found that the SMART project would 
have no significant impact of the levels of service (LOS) at these intersections. For details, 
please see page 3.3-107 in the SMART 2006 EIR. 

SMART remains willing to work with Larkspur, private property owners, and other major 
trip generators (such as Golden Gate Transit) to comprehensively address general parking con-
cerns in the Larkspur Landing area. Comments listed in the City’s October 18, 2007 letter are 
addressed in responses A6-10 through A6-13. 

Regarding the comment on the long-range consequences of the project related to housing, its should 
be noted SMART does not control local land use regulations, or make decisions about housing
development in Larkspur. The likely impact of a Larkspur SMART station on housing in the nearby 
area, would be an increase in property values, as discussed on page 3.2-50 in the 2006 FEIR. 
Moreover, the presence of a SMART station will not impact Larkspur’s Regional Housing 
Need Allocation (RHNA) under existing ABAG policy, a fact verified with ABAG officials. 

A6-2 It is possible that SMART riders could arrive from the East Bay, either by driving or by transit, 
but this does not represent a substantial percentage of the overall ridership. Pages C.3-3 and 
C.3-4 of the DSEIR refer to GGT Routes 40 and 42, which travel between the San Rafael 
Transit center and the El Cerrito del Norte BART station, via the Richmond–San Rafael 
Bridge. Route 42 also serves the Richmond BART/Amtrak intermodal station. It is noted that 
there is parking available at the Larkspur Ferry terminal on weekends; and the volume of this 
traffic (driving from the East Bay to Larkspur to ride SMART) on weekends is expected to be 
very small. Also, it should be noted that transit travel times from the East Bay are not likely 
to be very competitive with driving from the East Bay, so this is not a substantial factor in proj-
ecting ridership. (The SEIR transportation consultant made a sample transit trip from down-
town Oakland to Terra Linda which took approximately three times as long as the driving time.) 

A6-3 There is parking available on weekends at the Larkspur Ferry terminal, which is within walking 
distance from the station. 

A6-4 A shuttle or drop off location at Larkspur was shown in the 2006 FEIR on page 4-21. The 
Larkspur station is physically constrained, as is the downtown Novato site, and the site plans 
make the best use of the available land. 

A6-5 This is a comment on the project analyzed in the 2006 FEIR and is not a comment on the ade-
quacy of the DSEIR’s environmental analysis. In 2003 SMART staff presented a parking structure 
alternative with rail station to the Larkspur City Council and it was not accepted. See Master 
Response R in the 2006 FEIR. SMART remains willing to participate in the City’s new under-
takings to address parking issues in the future. Since 2004, the project has been defined by the 
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SMART Board of Directors as Cloverdale to Larkspur (see page 2-11, 2005 DEIR). A connec-
tion to the regional ferry system is a key linkage for passenger rail service. 

The nine shuttles proposed in the 2005 DEIR serve individual rail stations. The shuttle serving 
Larkspur would serve San Quentin, Marin General, College of Marin and other destinations 
along its route. The Larkspur Station shuttle would not serve the San Rafael Station as the 
connection between downtown San Rafael and the ferry terminal would be the rail corridor. 
The San Rafael Station also has shuttle service linking that station to employment areas along 
West and East Francisco Boulevard, as well as the Canal District. 

A6-6 The provision of shuttle buses to serve weekday rail passengers was evaluated in the 2006 
FEIR; no changes have been proposed with respect to shuttle services. The FEIR included infor-
mation on one shuttle bus serving the Larkspur Station with multiple stops at San Quentin, 
College of Marin, and Marin General Hospital. A more detailed shuttle service plan will be 
developed in concert with a shuttle provider prior to startup of service. 

A6-7 This is a comment on the original project analyzed in the 2006 FEIR and is not a comment on 
the adequacy of the DSEIR. The effect of the SMART project on the Marin Airporter was 
considered in the FEIR (see Master Response R). The comparison between the number of 
Airporter trips with and without the SMART project is not correctly calculated in the com-
ment, since it assumes that the parking lot is always full, and that every vehicle parks for only 
a day, then leaves so that another vehicle can park. In reality, the average length of stay for 
this type of operation is usually four or five days. 

A6-8 See response A6-1. 

A6-9 Comment noted. This is not a comment on the adequacy of the DSEIR’s environmental 
analysis; see Master Response 1 regarding the 2006 FEIR. SMART concurs in the desire to 
develop and maintain a cooperative working relationship with the City of Larkspur. 

A6-10 Both visual inspections and conversations with GGT planning staff have indicated that there 
is sufficient parking available at the Larkspur Ferry terminal parking lot on weekends, which 
is the subject of this SEIR. SMART patrons could park there and use the footbridge over Sir 
Francis Drake to access the station. The California Vehicle Code permits local agencies to 
ticket or remove a vehicle that parks unauthorized on private property. Parking enforcement 
would presumably continue as it does today. See Master Response R in the 2006 FEIR. 
SMART would provide information to station users indicating that vehicles unlawfully parked 
at either local businesses or the ferry terminal may be ticketed or removed. In addition, SMART 
will work with Larkspur, Golden Gate Transit and the Transportation Authority of Marin to 
develop long term parking strategies for this area. 

A6-11 The additional Phase 1 bicycle/pedestrian pathway segments described in the NOP were not 
included in the Draft SEIR. See Draft SEIR Section A.2.3. 

A6-12 This comment does not pertain to project components studied in the Draft SEIR. Permit 
requirements for the overall project, including original proposed stations, are outlined in the 
2005 DEIR Section 2.10. 

A6-13 This is a comment on the project analyzed in the 2006 FEIR and is not a comment on the ade-
quacy of the DSEIR’s environmental analysis. See response A6-5 regarding Larkspur parking 
planning efforts and original parking proposals presented to Larkspur. The Larkspur Ferry shuttle 
will also service the Larkspur Ferry for those individuals who cannot, or choose not to, walk 
between the two facilities. 
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Comment Set B1 
Sierra Club, Marin Group 

B1-1 

B1-2 

B1-3 
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Comment Set B1, cont. 
Sierra Club, Marin Group 

B1-3 cont. 

B1-4 

B1-5 

B1-6 

B1-7 

B1-8 
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Comment Set B1, cont. 
Sierra Club, Marin Group 

B1-9 

B1-10 

B1-11 

B1-12 

B1-13 

B1-14 
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Comment Set B1, cont. 
Sierra Club, Marin Group 

B1-14 cont. 

B1-15 

B1-16 

B1-17 

B1-18 
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Comment Set B1, cont. 
Sierra Club, Marin Group 
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Comment Set B1, cont. 
Sierra Club, Marin Group 

B1-24 cont. 

B1-25 

B1-26 

B1-27 

B1-28 
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Comment Set B1, cont. 
Sierra Club, Marin Group 

B1-29 cont. 

B1-30 
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B1-32 
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Comment Set B1, cont. 
Sierra Club, Marin Group 

B1-34 cont. 

B1-35 

B1-36 
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Comment Set B1, cont. 
Sierra Club, Marin Group 

B1-39 cont. 

B1-40 
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B1-42 
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Comment Set B1, cont. 
Sierra Club, Marin Group 

B1-44 cont. 

B1-45 
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Responses to Comment Set B1 
Sierra Club, Marin Group (Karen Nygren) 
B1-1 The areas of controversy outlined in the Draft SEIR pertain to project components studied in 

the SEIR. It is not necessary to revisit other issues identified and adequately analyzed in the 
2005 DEIR and 2006 FEIR. The issue of nighttime freight operations is fully addressed in the 
SEIR. It should be noted that, contrary to the comment, the Draft SEIR determined that the 
proposed level of freight service could be accommodated during daytime hours. 

B1-2 The Bombardier Talent vehicle, currently operating in Ottawa, Canada has a length of 160 
feet, a top speed of approximately 90 mph (although speeds would not exceed 79 mph on the 
SMART rail line), and a seating capacity of 135 with room for 150 standees. 

The Colorado Railcar “heavy” single-level DMU weighs about 0.9 tons per seat. The Siemens 
and Bombardier “light” DMU vehicles weigh about 0.6 tons per seat. 

The purpose of the SEIR is to provide sufficient information to allow a reasonable analysis of 
the likely environmental effects of using light DMU vehicles. The Siemens Desiro vehicle is 
an example of a light DMU vehicle type, and has many similar characteristics to the Bombar-
dier Talent. It should be noted that rail vehicles are generally produced according to the spec-
ifications of the organization making the order. In other words, the dimensions and other 
specifications of an existing, operating vehicle should not be viewed as fixed and unchange-
able. By the time a request for bids is issued, there may be new vehicles that are still on the 
drawing boards that may be worth considering. The ultimate vehicle selection will be made 
by the SMART Board and would be based on, among other things, public input, bid prices 
and operating characteristics, including operating cost. 

B1-3 The Siemens Desiro vehicle being operated by 
North County Transit District (NCTD) in San 
Diego (the “Sprinter”) has a seating capacity 
of 136 seats. Vehicles are furnished with a 
large “multi-purpose area” where transverse 
seats are positioned along each side of the 
train facing the opposite window. These seats 
fold-up automatically when not in use. In the 
case of the Sprinter, there are 6 of these types 
of seats on either side. This multi-purpose area 
can be used by those with luggage, those in 
wheelchairs, and those with bicycles. Vehi-
cles will also be equipped with restrooms, as 
was noted in the response to comments in the 2006 FEIR. The presence of this amenity would 
likely require a reduction of seating capacity by about 12 seats, resulting in an overall capacity 
of about 124 seats. 

According to the NCTD in San Diego, each multi-purpose area can accommodate about eight 
bicycles. For a two-car train set, this would suggest maximum capacity for 16 bikes. Accom-
modating more bicycles could be accomplished through reconfiguration and would slightly 
reduce seating capacity. Overall, the precise configuration will be determined in the final plan-
ning stage of the project. The exact details of the interior design are not necessary to provide 
an adequate CEQA analysis. 
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B1-4 As described in the 2005 DEIR, SMART has an easement for the purpose of operating pas-
senger commute train service on NCRA owned right-of-way from Healdsburg (MP 68.2) to 
Cloverdale (MP 85.4). Once SMART is operating trains, it is anticipated that train dispatch-
ing will be controlled system wide (Larkspur to Cloverdale) by SMART. See also response 
A1-3.

B1-5 NCRA and NWP Co. both commented on the Draft SEIR and did not dispute statements in 
the DSEIR regarding future speculative service levels. See Draft SEIR Section B.3 regarding 
the basis for determining these scenarios speculative. Also, see Master Response 2. 

B1-6 It is not anticipated that SMART will need to revise the analysis presented in the DSEIR and 
FSEIR in response to NCRA’s EIR. See Master Response 2. There is no requirement to 
“adopt” NCRA’s EIR conclusions. 

B1-7 If the midday train were eliminated in the event that freight trains are operating in the 
SMART corridor and light DMUs are the selected SMART vehicle, the reduction in ridership 
and revenues would not be significant. This is because the ridership on the mid-day train is 
modest (three percent of daily ridership), so the reduction in ridership/revenue would be 
equally modest. The benefits of the SMART project would not be significantly affected. 

B1-8 The 2006 FEIR Tables 3.5-7 and 3.5-8 showed the emission reductions of taking cars off the 
road along with the emission increases caused by the heavy DMUs. These tables show that 
the increases caused by the heavy DMUs would be less than significant after implementing 
NOx control technologies (environmental compliance measures) previously committed to by 
SMART. These emissions would be less than significant even without considering the reduc-
tions associated with taking cars off the road. In the DSEIR, the conclusion in the 2006 FEIR 
is not changed. 

As noted on page C.2-5 of the DSEIR, the baseline forecasts of the 2025 motor vehicle traffic 
emissions were reviewed for the DSEIR, but revising the baseline of the 2006 FEIR is not 
required to prepare the supplemental analysis. Reducing the study area traffic (and thereby 
reducing VMT) would still reduce NOx, regardless of the model used to estimate the reduc-
tions. Previous estimates showed a reduction of 50 pounds per day NOx (lb/day) in the Bay 
Area Air Basin (2006 FEIR Table 3.5-7) and a reduction of 17 lb/day in the North Coast Air 
Basin (2006 FEIR Table 3.5-8). Based on current information in EMFAC2007, these reduc-
tions would be about 35 lb/day in the Bay Area and 12 in the North Coast. As future updates to 
the EMFAC models occur, these estimates could change over time. In any case, the heavy 
DMUs analyzed in 2006 would cause less than significant increases with environmental com-
pliance measures proposed as part of the project. The 2006 FEIR shows that NOx emissions from 
the DMUs can be reduced by 80 to 85 percent with the environmental compliance measures. 

Ultra low sulfur diesel fuel has been a requirement statewide since 2006, and this would not 
change any aspect of the project analyzed in 2006. The 2005 DEIR and 2006 FEIR showed 
that bio-diesel would cause slightly higher (additional two percent) emissions from the 
DMUs when compared to diesel. SMART continues to contemplate use of bio-diesel as 
reliable supplies emerge. This should occur in compliance with the Governor’s Executive 
Order S-1-07, the Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) of January 18, 2007. This order calls 
for a reduction of at least 10 percent in the carbon intensity of California’s transportation 
fuels by 2020. The California Environmental Protection Agency is required to coordinate 
activities to meet the 2020 target. CalEPA would need to consider the emissions conse-
quences of using fuels under the LCFS or emerging bio-diesel specifications. 
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B1-9 The use of the term “peak period” was extensively explained in the 2005 DEIR (see, e.g., 
Section 3.6.2) and in the 2006 FEIR (see, e.g., Master Responses C and E). The peak period 
is the time of day, usually once in the morning and once in the late afternoon/early evening, 
when the highest percentage of weekday trips is made. For most trips, this occurs between 
7-9 AM and 4-6 PM. However, the starting and ending time of the peak period may depend 
on local conditions, e.g., the morning peak in the Novato Narrows typically begins as early as 
5:30 AM and may last until 9 AM. 

B1-10 October 6, 2007 was a typical fall day for traffic, in terms of events, no unusual crashes, and 
weather. Therefore it is a valid day. Fall and spring conditions are typically considered the 
most representative of average annual conditions in transportation studies (e.g., studies of 
Bay Bridge traffic have typically been done on one day in October and a day in April). The 
purpose of this information was to characterize weekend traffic conditions, and to point out 
that there is existing significant traffic congestion in the corridor, even on weekends. This would 
tend to encourage train ridership on weekends. Traffic sensors in central San Rafael, where 
there is substantial congestion, will not be restored until construction on the gap closure is 
completed, which will be some time in the future. 

B1-11 This comment was answered on DSEIR page C.3-5 under Weekend Parking: 

There are no plans to run shuttles on weekends, although this would have only a small 
impact on parking, since shuttles are mostly intended to carry passengers from the station 
to their destination (primarily employment centers), not from their home to origin station. 
Passengers could walk, bicycle, drive, be driven, or take a bus or taxi to the stations on 
weekends.

All of the commuter rail services that offer some weekend service included in the telephone 
survey have lower levels of feeder transit service levels on weekends. Some commuter rail 
systems have no weekend transit service at all. This is part of the reason why ridership is lower 
on Saturdays and Sundays than it is on weekdays, and thus is implicitly factored into the 
weekend ridership estimate and associated impacts. 

B1-12 SMART staff and consultants have been holding on-going discussions with bus operators that 
operate near proposed station sites. Local operators have expressed a willingness to consider 
coordination (for both weekday and weekend service). It is not possible to discuss final sched-
ule coordination until firm schedules are developed; bus operators usually develop bus sched-
ules just a few months prior to implementation “on the street.” It should be recognized that 
the ridership projections do not presume coordination with other local operators. 

B1-13 Using taxis as a feeder to transit is a small and not very widely recognized function of this 
mode of transportation. Someone who would pay for a taxi probably is not someone making 
the trip that often (e.g., perhaps a tourist or someone going to the airport). One advantage of 
taxis is that the fare is the same for a family or group travel; e.g., a two-mile taxi ride to the 
station might cost $6 or $7, but split among three people works out to only about $2 per 
person.

B1-14 This comment requests clarification regarding boarding trips and overall weekend ridership proj-
ections. To clarify references to trips, all trips are expressed as one-way boarding trips, which 
is the ridership methodology used by all transit agencies. The 2006 FEIR (page 3.2-10, Master 
Response C) said, in part: 
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The terms “trips,” “passengers,” “boardings,” “boarding passengers” and “ridership” are all 
synonymous with one-way passenger trips. If every passenger made a return trip, and rode 
every working day of the year, then the number of individuals using the system would be 
half the number of boarding passengers. However, there is considerable evidence that 
many people will occasionally use transit for a portion of their trip (perhaps catching a 
ride home with a friend), or may ride less than five days per week. This means that the 
actual number of people benefiting from the proposed service would be more than taking 
the number of boarding passengers and dividing by 2. 

Regarding weekend ridership questions, no attempt was made to develop a station-to-station 
weekend trip table (trip matrix), because that is an output from the travel forecasting model, 
and the weekend ridership forecasting methodology used did not employ a “formal” mathe-
matical travel forecasting model. It is unclear what would be the added value of ridership sur-
veys or studies to show how many tourists and/or residents would use the train on the week-
ends; even a travel forecasting model could not reliably provide that information. The DSEIR 
presented a range of ridership projections, one which included the Capitol Corridor trains, 
and one which excluded them, to develop SMART’s weekend ridership estimate. 

In San Diego, which has a considerable tourist industry, transit rider surveys indicate that 
approximately 6 percent of riders were from outside the area, and thus presumably are tourists. 

Weekday travel forecasting models are readily available at the regional and county level in 
the Bay Area, and are in fact a requirement of some state and federal transportation planning 
law. These models typically produce an explicit, quantified number of person-trips for each 
household and job (stratified into various categories), and consider the distribution, choice of 
mode, and specific route used by each trip. They are extremely “data hungry” and as a result 
are seldom created from scratch, except in emerging metropolitan areas. They work well when 
there are known residential and job locations — the model is then oriented to predicting how 
many trips, and by what mode, travel will occur between these two locations. 

The MTC travel forecasting model system, known as BAYCAST, provides forecasts for 
weekday, but not weekend travel. Predicting weekend travel is a much more daunting task 
and has rarely been undertaken except in places where there is significant recreational travel 
(e.g., national parks). Weekend travel is for the most part discretionary, in terms of when, 
where, and how the trip is made. Some trips may not be required, in comparison to the 
mandatory nature of most commute trips. Therefore, the difficulty of modeling these trips has 
led to relatively less effort being expended on them. 

Most agencies that require weekend travel forecasts make use of a factoring process, e.g., this 
was done for the Sonoma County Draft General Plan 2020. SMART’s consultant is unaware 
of any metropolitan area or urban corridor that has a working weekend travel forecasting 
model. Southern California (SCAG) is in the development stages of such a model, primarily 
for use in predicting transportation-generated air quality problems (on some days, air quality 
in the South Coast area is bad on weekends). To develop and calibrate a full travel forecasting 
model for the area would cost approximately $500,000, assuming existing data sources could 
be used (no new surveys). The consultant believes this would be a poor investment of public 
funds given the small additional accuracy in the forecast that it would produce. Alternatively, 
comparing the demand for other, actual weekend services in areas around the U.S. that have 
reasonably similar characteristics, in terms of land use intensity is readily understandable, 
reduces the effort considerably, and has greater utility. 
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B1-15 The DSEIR (Appendix 2, page 6) notes that current commuter rail operations provide weekend 
service for as few as 700 riders per day (Metrolink IEOC line), and several are in the 2,000 to 
3,000 riders per day range. The point is that with a significant investment in capital and infra-
structure (trackway, stations, trains, etc.) the incremental or marginal cost of running the ser-
vice on weekends is very low — it consists mainly of the cost of the train operator, fuel, and 
added wear on the train. This figure is very low. In economic terms, this is the difference 
between fixed costs (which do not vary with the amount of service supplied), and marginal
costs (which do vary with the service). Please note that CEQA does not require a financial 
analysis as part of the SEIR. 

B1-16 Energy use and emissions related to train trips are calculated based on train miles traveled, 
not passenger miles traveled. The analysis uses the change in VMT (not total number of 
users) and the energy use of the DMUs, operating at the proposed service level. The energy 
use for the DMUs is generally the same whether the vehicle is full or partially full. Please see 
the 2005 DEIR and 2006 FEIR for details on the energy analysis. 

Weekend ridership and the number of cars taken off the road are from best available forecasts 
of transit demand. The comment is incorrect in stating that the ridership assumptions in the 
DSEIR are based primarily on a comparison with the Capitol Corridor commuter rail 
services’ weekend service. Rather they are based on a comparison of seven different systems 
around the U.S., primarily in areas with lower density, auto-oriented land use patterns. The 
reasons for not doing a weekend travel forecasting model are stated in response B1-14. 

B1-17 The 2005 DEIR and 2006 FEIR showed that bio-diesel would cause slightly higher (addi-
tional two percent) emissions from the DMUs when compared to diesel. This effect would be 
similar in light DMUs, although no additional information is available from light DMU 
equipment suppliers on the effects of bio-diesel use. See response B1-8 for additional general 
information on bio-diesel. 

B1-18 See the 2005 DEIR and 2006 FEIR for a discussion of vibration impacts of the heavy DMUs, 
which were less than significant. Because light DMUs are lighter than heavy DMUs, vibra-
tion due to the light DMUs would be less than that shown in the 2005 DEIR and 2006 FEIR 
and thus would also be less than significant. 

B1-19 As noted in the 2006 FEIR, noise levels inside DMU rail cars have been measured between 
68 and 78 dBA. These levels are typical of levels in transit vehicles, and similar to levels 
inside an automobile traveling on the highway. Interior noise levels often may be reduced 
through insulation and choice of materials used for interior finishing; these issues would be 
addressed during vehicle specification. Interior noise levels for the light DMUs would be 
similar, based on vendor data for Desiro. 

B1-20 The light DMU vehicle is lower to the ground than the heavy DMU. Light DMU vehicles 
have a floor height of approximately 22.6 inches, while heavy DMUs have a floor height of 
approximately 51 inches. In either case, the vehicles will be completely ADA accessible. 
State and federal law require that there be adequate access for all passengers, including those 
with disabilities. In addition, SMART will pursue level platform boarding, regardless of 
which vehicle type is selected. The precise method for achieving this objective will be 
determined in final engineering and will be based, in part, on which specific vehicle is 
ultimately selected. Moreover, the vehicle selection process will give consideration to how 
each vehicle type will achieve level platform boarding, which may influence vehicle 
procurement decisions. 
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B1-21 As noted in response B1-8, for all freight and passenger locomotives, the fuel would be ultra 
low sulfur diesel as required statewide since 2006. Fuel economy with bio-diesel would be 
slightly reduced when compared to the ultra low sulfur diesel, as noted in the 2006 FEIR. 
Long term costs of fuels are not within the scope of the environmental review process. 

B1-22 The maintenance requirements are generally similar for light and heavy DMU vehicles. Vehi-
cles will be maintained at the SMART maintenance facility. Two locations for this facility 
were studied in SMART’s FEIR, one in Windsor and one in Cloverdale. 

The Siemens Desiro light DMU, currently in San Diego, obtains many of its parts from Ger-
many. This does not necessarily mean, however, that acquiring parts for a light DMU would 
be more difficult or more expensive. Rail vehicle parts are sourced by vehicle manufacturers 
from all over the world in the case of both vehicles. 

See response B1-8 and B1-21 regarding fuel requirements. The fuel costs for operating a light 
DMU would be slightly lower, given the slightly better fuel economy as noted on page C.4-3 
of the Draft SEIR. A financial analysis is not required by CEQA. 

B1-23 Draft SEIR Section C.4 relates to the proposed SMART project with light DMUs and is not 
intended to be a cumulative impact analysis. FRA requirements for light DMUs in relation to 
potential future freight operations are described in the cumulative analysis, which is in Draft 
SEIR Section C.6 (see Section C.6.5). Both light and heavy DMUs are still under 
consideration for the project. No final decision has been made. Most of the questions in this 
comment ask for details that are not relevant to assessing significant environmental impacts 
under CEQA. It would be speculative to guess whether FRA will grant the use of light DMUs 
and the timing for FRA approval is not under the control of SMART. 

B1-24 The DEIR section referred to in the comment described a 2002 passenger rail plan that was a 
precursor to the proposed SMART project. The 2005 DEIR analyzed both short-term (2010) 
and long-term (2025) impacts, assuming full operations of 28 trains per day. (2005 DEIR, 
Section 2.5.1, p. 2-13.) That level of weekday service was also assumed in the DSEIR; no 
expansion of that service is proposed. With respect to freight service, the DSEIR evaluated 
the cumulative impact of SMART’s proposed service when combined with the maximum ser-
vice proposed in NCRA’s Notice of Preparation of an EIR for its Russian River Division 
Freight Rail Project. SMART’s DSEIR also provided information on higher levels of freight 
service that are well beyond the three round trips per day proposed by NCRA in the NOP (see 
Master Response 2). 

Information regarding time separation of passenger and freight operations, in the event that 
light DMUs are used, is discussed in DSEIR Section C.6.5.1. 

B1-25 As noted previously, SMART is not planning for service expansions. Moreover, the DSEIR 
considers the cumulative impact of freight service well beyond that described in the NCRA 
NOP.

B1-26 The Hamilton station site was re-designed during preparation of the Draft SEIR to preserve 
several large oaks on the property. Unlike some other types of trees, re-locating large oaks is 
not feasible. The 2005 DEIR Mitigation Measure BR3a addresses impacts on bird nests by 
requiring trimming and removal during certain time periods and requiring pre-construction 
surveys for nesting birds. See also response B2-35. 
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B1-27 Undergrounding the existing transmission lines at the Hamilton alternative station site is not 
financially feasible for SMART, nor is it a required mitigation measure for the SMART 
project. CEQA requires mitigation of impacts caused by a project, not remediation of existing 
conditions. Screening the station is included in the proposed project, as described in Draft 
SEIR Section C.5. 

B1-28 The Draft SEIR night time visual analysis includes all hours of darkness, whether it is early 
morning or late evening. The same mitigation applies to all night time lighting (e.g. shielding 
of lights, landscape screening, etc.). 

B1-29 Table C-1, page 3.2-12 of the 2006 FEIR showed that the South Novato Station’s trips would 
be split about 65-70 percent from the south, and 30-35 percent from the north on a weekday. 
Q&A Research (March 2008) conducted a survey of Hamilton Landing employees, which 
indicated that, of workers who said they would use the proposed rail service, 58% lived in 
San Rafael or south. Because of the concentrations of employment to the south, an even 
higher percentage of Hamilton residents would be likely to commute to the south. The SEIR 
consultant estimates that approximately half the ridership of the Hamilton Station would 
come from area residents, and half from workers with jobs in the vicinity of the station. For 
the reasons stated in response B1-14, there was no formal origin/destination trip table 
developed for this analysis. See Master Response 3 regarding ridership projections for the 
Novato South Station alternatives. 

B1-30 The DSEIR notes that the Hamilton Station site is currently served by two GGT routes and an 
existing Hamilton shuttle (page C.5-33). SMART has no control over the location of Marin 
Transit’s northern transit hub, so therefore this question is not relevant to this SEIR. It is a 
question more appropriately posed to Marin County Transit District for their consideration. 

B1-31 It would be physically possible to have three stations, but not desirable, for at least three 
reasons: (1) the cost of additional stations; (2) the fact that schedules would be unfavorably 
affected (rail vehicles typically need about a mile to accelerate to 60 mph), then would almost 
immediately have to start slowing down; (3) equity with other cities (Santa Rosa, which is 
almost three times as large, is proposed to have only two stations). 

B1-32 The comment apparently confuses SMART’s proposed operating plan of 30-minute head-
ways with time separations required by the FRA. The text on DSEIR page C.6-2 referenced 
in the comment describes the assumptions regarding SMART’s planned 30-minute headways 
and explains the rationale for applying this assumption to freight service for the cumulative 
impact analysis. The operating plan and, thus, the 30-minute time separation between DMUs 
would apply to both heavy and light DMUs. Under existing FRA rules, freight trains may fol-
low heavy DMUs (and vice versa) as closely as the signal system will allow. For light DMUs, 
discrete time windows will have to be established to separate SMART passenger trains from 
freight trains, as described in the third bulleted paragraph on pages C.6-2 and C.6-17 to 
C.6-19 of the DSEIR, unless an alternative system, such as Positive Train Control, is approved. 

The amount of time separation that would be required if PTC were implemented has not yet 
been established, and will involve additional technical studies as the signal system is designed, 
as well as agreement among the parties, including the FRA. 

B1-33 It is not known whether the FRA will approve the use of Positive Train Control in connection 
with the use of light DMUs. For this reason, the DSEIR’s cumulative analysis does not 
assume development of this technology (see Assumptions, p. C.6-3). As discussed in the 
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cumulative impact analysis, light DMUs may be operated on the same line as freight trains 
with appropriate time separation. 

SMART will be moving into the final design phase of the project over the next two years. 
During that period of time it is possible that additional decisions or rulings may be forthcom-
ing from the FRA on this topic. The purpose of analyzing the light DMU at this time is to 
provide decisionmakers and the public with the necessary environmental impact analysis 
prior to recommending a final vehicle. Schedule impacts on light versus heavy DMUs are 
noted in SEIR in the conclusion that SMART’s mid-day train could not be accommodated if 
both light DMUs and freight were operating. The use of light versus heavy DMUs would 
have minimal impact on tracks, signals and other capital improvements. 

Cost analysis of the proposed use of light DMUs is not part of the SEIR process. 

B1-34 SMART has consistently proposed 30 minute headways in the peak period for passenger rail 
service. SMART has no plans for expanded service, other than the four weekend trips analyzed 
in the SEIR. See response B1-24. 

B1-35 The comment asks for additional information regarding the project analyzed in the 2005 
DEIR and 2006 FEIR; this information is not necessary for the supplemental analysis of the 
changed circumstances that are the subject of the SEIR. The NCRA’s maintenance and repair 
of the existing track between Cloverdale (MP 85.4) and the Ignacio Wye (MP 25.8 near State 
Highway 37) will not bring the level of track to the standards and requirements for the opera-
tions of SMART passenger trains. The NCRA maintenance work will not require SMART to 
perform any additional work that is planned for the upgrade of the track. The upgrade of the 
track to SMART passenger operating conditions from Healdsburg to the Ignacio Wye (near 
Hwy 37) is included in SMART’s most current cost estimate. The capital cost estimate for the 
upgrade of track and bridges to passenger rail standards was prepared independently by 
SMART.

B1-36 Light DMUs would NOT require a different level or quality of track improvement than heavy 
DMUs.

B1-37 Having freight service operate on the same track as SMART will require more maintenance 
than if there were no freight service; the Operating Agreement between SMART and NCRA 
will address the responsibility of each agency for maintenance and repairs. Tracks will be 
maintained as necessary to safely operate both passenger and freight operations; neither light 
nor heavy DMUs will be required to be “forgiving.” 

B1-38 Of the four sidings proposed in the NCRA letter to SMART dated November 27, 2007, only 
three of them are planned to be placed on the SMART rail corridor. The three locations are as 
follows:

None of these siding locations would be in conflict with the planned SMART pathway. 
However, it is important to note that NCRA subsequently indicated in a January 2008 letter 
that these siding locations were not final and different sidings may be identified in its EIR, 
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currently in preparation. If new siding locations are identified, NCRA will be required to 
conduct both project and cumulative impact analysis in their EIR. 

B1-39 The calculations of freight train length stated in the question are generally correct. A 40- to 
60-car freight train would extend across more than one intersection, when the length of the 
train is more than the distance between intersections. However, the fact that the train is 
moving is the key point. It is the length and speed of the train that determines the blockage 
time at each individual intersection. See DSEIR Appendix 2 for additional detail regarding 
delays at intersections. The impact of freight trains on emergency vehicles and/or public 
crossings is primarily a matter for NCRA’s project DEIR, which is under preparation; the 
cumulative impact of freight and passenger operations is less than significant, as described in 
the DSEIR. SMART’s trains will not extend across multiple intersections and will not 
substantially delay traffic flow at crossings, as the total gate down time would be 35-40 
seconds. Furthermore, it should be noted that most cities have emergency services on both 
sides of the SMART tracks, minimizing the impacts of delay. This topic was addressed in the 
2006 FEIR Master Response E.3 (pages 3.2-23 and -24). See also response A1-18. 

B1-40 The question incorrectly presupposes an “increase of SMART’s passenger service beyond its 
currently proposed startup level of service.” The “startup” service referred to was in a 2002 
feasibility study, and was not part of the DEIR or FEIR. There are no plans contemplated to 
increase or change the SMART service beyond what is stated in the Project Description of the 
DSEIR. See also response B1-24. 

B1-41 The significant noise impact takes into account the potential for sleep disturbance by con-
sidering the noise in terms of day-night levels (Ldn). The Ldn metric applies a 10 dBA 
penalty to noise that occurs between the hours of 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. to account for the addi-
tional sensitivity of people during nighttime hours. Contrary to the comment, SMART is not 
contemplating an increase in service beyond the year 2025 service analyzed in the 2005 
DEIR, 2006 FEIR, and DSEIR, nor would the use of light DMUs force freight trains to run at 
night, due to the elimination of SMART’s midday train (see DSEIR, p. C.6-18). Rather, as 
explained throughout the DSEIR, freight service can be accommodated on the SMART cor-
ridor during daytime, non-peak hours. Nevertheless, because the freight operator may choose 
to operate freight trains at night, the DSEIR discloses the additional cumulative noise impact 
that would occur (see page C.6-14). 

B1-42 The reference is on page C.6-14 (the commenter says -15) and refers to a specific combina-
tion of length and speed for a medium volume street. The purpose of the range given on page 
C.6-6 was to bracket the slowest freight train (20 mph) crossing a low volume street (87 
seconds), and the slowest freight train crossing a high volume street (just over 3 minutes). 

B1-43 See response B1-7. Regarding the purpose of the midday train, see Master Response A.3 in 
the 2006 FEIR. 

B1-44 The travel mode selection of passengers between buses, SMART, and motor vehicles dictates 
the level of energy and greenhouse gas savings, as illustrated in the discussion of greenhouse 
gas reductions in DSEIR Section C.3.2 (Impact AQ-3). Contrary to the comment, the DSEIR 
concludes that the SMART proposed project with weekend service added provides environmental 
advantages over express bus service. (As noted in Section D.1, under CEQA the comparison of 
alternatives focuses on the project as a whole, rather than its various components.) The weekend 
and weekday service together provides benefits in energy and greenhouse gas savings compared 
to the alternatives. The emissions from the future bus fleet include buses with higher fuel 
efficiency than today’s, reflecting increased use of hybrid or zero-emission vehicles. 
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SMART does not propose any changes to the GGT Route 80 schedules. The statement that, 
“There is no information given in the DSEIR regarding Golden Gate Bridge and Transit 
District’s weekend bus service,” is incorrect. This information is provided on pages C.3-3 and 
C.3-4 of the DSEIR. It notes that Route 80 runs hourly, and that combined with the Route 70 
service to Novato south, there is service every 30 minutes in Marin County. The level of 
detail requested in the comment is not necessary for purposes of assessing the incremental 
environmental effects of adding weekend service to the proposed project. As for the running 
time information, the commenter appears to assume that the mode with the faster travel time 
(whether bus or auto) would get all of the trips. This is contrary to what is known about how 
people choose modes; if two modes are exactly identical in all respects—cost, travel time, 
comfort, etc. — half would choose one mode and half the other. One mode can be slower 
than another (door-to-door) and still capture a reasonable share of the market between two 
points (as most transit is slower than driving, at least in most American cities). The question 
also presupposes an overwhelming desire to reach San Francisco, whereas SMART will serve 
primarily intra-district travel. 

B1-45 Emission forecasts for future bus fleets, including CARB-approved forecasts of cleaner bus 
fleets, are included in the 2025 No-Project scenario that was the basis for air quality analysis 
in the 2005 DEIR and 2006 FEIR. These forecasts include a certain level of conversion of the 
fleet to new technologies. The changing nature of future bus fleets and continued deployment 
of alternative fuel buses, diesel-electric hybrids, or zero emissions technologies would not be 
affected by the SMART project, and the ability of transit agencies like Golden Gate Transit to 
implement these technologies does not depend on whether the SMART project occurs. Since 
the future conversion of buses to new technologies is included in the baseline for analysis and 
the SMART project would not affect the emissions from the buses, no additional quantifica-
tion of energy use or emissions is needed to conclude that SMART service would perform as 
shown in the DSEIR. 
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Comment Set B2 
Marin Conservation League 

B2-1 

B2-2 

B2-3 

B2-4 
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Comment Set B2, cont. 
Marin Conservation League 
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Responses to Comment Set B2 
Marin Conservation League 
B2-1 The terms “boarding” and “alighting” were explained in the 2006 FEIR. A “boarding” is a 

person stepping on to a train. An “alighting” is someone stepping off a train. Every passenger 
trip has one boarding and one alighting. To determine the passenger miles for the service, a 
trip table of station origins and destinations is not required; only the average trip length is 
required. The information provided in the DSEIR adequately addresses the incremental envi-
ronmental effects of adding weekend service, including energy consumption and air quality, 
as required by CEQA. With respect to farebox recovery requirements, a financial analysis is 
outside the scope of the DSEIR 

The purpose of adding weekend service to the proposed project is to expand the opportunities 
for district residents to use the service, not just to maximize ridership. This is a policy deci-
sion rather than a technical one; evaluation of weekend service in the SEIR was directed by 
the SMART Board in response to numerous requests. 

B2-2 The DSEIR assumes four roundtrips per weekend day for purposes of assessing the incre-
mental environmental impacts of adding weekend service. The additional detail requested in 
the comment is not necessary to adequately make this assessment. See also response B2-1 
regarding the purpose of adding weekend service to the proposed project. 

B2-3 The 252 riders per train represent boarding passengers per train, over a 70-mile line. Not all 
riders are making end-to-end trips; some riders may be traveling from Windsor to Petaluma, 
while another rider may go from North Novato to Larkspur. Therefore, the number of seats 
does not define the total number of passengers carried as there is turnover of individual seats. 
The level of detail requested in the comment is not necessary to adequately assess the incre-
mental environmental impacts of adding weekend service to the project. 

B2-4 SMART will comply with state law that prohibits commuter stations in the unincorporated 
area north of Healdsburg in Sonoma County (Pub. Util. Code, §105096, subd.(d) (AB 2224)). 

B2-5 The 2005 DEIR and 2006 FEIR forecasting work included a “network type” computer model 
that made it possible to estimate how many new rail riders would be diverted from buses. 

Response B1-14 explains why the DSEIR weekend forecasting technique was used. Master 
Response H of the 2006 FEIR noted that perhaps an 8% reduction in bus ridership on routes 
parallel to SMART (i.e., GGT 70/80) would occur as a result of riders shifting from bus to 
rail.

Common sense indicates that bus and rail services are different enough that they would not 
compete for the same passengers; GGT buses do not run north of Santa Rosa, and SMART, 
unlike GGT, does not run south of Larkspur into San Francisco. Passenger surveys on the San 
Diego Coaster indicate that 83% have a car available for their trip, but chose to use the train 
instead. The (weekend) running time from downtown Santa Rosa to downtown San Rafael 
transit center via bus is 93 minutes,1 compared to 50 minutes for the same trip from Jennings 
Avenue (Santa Rosa). GGT will run more frequently (hourly through most of the day, half 
hourly south of Novato) and will have more stops. Contrary to the comment, the addition of a 

1
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new mode of transit in a region does not necessarily result in the “degradation” of existing 
transit service. See information in comment and response D26-3. Predictions about service 
reductions are speculative at best. At meetings with GGT planners, they indicated that they 
have no set criteria for making such changes. Once the SMART service commences, they 
would evaluate ridership changes and the best deployment of services — as they continually 
do today. 

B2-6 Light DMU vehicles are in operation all over the world. Their acceleration does not cause 
passenger discomfort. Naturally, when passengers are seated it will minimize the risk of stum-
bling and falling over, just as it does in buses, ferries, BART, and other commuter rail trains. 

B2-7 See responses B1-2 and B1-3. 

B2-8 The photograph of the North County Transit District’s “Sprinter” railcar does not show two 
cars permanently connected to one another. The photograph on page B-4 of the DSEIR is of 
one rail car. These cars have nose cones at each end, so that if a single car were operating, it 
would be aerodynamic whichever direction it is traveling. Rail cars can be connected and dis-
connected from one another, allowing for flexibility in overall train capacity. 

The energy consumed per train for the light DMU would be similar during times of low rider-
ship and higher ridership. No revision is needed to the forecasts of energy consumption and 
the comparison to auto-based vehicle energy consumption. See response B1-16 regarding 
energy use calculations. 

As noted in the SMART 2005 DEIR on pages ES-1 and ES-2, one of the objectives of the 
SMART project is to provide “an alternative transportation option to automobile travel in the 
highway 101 corridor.” In the year 2000, the average vehicle occupancy in the Bay Area was 
1.1 during commute hours. Meanwhile the average capacity of the vehicle fleet was well in 
excess of 4 seats per vehicle. The discrepancy between the size of vehicles and their passen-
ger loads represents an existing substantial “waste” of energy. 

B2-9 The DSEIR Project Description in Section B.2.2 identifies performance information for two 
similar light DMUs being reviewed by SMART. Fuel efficiency is discussed in Section 
DSEIR Section C.4.3. Because the energy use analysis in Section C.4.3 uses a fuel economy 
performance factor that would be achievable by either of the light DMUs under consideration 
or other similar equipment if available, no additional detailed specifications are needed to 
demonstrate that the energy use impact would be less than significant. 

The purpose of the SEIR is not to make a determination about which rail vehicle to purchase. 
Rather, it is intended to evaluate the environmental impacts resulting from the potential use of 
a light DMU. Prior to vehicle procurement, SMART will evaluate in detail the performance 
specifications of all vehicles being considered. SMART will seek public input on this 
decision prior to final selection by the SMART Board. As noted previously, there are 
multiple manufacturers of light DMU vehicles, including Siemens, Bombardier, Stadler and 
Alstom. Passenger comfort is not an issue requiring analysis under CEQA. 

B2-10 This is not a comment on the adequacy of the SEIR’s environmental analysis. Linkages with 
transit are factored into the transportation and intersection LOS analysis. If a bus rider is on 
one of the mainlines referenced in the comment, it is unlikely that they would transfer to or 
from rail in Novato. It is more likely that rail transfers in Novato would come from Marin 
County local routes. Better transfer opportunities exist at downtown San Rafael, since SMART 
trains will be timed to GGT’s “pulse” there. See Master Response 3 for information regarding 
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ridership. The ridership projections for the alternative station locations are adequately explained 
in the DSEIR. 

B2-11 SMART is not proposing a large-scale transit transfer center at the Hamilton site. The only 
bus transfers that would occur are riders from local buses and shuttles to trains and vice versa. 

B2-12 See response B1-14 and response B2-10. This type of survey is not typically used to project 
ridership, because it is not considered reliable and would not likely be accepted by FTA for 
purposes of directly forecasting future ridership. GGT is in the process of conducting rider 
surveys to gather demographic information, which SMART may use in the future. 

B2-13 See Master Response 3 regarding ridership estimates for the Novato South Station alternatives. 

B2-14 DSEIR Table B-1 provides the freight train numbers assumed for each cumulative scenario in 
the DSEIR analysis. Regarding the rationale for describing Speculative Scenarios 1 and 2 as 
speculative, see DSEIR Section B.3 and Master Response 2. 

B2-15 It is true that the projected freight operations, as proposed by NCRA, could be accommodated 
within day time hours. However, the Draft SEIR (Section C.6.1) acknowledges that freight 
trains could operate at night and the analysis includes assessment of impacts of nighttime 
freight operations. Table B-1 in the Draft SEIR shows the estimated number of freight trains 
and cars per train, based on available information. 

B2-16 For reasons stated in the DSEIR, the operating schedule would be a negotiated issue between 
NCRA and SMART, subject to the provisions of the right of way agreements and enabling 
legislation. See also response B1-7. 

B2-17 Deletion of the midday train service would not be a significant impact on greenhouse gas 
emissions. The overall project reduces greenhouse gases and has a net environmental benefit. 
Eliminating one roundtrip per day would have the potential to slightly reduce greenhouse gas 
benefits, but there would still be a substantial benefit associated with the project. 

In addition, elimination of the midday train would only occur if light DMUs were the selected 
vehicle and if freight service were to resume on the rail corridor; light DMUs have additional 
beneficial air quality effects due to lower emissions and a greater decrease in GHG emissions 
over heavy DMUs. Therefore, no significant adverse effects would occur if the midday 
SMART train were eliminated. 

B2-18 Additional details regarding system capacity are not necessary for an adequate supplemental 
analysis of cumulative impacts. See Master Responses 1 and 2. The DSEIR appropriately 
analyzes the reasonably foreseeable probable freight project for purposes of assessing 
cumulative impacts from freight and passenger service, as well as disclosing possible impacts 
from a highly speculative level of 16 freight trains per day; determination and analysis of the 
“maximum capacity point” is not required by CEQA. 

B2-19 As described in the DSEIR, SMART’s assumptions regarding the locomotives that would be 
used by NCRA’s freight operator are reasonably based on NCRA’s 2007 NOP and Initial 
Study and subsequent clarification from NCRA, which is the best available information. It is 
important to note that NCRA is responsible for preparing its own EIR that would provide 
more detail, as needed, to characterize the emissions and fuel economy of freight service 
(also see Master Response 2). For all freight and passenger locomotives, the fuel would be 
ultra low sulfur diesel as required statewide since 2006. 
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B2-20 The baseline forecasts of the 2025 motor vehicle traffic emissions were reviewed for the 
DSEIR, but revising the baseline of the 2006 FEIR is not required for supplemental air quality 
analysis. With environmental compliance measures to reduce NOx from the heavy DMUs or 
light DMUs, the increases in emissions would be less than significant. See response B1-8 for 
additional information on the emission benefits from taking cars off the road. 

B2-21 Energy use and emission calculations and comparisons are based on the number of rail and 
vehicle trips because it is the number of trips, not the number of passengers, that dictates 
energy use and emissions. DSEIR Section C.3.3 shows that adding weekend service would 
marginally increase energy consumption but the energy savings with the proposed weekday 
service would continue to outweigh the marginal increase on weekends. Additional details 
about the methodology for calculating energy use and emissions are provided in the 2005 
DEIR.

B2-22 The referenced emission sources and savings are factored into the overall comparative analy-
sis. VMT changes are related to VMT on Highway 101. SMART shuttle VMT represents a 
very minor factor in the overall calculation of area-wide impacts. SMART intends to reduce 
deadheading by strategically storing trains overnight at passenger stations, such as Larkspur 
and Cloverdale, not just at the maintenance facility. 

Weekend passenger rail service diverting some patrons of buses to rail has been considered, 
but the number of bus-miles-traveled would not be notably affected. Rail patrons who are diverted 
from carpools and drop-offs are counted with the reduced passenger vehicle-miles-traveled. 

B2-23 Safety risks are analyzed in Impact PFS-4 in Section C.3.5 of the Draft SEIR. 

B2-24 DSEIR Section B.2.1 describes the reasons for offering weekend service. See also response 
B2-1. Future improvements on Highway 101 now under construction were factored into the 
original analysis for the weekday service. Weekend service is expected to reduce overall 
VMT on Hwy 101, so would not cause further congestion on 101; additional analysis is not 
required. It should be noted that even with these 101 improvements, long-term conditions 
would be congested, similar to current conditions. 

B2-25 See response B1-14. 

B2-26 The requested detailed information is not necessary to conduct an adequate CEQA analysis. 
The analysis in the DSEIR is based on reasonable assumptions to forecast the likely impacts 
of the incremental environmental effects of adding weekend service to the proposed project. 
The purpose and “synergy” of the bike path with the rail line was described on page 3-114 of 
the 2005 DEIR. 

B2-27 It is unclear what “induced” means in this context; to transportation planners, an induced trip is 
a person-trip that would not otherwise be made in the absence of adding an improvement. In 
SMART’s case, the number of induced trips is likely to be very small given experience in 
other transit systems. Such estimates would be highly speculative at best, for they require an 
assumption of what someone’s next-best alternative activity would be. For example, if Mr. 
Smith would stay home watching TV, but because of SMART decides to drive to a station 
and make a SMART trip, that is an induced trip. But if Ms. Jones would drive to the shopping 
center, but instead decides to take a trip on SMART, that is not so much a “new” trip as a “displaced” 
or “diverted” trip. In most cases, SMART rail service would result in diverting auto trips, 
which in turn would reduce VMT, even if the rider needed to drive or be driven to the station, 
because the “access” portion of the trip would only be a fraction of the overall trip. 
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B2-28 The VMT reduction is based on some riders who change modes; for example, someone who 
would carpool or use transit, who switches to SMART, is not considered in the net reduction 
in VMT. 

B2-29 The new fuel efficiency standards for passenger vehicles are disclosed in DSEIR Section 
C.2.5.1. Increasing auto fuel economy from 27.5 miles per gallon (mpg) to 35 mpg represents 
an ability of autos to travel equivalent mileage using 79 percent of the fuel as compared to the 
earlier standards. The 2005 DEIR Table 3.8-5 and DSEIR Table C.3-8 show that it takes 
more than four times the direct energy use to move riders in passenger vehicles than in the 
heavy DMUs. This means that autos would need to consume less than 25 percent of the fuel 
as compared to the earlier standards, or achieve more than 110 mpg, to become superior in 
terms of energy use. See response B1-45 regarding the likelihood of alternative fuel buses or 
hybrid buses; these alternatives would not notably affect the relative performance of the 
Express Bus Alternative. 

B2-30  Contrary to the comment, the impact statement is appropriate as written; the supplemental 
analysis considers the impact of the total project as revised, that is, the proposed project with 
both weekday and weekend passenger rail service and discloses the incremental increase in 
GHG emissions that would occur on weekend days. The changes in emissions due to taking 
cars off the road are presented for weekend service as they were for weekday service in the 
2006 FEIR in Tables 3.5-7 and 3.5-8 (i.e., negative symbols refer to emission reductions 
compared to the No-Project scenario). There are no BAAQMD standards for greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions, but the DSEIR shows that a net reduction would occur. As the comment 
notes, the reductions achieved with weekday service would continue to occur with the addi-
tion of weekend service. This enables an overall net reduction even though weekend service 
would add some GHG emissions during weekend days. No new table or figure is needed 
because the emission reductions are described in the text (DSEIR, pp. C.3-10 to C.3-11). 

B2-31 See response B2-22 regarding deadheading and regarding rail patrons who are diverted from 
buses and carpools. Emission estimates include train miles traveled such as for in-service 
operation, including to the maintenance facility. On weekends it was assumed that the net 
VMT reduction would be 60% of the person miles travel (PMT) reduction, due to switches 
from other modes. SMART is not proposing to operate shuttles or buses on the weekend 
although the stations would accommodate them. If shuttles or buses are used to access the 
stations, these would result in reduced auto trips to the stations, which would provide some 
additional quantity of emission reductions. Impact characterization for GHG is based on a 
comparison with the 2025 No-Project conditions, which are shown in the 2006 FEIR Tables 
3.5-9 and 3.5-10. 

B2-32  The difference between alternatives with respect to air quality impacts was already analyzed 
in the 2005 DEIR (Sections 4.3 and 4.4) and 2006 FEIR. As discussed in Section D.2 of the 
DSEIR, the findings in the 2006 FEIR regarding how the proposed project compares to the 
alternatives are not substantially changed by adding weekend service or light DMUs. See 
response B2-31 regarding emissions of trains traveling for non-service. See response B1-45 
regarding assumptions for deployment of advanced technologies in buses. See also response 
B5-27 regarding manufacturing buses and vehicles. 

B2-33  SMART service on weekends or at any other time would not be expected to induce trips. 
Rather, passengers using weekend service on SMART would most likely be diverted from 
other modes of transportation. Although speculative, if a small number of weekend passen-
gers choose to use SMART for an excursion that would otherwise not occur (e.g., rail enthu-
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siasts), there would be no significant change in the emissions caused by SMART or the 
energy used by SMART. 

B2-34 Wetlands mitigation was developed in consultation with jurisdictional agencies during 
preparation of the 2005 DEIR and 2006 FEIR. The wetlands mitigation measure BR-5a 
identifies replacement at a minimum of 1:1 and states that replacement ratios of 3:1 may be 
required in some cases. It should be noted that there is very little new wetland impact 
associated with the project components studied in the SEIR. 

B2-35 Although protection of existing biological resources, including oak trees, would be required 
as part of the construction plan and would be monitored during the construction phase, 
additional wording has been provided in the environmental compliance measures (Section 
B.4 of the DSEIR and Section 2.9 in the 2006 FEIR). See Section 3 of this FSEIR. 

B2-36 Train horn noise was evaluated and appropriate mitigation identified in the 2006 certified FEIR. 
Because implementation of Quiet Zones requires the cooperation of local jurisdictions and 
cannot be guaranteed solely by SMART, the impact was identified as significant and unavoid-
able. Please see Master Response Q, page 3.2-44 in the 2006 FEIR for information on Quiet 
Zone process, feasibility, costs and implementation. Additional details are provided in Master 
Response 5 in this FSEIR. The 2008 SMART Funding Plan has expanded funds for Quiet 
Zones by a factor of three, with sufficient funding for the construction of over 30 rail 
crossings. SMART is implementing final engineering for the project and will work with local 
jurisdictions as they prepare applications for Quiet Zones. The implementation of Quiet Zones 
would eliminate train horn noise. 

B2-37 SMART is not building a sound wall in San Rafael. The referenced sound wall is part of the 
Caltrans Gap Closure Project. Caltrans and its partner, the County of Marin, are replacing an 
original sound wall that was built to buffer the residential area from eight lanes of freeway 
noise.

A sound wall would not be appropriate in the vicinity of a station site in Hamilton because no 
significant noise impact was identified for that location other than the impact of train horn 
noise common to all locations near at-grade crossings (shown for Novato at Roblar Drive, 
Grant Avenue, and Olive Avenue in 2005 DEIR, Table 3.7-5). 

B2-38 The 30-minute headways refer to the service frequency in SMART’s operating plan described 
and analyzed in the 2005 DEIR and 2006 FEIR; this plan has not changed. The DSEIR 
explains the reason for applying this assumption in the cumulative analysis. The SMART 
track plan provides passing sidings (i.e., sections of double track) located to accommodate the 
bi-directional 30-minute service frequency (headway) envisioned for SMART. There are 
additional passing sidings (existing and proposed by NCRA) to accommodate the operation 
of freight trains, although operation of freight trains is likely to be limited to the hours when 
SMART’s AM and PM peak period passenger service is not running. It will be the responsi-
bility of the SMART train dispatcher to control track switches and signals to facilitate the on-
time operation of the SMART passenger service, expedite the movement of freight trains 
through the shared section of the line from Cloverdale to Ignacio, and to hold or advance 
trains ad hoc as necessary. Storage of passenger trains in Cloverdale does not require freight 
trains to be off the track until the last passenger train arrives in Cloverdale. 

B2-39 The 10 to 14% figure can be ascertained by examining the truck volumes on Highway 101 at 
the following Caltrans website: http://traffic-counts.dot.ca.gov, and clicking on the link to the 
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2006 truck volumes. Pages C.6-4 and C.6-5 explain that the incremental reduction in vehicle 
trips depends on the types of goods carried and whether they were formerly carried by trucks 
or not. In general, for merchandise, SMART has assumed that one freight railcar can carry 
the equivalent of two freight trucks. Using this assumption, freight operation at the levels 
identified in the NCRA Initial Study would result in the removal of up to 340 one way truck 
trips per day from Highway 101. The Caltrans truck counts on Highway 101 (available at the 
website noted above) indicate that large truck volumes at key locations (Marin-Sonoma 
Narrows and Cotati grade) vary from 2,400 to 3,500 on an average day. Taking 340 divided 
by 3,500 is 9.7%; 340 divided by 2,400 is 14.2%. It should be noted that the DSEIR’s esti-
mates of trucks offset by freight rail operations is conservative and may be less than NCRA’s 
estimates based on more detailed information for its EIR (see comment and response A3-3). 

The completion of the sentence referenced in the comment is, “…assuming NCRA’s freight 
service projections in their Initial Study are realized.” NCRA has stated, based both on the 
history of the NWPRR and NCRA’s own business planning, that the railroad would carry 
primarily lumber and forest products; stone aggregate; feeds, grains, and other bulk products. 
These are, as the comment asserts, “…commodity products in carload lots,” and are typically 
cheaper to carry by rail than truck. 

B2-40 The DSEIR analysis assumes freight trains would carry heavy loads and would require dual 
locomotives on longer trains. The Novato Community Hospital and offices would be more 
than 100 feet from the passenger or freight service, which would be a sufficient distant to iso-
late these uses from any adverse cumulative vibration impacts (DSEIR p. C.6-15). 

B2-41 It will be the responsibility of NCRA, not SMART, to ensure that solid waste is contained 
within the truck trailers to be used. As noted in the DSEIR, the freight operator has confirmed 
that truck trailers used for transporting solid waste on the rail line will be fully enclosed. 
Maintenance of the railroad right-of-way is discussed in the 2005 DEIR and 2006 FEIR. 
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Comment Set B3 
Marin Citizens for Effective Transportation 

B3-1 

B3-2 
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Comment Set B3, cont. 
Marin Citizens for Effective Transportation 

B3-2 cont. 

B3-3 

B3-4 
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Comment Set B3, cont. 
Marin Citizens for Effective Transportation 

B3-5 

B3-6 

B3-7 

B3-8 

B3-9 

B3-10 

B3-11 

B3-12 

B3-13 
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Comment Set B3, cont. 
Marin Citizens for Effective Transportation 

B3-13 cont. 

B3-14 

B3-15 
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Comment Set B3, cont. 
Marin Citizens for Effective Transportation 

B3-15 cont. 

B3-16 

B3-17 

B3-18 

B3-19 
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Comment Set B3, cont. 
Marin Citizens for Effective Transportation 

B3-19 cont. 

B3-20 

B3-21 

B3-22 

B3-23 
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Comment Set B3, cont. 
Marin Citizens for Effective Transportation 

B3-23 cont. 

B3-24 

B3-25 

B3-26 
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Comment Set B3, cont. 
Marin Citizens for Effective Transportation 

B3-27 

B3-28 

B3-29 

B3-30 

B3-31 

B3-32 

B3-33 
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Comment Set B3, cont. 
Marin Citizens for Effective Transportation 
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Marin Citizens for Effective Transportation 

150



Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit 
2. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT SEIR

Final Supplemental EIR 2-96 July 2008

Comment Set B3, cont. 
Marin Citizens for Effective Transportation 

151



Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit 
2. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT SEIR

July 2008 2-97 Final Supplemental EIR

Responses to Comment Set B3 
Marin Citizens for Effective Transportation (MCET) 
B3-1 SMART has received numerous requests for weekend service over the last several years. In 

response to these requests SMART has proposed four round trip weekend trips for Saturday 
and Sunday. The funding for this plan is outlined in SMART’s Funding Plan, May 2008. The 
allocation of funds for weekend service does not require that weekday service be reduced and 
SMART is not proposing a reduction in its planned weekday service. 

B3-2 See response B1-14. The SEIR preparers disagree with the statement that “comparison rail 
services travel through much higher population centers than SMART.” For example, the 
comparisons with a majority of the other areas — 4 out of 7, including San Diego, Metrolink 
Inland Empire–Orange County, Dallas–Ft. Worth, and South Florida — have population 
densities and urbanization that, along the rail tracks, are probably lower in most areas than 
SMART would traverse. It should be noted that the ridership figures were collected in 
February 2007, so there were no Giants games at AT&T Park. 

With regard to why ridership per train is higher on weekends than weekdays, this has to do 
with the elasticity of demand for the service with respect to the frequency of service. For 
example, doubling the service (for example, going from 4 trains, to 8 trains a day) would prob-
ably increase ridership by less than double; therefore, increasing the number of trains actually 
decreases the number of riders per train. Also, on weekends, it is possible that trip lengths 
would be shorter than on weekdays, when the preponderance of trips would be longer, com-
mute trips. This would allow for more “turnover” of the same seat during the course of a train 
trip. Appendix 2 of the DSEIR does show the service levels (i.e., number of trains) provided 
on weekends. 

We note that recently released information (April 10, 2008) by Caltrain indicates that although 
average weekday ridership increased 9.3 percent from 2007 to 2008, Sunday ridership increased 
by more than 25 percent.2

B3-3 The requested information was provided in the DSEIR’s Appendix 2 – Transportation Tech-
nical Issues. It is not clear why the “population in area of operation” would be relevant, since 
the result needed is to determine the ratio between the weekday and the weekend ridership. 
Presumably, areas with greater population have greater ridership, both on weekdays and 
weekends.

B3-4 See response B2-36 and Master Response 5 regarding Quiet Zones. 

B3-5 The 2005 DEIR, 2006 FEIR, and the DSEIR (all of which address cumulative impacts) were 
sent to every jurisdiction and planning agency throughout the study area to ensure that city 
and county planners are informed of potential impacts. 

B3-6 See response A1-12 regarding the SMART project’s consistency with local general plan noise 
standards. Noise from freight service would cause a significant cumulative impact as 
identified in the DSEIR Section C.6.4 (pp. C.6-12 – C.6-15). NCRA’s proposed project’s 
consistency with local general plans will be analyzed in NCRA’s EIR. 

2
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B3-7 Train horn impacts from the proposed SMART passenger rail project are quantified and 
shown in the 2006 FEIR in Impact N-5. Due to the greater noise levels of longer freight 
trains, the geographical area of cumulative train horn impact would likely be larger than for 
passenger rail. Other sensitive land uses (e.g., schools and hospitals) near the rail line would 
be similarly affected by train horn noise. Regardless of the number of affected land uses, 
implementation of quiet zones would eliminate the impact. 

B3-8 See Master Response 5 regarding Quiet Zones. 

B3-9 See Master Response 5 regarding Quiet Zones. 

B3-10 This is a comment on the adequacy of the 2006 FEIR and not on the adequacy of the 
DSEIR’s environmental analysis. See Master Response 1. See the previous 2006 FEIR and 
Master Response 5 in this Final SEIR regarding quiet zones. 

B3-11 The noise effects of freight trains under the speculative scenarios are described in general 
terms in the DSEIR Section C.6.4.2 (p. C.6-16). Consistent with the analysis of the cumula-
tive vibration impacts of NCRA’s proposed level of service on page C.6-15, freight trains 
under the speculative scenarios would generate vibration levels that could exceed the applic-
able FTA criteria. As described in the DSEIR, the speculative scenarios do not represent 
reasonably foreseeable cumulative impacts. In addition, more detailed analysis of freight’s 
likely vibration effects is the responsibility of NCRA as the lead agency for the freight project 
and will be analyzed and mitigated in the freight project EIR. Because SMART’s contribu-
tion to the impact would be negligible and less than the applicable FTA significance criteria, 
SMART’s contribution to the vibration impact would not be cumulatively considerable. 

B3-12 The DSEIR in Section C.6.4.1 identifies the extent of the significant cumulative noise 
impacts of freight train pass-bys for all locations (Impact N-6). The comment refers to a list 
of at-grade crossings, which is relevant primarily to the train horn noise impact. As noted in 
the DSEIR, SMART train pass-bys would not exceed the noise significance criteria at any 
sensitive receptors along the tracks. DSEIR Table C.6-1 provides sufficient information 
regarding the extent of the cumulative impact from train pass-bys; additional detail regarding 
noise impacts from freight trains would be made available in the environmental document pre-
pared by NCRA.  

B3-13 As explained in Section B.3 of the DSEIR, Speculative Scenario 2 describes the maximum 
freight operations that have been forecast in any long-range NCRA planning document. The 
additional information requested in the comment regarding maximum capacity is beyond the 
scope of SMART’s DSEIR; see also response B2-18 and Master Response 2. 

B3-14 There is no question that the average rail distance for goods shipped is relatively long — 500 
miles is probably correct. The analysis is the same regardless of where the trains originate. 
Truck traffic caused by development of the Port of Humboldt would not be a cumulative 
impact associated with the SMART project because the SMART project would not contribute 
to this impact. Furthermore, if freight rail service were in place, it could reduce the overall 
number of trucks on the highways. But again, this would not be an impact associated with the 
SMART project. Regarding the footnote 8 on page C.6-7, the SMART analysis does not 
assume truck offsets associated with speculative future quarry activity. This is a conservative 
approach and the footnote mentions that, although not calculated into the analysis, it is likely 
that there would be some truck offsets due to the availability of quarry material by rail that 
would otherwise be trucked or barged into the area. 
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B3-15 It is reasonable to assume that some truck traffic will be avoided by implementing freight 
service. The DSEIR uses conservative estimates of truck traffic that may be removed. These 
are estimates only. Freight train trips in Speculative Scenario #2 may be generated by several 
different sources. It is neither the intent nor within the scope of the DSEIR to identify the 
precise sources of freight train trips (see Master Response 2). Rather, the focus of the SEIR is 
to analyze the cumulative impacts on the SMART rail corridor of increased freight trips, if 
service levels increased over time. 

B3-16 DSEIR Section B.3 describes freight train number and length assumptions for the speculative 
cumulative scenarios, in which aggregate may be hauled by the freight operator. See Master 
Response 2 regarding cumulative impact scenarios. Because of their weight, it is likely that 
aggregate trains would be restricted to, perhaps, 40 mph. At-grade crossing delays are addressed 
in DSEIR Section C.6 in the transportation analysis. Additional details are in DSEIR Appen-
dix 2. As noted in the DSEIR, the cumulative impact at at-grade crossings would not be sig-
nificant and SMART’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable. Additional 
detail regarding speculative impacts to which SMART would not make a significant contribu-
tion is not warranted. See also response A1-18. 

B3-17 This appears to be a misinterpretation by the commenter of what the TRB report says. The 
statement in the TRB report means that when rail is less efficient than truck, rail transport 
will not be chosen as the preferred mode by shippers. In other words, policymakers should 
understand that there is not always an efficiency gain by shifting freight from truck to rail, or 
vice versa. Also, this statement was made before diesel prices were $5 per gallon. 

B3-18 The transportation specialists who prepared the SEIR believe the TRB study adequately sup-
ports the notion that freight rail would reduce truck travel on Highway 101. The comment 
apparently makes the invalid assumption that all new rail freight traffic would be “induced 
demand.” It is possible that the railroad (NCRA) could carry some goods that would not 
otherwise be exploited, but most goods — e.g., existing lumber products, feed, agricultural 
products, etc. — would likely be diverted from truck to rail. 

B3-19 See response A1-3; see also Master Response 2. 

B3-20 See response A1-2 regarding SMART service levels. See response A1-3 regarding freight 
service operations. SMART will work with NCRA to determine appropriate freight service 
hours that allow NCRA to move freight along that portion of the corridor owned by SMART, 
consistent with SMART’s rights and NCRA’s easement, which makes freight operations sub-
ordinate to regularly scheduled passenger commute operations. Although increases are not 
currently planned, any increase in SMART service levels would also be regularly scheduled 
passenger commute operations and would also have priority over freight. 

B3-21 See response to comment B3-11. 

B3-22 It is unclear what “re-running the numbers” for the Los Robles (Roblar Drive) site would do. 
The projected ridership of this site was shown in Table C.5-6. There is no new information 
available to update this at present. See Master Response 3 for information on why this rider-
ship estimation methodology was chosen. Moving the site to Hamilton involves a net gain in 
riders as shown in Table C.5-6, not a net loss as stated in the comment. The analysis used the 
Roblar Drive ridership as a “pivot point” (starting point) from which the other station’s rider-
ship was developed; this technique has been widely used in transportation planning in the 
past 30+ years. 

154



Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit 
2. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT SEIR

Final Supplemental EIR 2-100 July 2008

B3-23 The comment addresses the conclusions of the certified 2006 FEIR and is not a comment on 
the adequacy of the analysis in the DSEIR. 

The comment shows estimates of the Marin and Sonoma County greenhouse gas inventories 
for year 2000. Impact characterization is based on a comparison with the 2025 No-Project 
conditions, not with those of 2000. Conducting the comparison in the 2025 scenario ensures 
that the future emissions performance of the motor vehicle fleet is taken into account, because 
the fleet will be cleaner in future years. The GHG emissions from motor vehicle traffic (part 
of the transportation sector) in the 2025 No-Project conditions and the avoided emissions 
with the passenger rail service are shown in the 2006 FEIR Tables 3.5-9 and 3.5-10 (p. 4-37). 
As noted in the text preceding these tables, the project would reduce motor vehicle emissions 
in the district by about 1 percent. 

B3-24 Proposition 65 requirements are distinct and separate from CEQA requirements. If freight rail 
operations become subject to the provisions of Proposition 65, appropriate warnings will be 
provided, as required by law. This would be an applicable regulatory requirement, rather than 
a mitigation measure. 

In DSEIR Section C.6.3, the increased cancer risks are described and quantified where pos-
sible without speculation. The comment asks for additional information regarding speculative 
levels of freight service; as explained in the DSEIR and Master Response 2, this is beyond the 
scope of the analysis of reasonably foreseeable cumulative impacts required by CEQA. It is 
important to note that NCRA is in the process of preparing its own EIR to evaluate the 
environmental impacts of freight service, including its contribution to adverse health risks. 

B3-25 The project-level and cumulative impacts, including health impacts, of diesel emissions 
associated with the SMART project are adequately analyzed in the 2006 FEIR, as supple-
mented by the DSEIR. As explained in the DSEIR, quantification of the adverse impacts that 
might occur under Speculative Scenarios 1 and 2 is not possible without undue speculation. 

B3-26 Adverse medical and psychological effects of noise are identified in the 2005 DEIR Section 
3.7.1, including revisions in the 2006 FEIR. The additional noise from freight rail service, 
including nighttime pass-bys, is identified in DSEIR Section C.6.4. SMART does not propose 
nighttime service. 

B3-27 A review of impacts on property values is not a requirement of CEQA. Secondly, it should be 
noted that train horn noise can be mitigated through the establishment of Quiet Zones, as 
discussed in the SMART 2006 FEIR. 

For the record, the study cited in the comment reviewed freight rail lines with traffic of up to 
75 trains per day, with 15-30 being “typical.” The study examined service on the combined 
CSX-Norfolk Southern-Conrail lines in Cleveland whose scale bears little resemblance to the 
service being proposed by the NCRA (even when speculative scenarios are included). 

Moreover, a key thrust of the study was to examine the effect on property values before and 
after heavy media coverage of a freight railroad merger and consolidation plan. Before the 
media coverage, results showed no impacts from freight noise with a high degree of confi-
dence (95%). With lower degrees of confidence (85%) there were very small (less than 0.1 % 
of value per train) impacts that were both negative and positive. After the coverage, the study 
found negative impacts with a high degree of confidence (95%) but only on units less than 
1,250 square feet within 750 feet of the rail line. The loss was approximately 2/10 of 1% of 
value per train. 
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Importantly, the study found very large premiums for proximity to rail transit stations. The 
study states that for smaller units, proximity to a station yielded a positive value from 13-15% 
that was statistically significant at a 99% level of confidence. 

B3-28 The cumulative impact of passenger and freight operations on crossings, including emergency 
response times, was fully analyzed in the 2006 FEIR, supplemented with additional information 
on pages C.6-5 – C.6-7 of the DSEIR. The cumulative impact of freight and passenger opera-
tions will not be significant for the reasons identified in the 2006 FEIR. This comment requests 
additional analysis of project-level impacts of NCRA’s proposed freight service. The com-
ment is outside the scope of the SEIR and should be addressed to NCRA, the lead agency for 
the freight project. See Master Response 2 for additional clarification of this issue. It should 
be noted in most cases cities along the line have emergency services on both sides of the track, 
and/or have crossings that are grade separated over the tracks (therefore causing no blockage). 
See also response A1-18. 

B3-29 See response B3-28. A 60-car freight train would have two, completely independent locomo-
tives. If one failed, the other could move the train, albeit at a lower speed. NCRA has also 
committed to purchase new locomotives, which are much less prone to failure than older, 
used locomotives are. 

B3-30 See responses B3-28 and B3-29. 

B3-31 The growth-inducing effects of increased freight traffic associated with a container port in 
Humboldt Bay are not within the scope of SMART’s DSEIR. SMART is not the public entity 
proposing rail freight service or the container port, and SMART’s proposed passenger rail 
operations would not be cumulative with any freight operations north of Cloverdale. See 
Master Response 2. Any growth-inducing effects of rail freight service will be addressed in 
NCRA’s EIR on its proposed project. The growth-inducing impacts of the container port 
would be addressed in that project’s environmental review process. 

B3-32 Maximum expected freight train lengths (cars per train) within the SMART corridor between 
Cloverdale and the Ignacio Wye are identified in the DSEIR in Section B.3. This is 60 cars 
plus two locomotives. To estimate a “maximum conceivable” freight train length would be 
speculative.

B3-33 The DSEIR identifies the significant unavoidable impacts of train horn noise due to weekend 
passenger service (under Impact N-5, Section C.3.4) and due to foreseeable freight service 
(Section C.6.4.1) for land uses near at-grade crossings, including sensitive transit oriented 
development. Based on the results of the peer-reviewed study by Robert Simons and 
Abdellaziz El Jaohari, “The Effect of Freight Railroad Track and Train Activity on Residential 
Property Values” cited by MCET in its comments, the effect of a rail station on residential 
property within 1000 feet could be a premium of 13-15%, even with levels of freight traffic 
that far exceed the potential freight traffic level contemplated in this SEIR. This is consistent 
with information provided in Master Response T in the SMART FEIR, which cited a number 
of peer-reviewed studies showing premiums for homes near commuter rail stations. 

156



Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit 
2. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT SEIR

Final Supplemental EIR 2-102 July 2008

Comment Set B4 
Transportation Solutions Defense and Education Fund 

B4-1 
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Comment Set B4, cont. 
Transportation Solutions Defense and Education Fund 

B4-2 

B4-3 

B4-4 

B4-5 

B4-6 

B4-7 
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Comment Set B4, cont. 
Transportation Solutions Defense and Education Fund 

B4-8 

B4-9 

B4-10 

B4-11 

B4-12 

B4-13 

B4-14 

B4-15 

B4-16 
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Comment Set B4, cont. 
Transportation Solutions Defense and Education Fund 

B4-17 

B4-18 

B4-19 

B4-20 

B4-21 
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B4-23 
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Comment Set B4, cont. 
Transportation Solutions Defense and Education Fund 

B4-25 

B4-26 

B4-27 
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Responses to Comment Set B4 
Transportation Solutions Defense and Education Fund (TRANSDEF) 
B4-1 The SEIR was not intended to be an urban design plan or a Specific Plan. Rather, its purpose 

is to disclose and analyze the environmental impacts of a rail station in several alternative 
locations, as identified by SMART staff in consultation with the City of Novato. As noted in 
the DSEIR, there are advantages and disadvantages to each of the Novato South station site 
alternatives. SMART concurs with the comment’s sentiment that transit best serves areas of 
concentrated activity. 

B4-2 The policy analysis required by CEQA is focused on whether the proposed project is in con-
flict with any adopted land use policies. The SEIR is not a comprehensive land use planning 
study. The Novato Downtown Plan and General Plan do not appear to specifically use the 
terms “intensify” or “densification” in relation to goals for Downtown. However, the Down-
town Plan does support the use of the NWP right-of-way for transit and for a bicycle path. It 
also established a policy to “Consider development of a multi-modal transit station at Olive 
Avenue or the Depot Area.” Therefore, the proposed station site would not conflict with exist-
ing policies. 

B4-3 See response B4-2. An evaluation of the potential for further densification of downtown 
Novato and the hypothetical benefits of such densification is outside the scope of the SEIR. 

B4-4 The purpose of the SEIR document is to evaluate the environmental impacts of alternative 
Novato South SMART station sites per CEQA, not to evaluate the pros and cons of various 
station combinations that could be created by adding or subtracting stations along the line. 
Generally speaking, the presence of only one station in Novato, rather than two, would slightly 
reduce travel times and marginally improve ridership. On the other hand, the reduced station 
access would reduce ridership. 

B4-5 Speculation about the message that would be sent by the City of Novato making a formal rec-
ommendation for a single station is beyond the scope of the SEIR. 

B4-6 If Downtown Novato and Hamilton were the two Novato SMART stations, a shuttle 
connection to Fireman’s Fund would likely depart from the Downtown station. Whether this 
pair of stations is superior “for the future of land use” to other possible pairs is subjective. 
These two would have the highest projected ridership of any other pair according to the 2006 
FEIR and 2008 SEIR estimates, although proposed development at the Fireman’s Fund site 
could boost Novato North’s ridership. Ultimately, the purpose of the SEIR is not to 
recommend particular stations in Novato, but to evaluate their impacts per CEQA. 

B4-7 The plans for the Whole Foods project, now under construction, show a landscaped area 
proposed for a space between the residential development and the NWP right-of-way. This 
could potentially be the site of a future stairway. If Downtown Novato is selected as a station 
site, SMART will work with the City of Novato, local property owners, and local transit 
agencies to finalize station access design. 

B4-8 The proposed bicycle/pedestrian pathway is planned to cross the track at the recently con-
structed North Hamilton Parkway. As with other similar crossings, the pathway will cross the 
track as a Class 2 pathway with bike lanes within the street. South of the crossing the path-
way is a class-1 pathway on an easement off of and adjacent to the east side of the right-of-
way. North of the crossing the pathway is a Class 2 pathway with bike lanes within North 
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Hamilton Parkway as the roadway leaves the track in a westerly direction. The profile of the 
grade of the pathway approaching the crossing from the south must conform to the grade of 
the roadway at the crossing. These details of the pathway transition at the crossing will be 
developed in the final engineering stage of the project. 

B4-9 SMART is not re-issuing the complete Draft SEIR and the referenced figure is not critical to 
the analysis. Information about the pedestrian ramp (which would be in compliance with 
ADA requirements) from Main Gate Road is provided on Draft SEIR page B-19. 

B4-10 The cumulative impact analysis in Draft SEIR Section C.6 makes the distinction between the 
reasonably foreseeable cumulative freight operations and speculative scenarios. The basis for 
determining that the speculative scenarios are highly unlikely is provided in Draft SEIR 
Section B.3 and further explained in Master Response 2. 

B4-11 Shared use of the track and FRA compliance is addressed in Section C.6. 

B4-12 FRA regulations regarding light DMUs are addressed in Section C.6. 

B4-13 The comment references a footnote (DSEIR page B-23) that summarizes information from a 
NCRA memo. While it is likely that the comment is correct regarding use of the term 
“maximum capacity” the source of this term is from NCRA, not SMART. Therefore, the 
SEIR preparers cannot interpret or clarify the intent of the information in the referenced 
memo. See also B2-18 and Master Response 2. 

B4-14  The FSEIR (Chapter 3) includes a revision to clarify that triennial updates are required for the 
2005 Ozone Strategy. The revision to Section C.2.2.1 reflects the status of this air quality 
management plan. Table C.2-2 is accurate for the purposes of the DSEIR and FSEIR. 

B4-15 In Table C.2-4 of the DSEIR, the monitored PM2.5 concentrations in 2006 are in bold-face, 
which indicates that the National Ambient Air Quality Standard (of 35 μg/m3) was exceeded. 
This is a relatively new standard, as explained over pp. C.2-2 to C.2-3, that became effective 
in late 2006. Therefore, the new standard only applies to a small portion of that year. The 
California Air Resources Board has not made available a summary of the number of days 
exceeding the new standard. 

B4-16 Comment noted. Train riders could arrive at the Larkspur rail station by ferry; MTC data indi-
cates that there are approximately 800 daily person trips by those living in San Francisco and 
working in Sonoma County. 

B4-17 The DSEIR (p. C.6-10) shows that all estimates of excess cancer cases and health risks in the 
DSEIR are based on continuous exposure over a 70-year lifetime. As stated in the DSEIR (p. 
C.6-11), localized impacts including health risks due to freight operation would be higher 
than shown for any location where freight train idling would occur, but the DSEIR also 
explains that these impacts cannot be reliably quantified because idling locations and dura-
tions for the NCRA freight service are not known. 

B4-18 The second paragraph of Section C.3.5, Impact PFS-4 has been modified as suggested to 
clarify that the total number of accidents, rather than the accident rate, may slightly decrease 
with the addition of weekend passenger service. 

B4-19 Both time separation and PTC would result in less than significant public safety impacts. The 
beneficial effect of PTC in reducing collisions is noted in C.6.5.1 on page C.6-18. 
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B4-20 The comment is correct in clarifying that the data was extracted using GIS mapping. 

B4-21 The Hamilton Town Center is a concept that originated in the Hamilton Re-Use Plan. It is 
located about 1/3 mile from the station, bounded by Palm Drive, South Palm Drive and North 
Hamilton Parkway. At present, there are no pending applications for the area. A station at 
Hamilton would be compatible with new development at the Hamilton Town Center as the 
two would be mutually supportive. Furthermore, the site for the Hamilton station is desig-
nated for transit facilities. 

B4-22 On a single track rail line, the headways are constrained by the location and frequency of 
sidings. The SMART operating plan has consistently used an assumption of 30 minute train 
service during peaks (two trains per hour in each direction). More frequent service is not 
contemplated. An operational chart of a schedule for 15 minute headways is therefore not 
necessary. 

B4-23 The clarification is noted; a text change is not necessary. 

B4-24 Regarding potential delays at crossings, the DSEIR correctly notes that the cumulative impact 
would not be significant for several reasons. 

B4-25 The NCRA proposed freight service would use “off-road” engines that are subject to different 
regulations than the regulations noted by the comment that affect locomotives. The new Tier 
3 standard for newly built locomotives that was established by U.S. EPA on May 6, 2008 
(Volume 73 of the Federal Register p. 25101) and would take effect in 2012 would be for 
0.10 grams of particulate matter per horsepower-hour. As reported in the DSEIR (p. C.6-9), 
NCRA’s operator proposes to use locomotives that would emit less than these Tier 3 stand-
ards for locomotives. 

B4-26 The sentence on p. C.6-15 is correct as written. The Quiet Zone designations would eliminate 
SMART’s project-level impact and SMART’s contribution to cumulative impacts. 

B4-27 The clarification is noted; a text change is not necessary. 

164



Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit 
2. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT SEIR

Final Supplemental EIR 2-110 July 2008

Comment Set B5 
Sierra Club, Sonoma Group 

B5-1 

B5-2 

B5-3 
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Comment Set B5, cont. 
Sierra Club, Sonoma Group 

B5-3 cont. 

B5-4 
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B5-7 

B5-8 
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Sierra Club, Sonoma Group 

B5-8 cont. 
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Comment Set B5, cont. 
Sierra Club, Sonoma Group 
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Responses to Comment Set B5 
Sierra Club, Sonoma Group 
B5-1 The comment is correct that both Marin and Sonoma general plans call for passenger rail 

service and bicycle/pedestrian pathways. Detailed information on the pertinent policies of local 
general plans is provided in the 2005 Draft EIR (Section 3.11). The Marin Countywide Plan 
was recently updated, with adoption by the Marin County Supervisors on November 6, 2007. 
The Plan calls for the implementation of the SMART project with policy TR-2.f, which is the 
“development of rail and a trail.” The Plan also references the 2003 vision document “Moving 
Forward: A 25-Year Vision for Transportation in Marin County,” which calls for “an inte-
grated, multimodal system that relies on travel by bus, rail, ferry, bicycle, and foot to supple-
ment and supplant automobile use.” 

There are other policies in the Marin Countywide Plan which are consistent with the proposed 
SMART project. These include policy TR-2.e which calls specifically for establishment of 
the North-South bikeway. It also includes policy TR-3.f which calls for the promotion of 
transit-oriented development, and policy TR-3.i which calls for the provision of shuttle 
service to transit. Since the SEIR is not revisiting the project as a whole, but only changes in 
the project and changes in the cumulative scenario, the requested information on general plans 
is not necessary in the text of the SEIR. 

B5-2 The SEIR preparers agree that SMART service would provide an opportunity for transit users 
to take the train, rather than drive, to the Larkspur Ferry Terminal. 

B5-3 The clarification provided in the comment is noted. 

B5-4 Comment noted. The DSEIR provides analysis of the environmental impacts of the potential 
rail vehicles; it is not intended to identify all the policy factors that will inform the Board’s 
decision regarding vehicle selection. 

B5-5 Comment noted. 

B5-6 Comment noted. Both the original CEQA analysis and SEIR provide documentation that both 
freight and passenger rail service can be accommodated on the rail corridor. 

B5-7 Information regarding the fact that NCRA and SMART are two separate entities is provided 
on page B-20; the distinction between the two projects and the scope of the SMART SEIR in 
relation to NCRA’s operations is further clarified in Master Response 2. 

B5-8 The comment notes that emissions and energy performance of passenger units should be expected 
to improve in the future as self-powered railcars are equipped with improved engine and 
transmission technologies. Analyzing emissions of the proposed DMUs depends on 
equipment that would be selected and placed into service during the early years of SMART 
operations. Although it would not be appropriate to speculate on when or how the proposed 
equipment would be replaced with higher-performing railcars, both California and the U.S. 
EPA have programs for dramatically reducing emissions from locomotives (see DSEIR 
Section C.6.3.1), and these programs would help to advance the higher-performing 
technologies described in the comment. The potential use of biodiesel was considered 
throughout the analyses of the 2005 DEIR, the 2006 FEIR, and the SDEIR. 

171



Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit 
2. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT SEIR

July 2008 2-117 Final Supplemental EIR

B5-9 The direct and indirect benefits of passenger rail are noted. These benefits are identified in 
the original 2005 DEIR and 2006 FEIR and in the findings for the project. 

B5-10 Comment noted. An aging population means more people who cannot drive, or would like to 
voluntarily curtail their driving (e.g., for long trips). However, SMART does not contemplate 
expanding service levels beyond those noted in the SEIR. 

B5-11 Comment noted. 

B5-12 Comment noted. At this time, SMART does not contemplate expanding service levels beyond 
those noted in the SEIR. 

B5-13 Comment noted. The environmental benefits of the SMART project, as an alternative trans-
portation system, are clearly stated in the original 2006 FEIR. The addition of weekend ser-
vice would further these benefits at a minimal cost. The comment correctly notes that there 
are benefits beyond the cost per trip, as avoidance of emissions and energy use are external-
ities that should be factored into the decision-making. 

B5-14 As noted in the comment, there are indirect benefits associated with the SMART project. By 
stimulating other transit (network effects), further reductions in overall VMT and associated 
emissions and energy use could result. See comment and response D26-3. 

B5-15 Emission estimates are based on vendor data where available, and they are subject to limiting 
regulatory standards. This results in emissions estimates being less variable than fuel effi-
ciency estimates, which are not subject to similar standards. 

B5-16 The comment is correct – per-seat weight does not necessarily determine whether a railcar is 
identified as light or heavy. 

B5-17 Due to their lighter weight, vibration impacts from light DMUs would be less than described 
for heavy DMUs in the 2005 DEIR and would therefore also be less than significant; quantifi-
cation is not necessary. See response B1-19 for information on the relative comfort experi-
enced by passengers in the heavy DMUs versus the light DMUs. 

B5-18 See response B4-22. 

B5-19 Relatively dramatic (at least 50 percent) changes in truck traffic would need to occur before 
there would be noticeable change in noise levels along Highway 101. The changes in the 
heavy truck traffic that would be achieved with the freight rail service would be much less 
than 50 percent. 

B5-20 Comment noted. SMART is monitoring the on-going work on positive train control systems 
that the Federal Railroad Authority (FRA) and the American Railway Engineers and Mainte-
nance of Way Association (AREMA) are doing. To date it is our understanding that several 
short test/demonstration track sections are being evaluated. SMART will be moving into the 
final design phase of the project over the next two years. It is possible that additional deci-
sions or rulings may be forthcoming from the FRA on this topic before final engineering com-
mences on a new signaling system. 

B5-21 Comment noted. The FRA safety standard for Class 4 maximum passenger train speeds is 79 
mph. SMART track prepared for trains to go up to 79 mph for heavy DMUs or any other com-
pliant passenger trains would also accommodate light DMU passenger trains for the same speeds. 
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B5-22 Comment noted. See also response B1-37. 

B5-23 It is true that roadway traffic effects would be limited by the temporal separation of SMART 
and NCRA trains. Most, if not all, freight trains would occur outside SMART’s operating hours, 
during daytime non-peak hours, and thus would not affect peak vehicular traffic. 

B5-24 The SEIR preparers concur with the comment. Please see response A1-18. 

B5-25 Noise and vibration are impacts on the environment that can have cumulative effects, as described 
in the 2005 DEIR and in DSEIR Section C.6.4. 

B5-26 Rail service does have a number of attractive characteristics compared to bus, including more 
space per passenger (providing for more comfort and wider seats), a better ride quality, greater 
potential to favorably affect land uses, and more. There is ongoing research about how the 
provision of “premium” transit services (such as rail) affects ridership; current information 
can be found at: http://www.trb.org/TRBNet/ProjectDisplay.asp?ProjectID=1596. See 
response B1-44 regarding bus hybrid technology, which has been factored into future bus 
fleet energy assumptions. 

B5-27 Comment noted. Compared to conventional vehicles, “low or zero emission vehicles” do 
have different environmental costs due to the different components and systems used in man-
ufacturing and operation of the vehicles. A comparison of life-cycle energy and environ-
mental implications of “low or zero emission vehicles” versus those of conventional motor 
vehicles would, however, be outside the scope of this analysis. 

173



Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit 
2. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT SEIR

July 2008 2-119 Final Supplemental EIR

Comment Set B6 
Marin Audubon Society 

B6-1 

B6-2 
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Comment Set B6, cont. 
Marin Audubon Society 

B6-2 cont. 

B6-3 

B6-4 

B6-5 

B6-6 

B6-7 
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Comment Set B6, cont. 
Marin Audubon Society 

B6-8 

B6-9 

B6-10 

B6-11 

B6-12 
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Responses to Comment Set B6 
Marin Audubon Society 
B6-1 Regarding wildlife impacts from weekend service, the introduction to DSEIR Section C.3 

(weekend service analysis) notes that, for issue areas not addressed in the section, impacts 
would either be negligible or would not change from impacts identified in the 2006 FEIR. 
Adding four trips per day on Saturday and Sunday would not change the conclusions 
regarding impacts on wildlife presented in the 2006 FEIR. The 2006 FEIR included full 
analysis of noise effects and potential mortality from passing trains. 

Fuel consumption and emission issues relative to fuel efficient buses are addressed in 
response B1-44. The last part of this comment addresses NCRA’s repair of recent flooding 
damage in the San Antonio Creek area, and is not a comment on the adequacy of the 
supplemental analysis in the DSEIR. The repairs were considered maintenance of the existing 
line so that the track structure will accommodate the restored operation of NCRA trains. 
Potential flooding impacts of the SMART proposed project and appropriate mitigation 
measures were addressed in the 2006 certified FEIR. During the SMART final engineering, a 
hydrologic study will be performed to determine what specific measures need to be taken to 
remedy damage from future flooding. (See 2005 DEIR, Mitigation Measure WR-2.) 

B6-2 See Master Response 2. 

B6-3 As noted in Section C.5.3.5, the Hamilton Station site is located outside of the 500-year 
floodplain, and would not be subject to flooding. No changes to the text of the Draft SEIR are 
necessary. See also response B6-1. 

B6-4 The potential wetland impact (.11 acre of isolated coastal freshwater seasonal wetland) at the 
Hamilton alternative station site is fully addressed in Impact BR-5 and adequate mitigation 
has been identified. A preliminary wetland delineation was performed for the site according 
to Army Corps of Engineers protocol. The wetland area is not within the main station site, so 
partial or full avoidance may be possible. If full avoidance is not possible, 2005 FEIR 
Mitigation Measures BR-5a and 5b would ensure that the impact is reduced to a level that is 
less than significant. More details about project wetland impacts and mitigation are provided 
in the 2005 DEIR and 2006 FEIR. 

B6-5 The impact on oak trees is fully disclosed in Impact BR-8, DSEIR pages C.5-38 and C.5-39. 
The types of oaks are identified in the impact discussion. The Hamilton station site plan was 
adjusted to preserve and protect numerous larger oak trees (see DSEIR Figure C.5-6 – the 
trees on the southwest border of the site have been excluded from the development area). See 
also response B2-35. 

B6-6 The existing conditions at the Ignacio Wye site are described in DSEIR Section C.5.2.3. This 
section also includes information on potential wetland impacts at the site. 

B6-7 The comment is incorrect that the rail line is planned and would be constructed as a single 
project. See Master Response 2. Furthermore, potential mining operations are not related to 
the proposed SMART project and are not required to be analyzed within the scope of SMART’s 
supplemental CEQA analysis. 

B6-8 The comment requests discussion of potential use of low emission diesel trucks in order to 
haul freight. The DSEIR relies on forecasts of future truck fleet emissions that include vast 
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improvements in the performance of trucks, when compared to today’s fleets. It is because of 
the improvements expected to occur in the performance of the truck fleet that the freight loco-
motives must be similarly high performing, meeting the Tier 3 standards for “off-road” 
engines, as described in DSEIR Section C.6.3.1. 

B6-9 As noted in DSEIR Section C.6.6, noise impacts on wildlife are documented in the 2005 
DEIR and 2006 FEIR. 

B6-10 Noise impacts on wildlife are not dismissed; a thorough analysis of noise effects is contained 
in the previous DEIR and FEIR. Furthermore, there is no documentation to support the 
comment’s assertion that freight trains would operate primarily at night. See also response 
A1-3.

B6-11 The potential growth-inducing impacts of freight service north of Cloverdale are not project-
level or cumulative impacts of the SMART project. See also Master Response 2 and response 
B3-31.

B6-12 The express bus alternative is fully analyzed and compared to SMART’s proposed project in 
the 2006 FEIR. Neither the SMART project nor the Express Bus Alternative would have sig-
nificant adverse habitat and wildlife impacts. With advances in both rail and bus technology, 
the proposed rail project would continue to be the environmentally superior alternative, pro-
viding net overall environmental benefits in transportation, air quality, energy use, and recre-
ation, as noted in Section D.3 of the DSEIR. 
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Comment Set B7 
Environmental Protection Information Center 

B7-1 
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Comment Set B7, cont. 
Environmental Protection Information Center 

B7-1 cont. 

B7-2 

B7-3 
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Comment Set B7, cont. 
Environmental Protection Information Center 

B7-3 cont. 

B7-4 
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Comment Set B7, cont. 
Environmental Protection Information Center 

B7-4 cont. 

B7-5 

B7-6 

B7-7 

B7-8 

B7-9 
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Comment Set B7, cont. 
Environmental Protection Information Center 

B7-9 cont. 

B7-10 

B7-11 

B7-12 

Due to the length of the attachments 
submitted with this comment, they 
are not included here, but are available 
for review at the SMART office. 
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Responses to Comment Set B7 
Environmental Protection Information Center 
B7-1 Given the conservative assumptions used in both the original 2006 FEIR and in the Draft 

SEIR, the environmental benefits of the project are more likely to be understated rather than 
overstated. The comment does not give specific examples of impact analysis that is either 
overstated or understated. 

B7-2 The DSEIR provides both a thorough explanation of how the scope of the cumulative analy-
sis was determined and an adequate discussion of likely cumulative impacts of passenger and 
freight trail operations on the portion of the NWP where both operations will occur. This 
analysis is appropriately based on the proposed freight operations described in NCRA’s NOP 
for its proposed project. See Master Response 2. 

B7-3 See Master Response 2 regarding “segmentation.” The basis for the conclusion that freight 
operations in the Eel River Canyon are speculative is adequately explained in the DSEIR. The 
“unrealistic proposals” noted in the comment, including the grant application and feasibility 
study, are not reasonably foreseeable projects within the meaning of CEQA and therefore 
need not be analyzed by SMART in the context of cumulative impacts. A “worst case” analy-
sis examines the maximum impacts that are likely to occur and does not require analysis of 
projections or operations that face numerous environmental, economic, and funding hurdles. 
Nevertheless, the DSEIR did provide analysis of these speculative scenarios in Section C.6, 
despite the fact that this level of analysis was not required. 

Contrary to the comment, the Marin County Superior Court did not rule on whether NCRA’s 
environmental analysis must address the entire freight rail corridor north to Eureka. Rather, 
the court’s ruling was limited to finding that the repairs and construction for which NCRA 
had issued notices of exemption from CEQA were part of the larger project being analyzed in 
NCRA’s EIR for the Russian River Division Freight Rail Project. The SMART DSEIR’s 
cumulative analysis properly considered the entirety of freight operations that are reasonably 
foreseeable to occur on the portion of the NWP line on which SMART will also operate. 

B7-4 See Master Response 2 and response B7-3. For all the reasons stated in the DSEIR and in 
these responses to comments, SMART has analyzed the reasonably foreseeable cumulative 
impacts of freight and passenger rail service. As with any project, the analysis is based on 
information available at the time the analysis is performed as well as reasonable forecasting 
of likely occurrences. “Legally binding commitments” are not required for purposes of mak-
ing an adequate assessment of environmental impacts under CEQA. 

B7-5 Assessing economic benefits of freight operations is not within the scope of the DSEIR. The 
cumulative impact analysis uses reasonable assumptions regarding freight locomotives and 
operations.

B7-6 See Master Response 2. 

B7-7 CEQA does not require a balancing of the environmental benefits of one project over another, 
independent project. As noted in Master Response 2, SMART’s proposed project is not “tied” 
to NCRA’s project but is separate and independent. To the extent these separate projects 
result in reasonably foreseeable cumulative impacts, the DSEIR provides an adequate analy-
sis of those impacts and SMART’s contribution, if any, to them. 

184



Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit 
2. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT SEIR

Final Supplemental EIR 2-130 July 2008

B7-8 The analysis of the SMART project was provided in the 2005 DEIR and 2006 FEIR in the 
discussion of project-level impacts. As required by CEQA, freight operations were analyzed 
only in the context of cumulative impacts and only to the extent they could combine with 
SMART project impacts to produce cumulative effects. Likewise, the DSEIR examines the 
potential environmental effects of SMART’s proposed changes to the project separate and 
apart from freight rail service, as well as the potential cumulative impacts of both passenger 
and freight services operating on the same rail line. Therefore, the “No NCRA” scenario is 
equivalent to the SMART project analyzed in both the previous 2006 FEIR and the SDEIR. 
See Master Response 2. 

B7-9 The comment speculates that the freight rail corridor may not be of sufficient distance to 
compete with truck-based transportation and that displacement of trucks by freight rail may 
be less than shown in the DSEIR. No revisions are needed for the energy or emissions analy-
sis of freight because the DSEIR makes reasonable assumptions that freight rail service 
would be likely to remove some trucks that would otherwise occur; the comment does not 
provide any data to the contrary. The DSEIR assumption is reasonable given that the freight 
service would not create a change in the regional demand for goods-movement services. The 
level of detail provided in the DSEIR is appropriate for a cumulative analysis; see also Master 
Response 2. 

B7-10 See response B2-34. 

B7-11 The SMART Draft SEIR goes beyond the requirements of CEQA to analyze potential 
cumulative impacts. See DSEIR Sections B.3 and C.6. Cumulative impacts of freight service 
levels that are far beyond what is proposed by NCRA or likely to occur are identified in 
Section C.6. See Master Response 1 regarding the scope of the DSEIR; see also Master 
Response 2 regarding the scope of the cumulative analysis. 

B7-12 The 2005 DEIR and 2006 FEIR analyzed SMART’s proposed passenger service operations 
through the year 2025. SMART has proposed no new service increases beyond the 30 minute 
peak period service included in the DEIR and FEIR other than the four new trains per week-
end day analyzed in the DSEIR. SMART’s enabling legislation, AB 2224, specifically directs 
SMART to work cooperatively with NCRA and the Federal Railroad Administration to 
achieve safe, efficient, and compatible operations of both passenger rail and freight service 
along the rail line in Sonoma and Marin Counties. 
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Comment Set B8 
Greenbelt Alliance 

B8-1 

B8-2 

B8-3 

B8-4 
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Comment Set B8, cont. 
Greenbelt Alliance 

B8-4 cont. 

B8-5 
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Responses to Comment Set B8 
Greenbelt Alliance 
B8-1 See Master Response 3. The estimate reflects a reasonable portrayal of the station’s ridership 

potential; development since 2000 is included in the estimate. 

B8-2 Comment noted. This point is worth noting, but probably the reduction would be relatively 
small. The SEIR preparers concur that this is an environmental advantage associated with the 
Hamilton site. 

B8-3 Comment noted. The SEIR preparers agree that Hamilton Station Option B provides the best 
circulation through the site, especially for through transit vehicles. 

B8-4 This point was noted in the Draft SEIR at the top of the page C.5-5. 

B8-5 The Draft SEIR notes that the Ignacio Wye Station site is not environmentally preferred and 
points out the environmental disadvantages of this alternative. The additional factors refer-
enced in the comment are noted. 
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Comment Set B9 
Marin County Bicycle Coalition 

B9-1 

B9-2 
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Comment Set B9, cont. 
Marin County Bicycle Coalition 

B9-3 
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Responses to Comment Set B9 
Marin County Bicycle Coalition 
B9-1 Comment noted. SMART has prepared a Funding Plan that will be reviewed by the SMART 

Board and the public prior to preparation of an Expenditure Plan in the summer of 2008. 

B9-2 Onboard bicycle storage will be provided, regardless of the type of DMU selected for 
passenger rail service. See also response B1-3. 

B9-3 The SEIR preparers concur with the comment regarding access to the Ignacio Wye site. All 
stations would have bicycle parking, and will have provision for expanding bicycle parking in 
the future if the need arises. Bicycles can play an important role not only for access, but also 
egress from stations. 
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Comment Set B10 
Californians for Alternatives to Toxics 

B10-1 
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Comment Set B10, cont. 
Californians for Alternatives to Toxics 

B10-1 cont. 

B10-2 

B10-3 

B10-4 
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Comment Set B10, cont. 
Californians for Alternatives to Toxics 

B10-4 cont. 

B10-5 

B10-6 
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Comment Set B10, cont. 
Californians for Alternatives to Toxics 

B10-7 

B10-8 

B10-9 

B10-10
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Comment Set B10, cont. 
Californians for Alternatives to Toxics 

B10-10 cont. 

B10-11
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Responses to Comment Set B10 
Californians for Alternatives to Toxics 
B10-1 See Master Response 2. 

B10-2 See Master Response 2 regarding SMART and NCRA’s status as separate public agencies. 
The DSEIR was prepared to address potential SMART project changes (e.g., the addition of 
weekend service), as well as changed circumstances regarding potential freight operations. 

B10-3 An EIR analysis necessarily relies on “currently available” information; information that is not 
available cannot be analyzed. The DSEIR analysis is both independent and comprehensive, 
evaluating the reasonably foreseeable cumulative impacts of passenger and freight rail service. 

B10-4 See Master Response 2. The rail corridor is an existing corridor. The SMART project has 
been and continues to be planned with high public visibility, with many years of studies, vi-
sioning and community participation. See 2005 Draft EIR Section 2.4. 

B10-5 Comment noted. 

B10-6 See Master Response 2. The scope of the SMART project is defined in the 2005 DEIR and 
2006 FEIR. Proposed changes to the project are analyzed in the DSEIR. Whatever advantages 
might be realized with a programmatic EIR that analyzed the full range of train operations on 
the entire NWP corridor, such an analysis is not required by CEQA for purposes of SMART’s 
specific project proposal for passenger rail service from Cloverdale to Larkspur, particularly 
in the context of supplemental environmental analysis. See also Master Response 1. 

B10-7 See Master Responses 1 and 2. The comment references plans and comprehensive programs 
that are subject to programmatic EIRs. The SMART environmental analysis is project-specific. 

B10-8 See Master Response 2. The attachments noted in the comment do not support an argument that 
the separate analysis of two separate projects proposed by different public agencies is 
“piecemealing.” 

B10-9 SMART and NCRA are separate and independent public agencies. See Master Response 2. 

B10-10 See Master Response 2. Efforts to achieve greater coordination between the two agencies are 
on-going. The SEIR is not a result of conflict between NCRA and SMART. The SEIR is 
required because SMART proposes changes to its project and because the cumulative sce-
nario has changed. See DSEIR Chapter 1 for a discussion of SEIR purpose and need. 

B10-11 See Master Responses 1 and 2. 
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Comment Set B11 
Friends of SMART 

B11-1 

B11-2 

B11-3 

B11-4 
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Comment Set B11, cont. 
Friends of SMART 

B11-5 

B11-6 

B11-7 

B11-8 

B11-9 

B11-10
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Comment Set B11, cont. 
Friends of SMART 

B11-11

B11-12

B11-13

B11-14
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Responses to Comment Set B11 
Friends of SMART 
B11-1 Comment noted. Documents that include the location of the passing tracks and the bicycle 

and pedestrian path are available at SMART’s offices for public review. 

B11-2 Comment noted. There are a variety of benefits produced by the proposed project beyond con-
gestion relief. These include air quality benefits, greenhouse gas reductions and furtherance 
of land use and transportation objectives of most local General Plans. 

B11-3 Comment noted. 

B11-4 See responses to comments B5-16 and B5-17. The details of railcar selection, while 
important, do not affect the overall conclusions of the impact analysis. The combined impact 
analyses in the 2006 FEIR and in the SEIR fully disclose impacts of both light and heavy 
DMUs. The SMART Board will ultimately decide which DMU to use. Either type of DMU 
would compete successfully with both automobiles and buses, due to trip time, comfort, and 
ability to move about the train and to work or read. 

B11-5 Comment noted. It is true that there are constraints at each alternative station site. The 
designs shown in both the 2006 FEIR and the SEIR are conceptual. SMART has committed 
to working with local jurisdictions on station designs (see 2006 FEIR environmental 
compliance measures, page 4-11). 

B11-6 The requested information is in DSEIR Section B.3, which makes the distinction between 
levels of freight service that are reasonably foreseeable and levels that are highly speculative. 

B11-7 See response B5-8. 

B11-8 Existing transit services were discussed on DSEIR pages C.3-3 and C.3-4. See also response 
B5-14.

B11-9 DSEIR Section C.4 provides details on the energy and emissions savings generally provided 
by light DMUs compared to heavy DMUs. See also response B5-15. If substantial ridership 
growth occurs, additional passenger units could be added to either the light or heavy DMUs, 
as needed. However, it should be noted that the DSEIR, like the 2005 DEIR, analyzes the 
environmental impacts associated with ridership projected through the year 2025. 

B11-10 See response to comment B11-5. 

B11-11 SMART concurs with the comment regarding sufficient track capacity and passing infrastruc-
ture to accommodate both freight and passenger rail service. 

B11-12 SMART is not proposing headways more frequent than 30 minutes, and freight service beyond 
the levels identified in NCRA’s Initial Study is highly speculative (see Master Response 2). 
Accordingly, an analysis of the costs of more frequent signaling and control systems is beyond 
the scope of the SEIR. 

B11-13 See response A1-18. 

B11-14 See response B5-26. 
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Comment Set C1 
Eric McCaughrin 

C1-1 

C1-2 

C1-3 

C1-4 

C1-5 

C1-6 

202



Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit 
2. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT SEIR

Final Supplemental EIR 2-148 July 2008

Comment Set C1, cont. 
Eric McCaughrin 

C1-6 cont. 

C1-7 
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Responses to Comment Set C1 
Eric McCaughrin 
C1-1 The comment is noted. It is true that 75mph, while indicative of the top speed of the current 

Siemens Desiro light DMU vehicles, is not indicative of the top speed for all light DMUs. 
However, this does not affect the overall analysis in the SEIR. 

C1-2 The DSEIR must assume a certain fuel efficiency for the light DMU. Because there is a range 
of light DMU equipment that is eligible for selection, the DSEIR relies on a fuel efficiency 
that reflects a reasonable worst-case (1.93 miles per gallon). The actual fuel efficiency is 
expected to be higher than that assumed in the DSEIR. Therefore, the analysis in the DSEIR 
is conservative and may overstate adverse impacts and understate beneficial effects in terms 
of air quality and energy use impacts. 

C1-3 As noted by the comment, fuel efficiency data depends on a variety of factors. The fuel con-
sumption figures for the heavy DMUs were set forth in the 2006 FEIR and June 2005 Air 
Quality Technical Study, which were based on factors from Colorado Railcar on a per-train 
basis. Energy and emission calculations for the heavy DMU and light DMU are based on fuel 
consumption over train-miles traveled rather than on a ‘per seat’ basis because the number of 
seats per train is fixed and cannot be varied. Energy consumption and emissions depend on 
the number of train-miles traveled, not the number of seats per train. 

C1-4 SMART is planning to have two-person crews for each train regardless of vehicle type. 

C1-5 See response B1-20. 

 C1-6 The comment claims that selecting the light DMUs would enable a higher quality of service 
than what is proposed by SMART, attracting more riders, which would result in greater 
environmental benefits. SMART is not proposing more frequent service than that defined in 
the project description of the DSEIR; the DSEIR adequately analyses the environmental 
impacts and benefits of using light DMUs for passenger rail service as proposed. 

 The purpose of the SEIR is to determine whether the light DMU introduces new environ-
mental impacts that were not considered in the FEIR, which assumed use of heavy DMUs. 
The essential conclusion of the document is that the light DMU has both environmental advan-
tages and tradeoffs. The SEIR is not intended to make recommendations on which vehicle to 
select.

C1-7 The SMART proposed project is for passenger rail service; the project does not have freight rail 
impacts. A cost-benefit analysis of NCRA’s freight operations is outside the scope of an 
environmental document for the proposed passenger rail service. These comments should be 
directed to NCRA, the public agency responsible for freight operations on the NWP. See 
Master Response 2. 
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Comment Set C2 
Ann Hayward 

C2-1 
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Responses to Comment Set C2 
Ann Hayward 
C2-1 The comment opposing the project is noted. Comments on the merits of the proposed station 

will be considered by the SMART Board when selecting the Novato South station site. The 
analysis in the 2006 FEIR demonstrated that the proposed rail service would indeed remove 
cars from the highway. 
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Comment Set C3 
Paul Morris 

C3-1 
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Responses to Comment Set C3 
Paul Morris 
C3-1 The comment makes reference to the proposed rail project mixing homeless people with 

school children. The homeless facility is already in place in proximity to schools, so the rail 
project would not be responsible for mixing these two population types. School and child 
safety in relation to the proposed rail project is addressed in the 2006 FEIR. The project 
includes many safety features to ensure safety and security within communities. See 2006 
FEIR environmental compliance measures (2006 FEIR pages 4-8 and 4-9). 
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Comment Set C4 
Marie Hoch 

C4-1 

C4-2 

C4-3 
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Responses to Comment Set C4 
Marie Hoch 
C4-1 The comment supporting a station at Hamilton is noted. Comments on the merits of the 

proposed station will be considered by the SMART Board when selecting the Novato South 
station site. 

C4-2 As cited in the Draft SEIR document, SMART would install eight bike lockers at Hamilton, 
in addition to bike racks. SMART will address detailed security measures in the final engi-
neering phase of the project, working in cooperation with local police departments and bicycle 
advocacy groups in the development of final recommendations on this issue. For more infor-
mation, see page 3-62 in the 2005 DEIR regarding security. 

C4-3 Although paid parking is not contemplated at this time, the advantages are noted. It should be 
noted that that paid parking at only one station would not be appropriate but could be con-
sidered corridor-wide by the SMART Board of Directors at a future date. 
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Comment Set C5 
The Chitale Family 

C5-1 
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Responses to Comment Set C5 
The Chitale Family 
C5-1 The comment opposing the Hamilton station site is noted. Please note that no decision has 

been made yet on the site for the Novato South rail station; comments on the merits of the 
proposed station will be considered by the SMART Board when making that decision. Also, 
please note that the Hamilton site is designated as a transit facility site in the community 
master plan. 
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Comment Set C6 
Allen Tacy 

C6-1 

C6-2 

C6-3 

C6-4 

C6-5 
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Comment Set C6, cont. 
Allen Tacy 

C6-6 

C6-7 

C6-8 

C6-9 

C6-10 
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Comment Set C6, cont. 
Allen Tacy 

C6-10 cont. 

C6-11 

C6-12 

C6-13 

C6-14 
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Comment Set C6, cont. 
Allen Tacy 

C6-14 cont. 

C6-15 
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Responses to Comment Set C6 
Allen Tacy 
C6-1 As explained in the 2005 DEIR and the DSEIR, SMART train service will reduce regional 

GHG emissions by diverting trips from motor vehicles to transit, especially during congested 
peak hours when GHG emissions tend to be highest, per mile driven, due to stop-and-go 
traffic. The SMART project thus furthers the goals of AB 32 and the general plans of Marin 
and Sonoma Counties. 

C6-2 The Draft SEIR statement is correct. The SEIR does not consider re-routing GGT bus routes, 
because SMART has no authority to do so. Although SMART’s goal is the highest transit 
connectivity possible, it cannot ensure the actions of other independent agencies. Therefore, 
the SEIR does not rely on such service changes in the environmental analysis. 

It should be noted that a modern roundabout would not work at this location. An urban com-
pact roundabout would require an outside curb diameter of at least 108 to 128 feet; this is not 
possible at this site.1

C6-3 Through buses would have to loop around DeLong Avenue and Reichert, but then would 
have to turn left on Railroad Avenue north to Olive. This represents a significant deviation 
for a bus traveling on Redwood Blvd. A better option would be to provide a SMART shuttle 
that connects the rail station to the Grant/Redwood bus station. Railroad and Grant is a T 
intersection, so going straight ahead is not an option, nor is turning right (which leads to a 
cul-de-sac where DeLong Avenue is elevated). 

C6-4 The comment is noted. 

C6-5 Parking garages with very small floorplates are very costly to build per space, because much 
of the floor area gets used for interfloor circulation. There would also be aesthetic and urban 
design considerations of a tall parking garage at this location, which would probably have to 
exceed the height of surrounding structures. The suggested locations for parking lots could be 
pursued if the downtown station location were chosen. 

C6-6 Because of the added operating cost and bus travel time, it is unlikely that MCT would pro-
vide direct service to this station using MCT routes 51 or 52. See also response C6-2. 

C6-7 The SEIR preparers disagree with the conclusions in this comment. As acknowledged above, 
the Downtown Novato station site has a larger population within a mile radius, but is 
constrained by its lack of parking, resulting in lower ridership than the Hamilton site would 
have. Provision of parking was not part of the project description and so was not included in 
the ridership analysis. 

C6-8 The SEIR preparers agree that Hamilton Station site Option B provides the best circulation 
through the site. 

C6-9 Other passenger rail systems used as comparisons for weekend ridership also have recrea-
tional activities: Caltrain has downtown San Francisco and AT&T Park; Trinity Rail has the 
American Airlines stadium and downtown Dallas; and Florida Tri-Rail serves recreational and 

1

217



Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit 
2. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT SEIR

July 2008 2-163 Final Supplemental EIR

tourist areas. The DSEIR adequately accounted for recreational uses that would be served by 
the train in estimating weekend ridership. 

C6-10 The purpose of the SEIR is to provide sufficient information to allow a reasonable analysis of 
the likely environmental effects of using light DMU vehicles. By the time a request for bids is 
issued, there may be new vehicles that are still on the drawing boards that may be worth con-
sidering. The ultimate vehicle selection will be made by the SMART Board and would be 
based on, among other things, public input, bid prices and operating characteristics, including 
operating cost. 

Regarding the aesthetic differences, the comment is noted. See response C1-5 regarding level 
boarding. 

C6-11 Both “heavy” and “light” DMUs are capable of providing service in the corridor. As noted in 
the comment, there may be advantages and disadvantages to each type of vehicle. Moreover, 
there may be advantages and disadvantages to the same basic vehicle type across different 
manufacturers. The purpose of the SEIR, however, is not to compare and contrast vehicles 
options across all criteria in order to make a recommendation on vehicle procurement. Rather, 
it is to examine the environmental impacts of the use of light DMU vehicles per CEQA. 

C6-12 See response B5-20. 

C6-13 See response B2-38 and B11-12. 

C6-14 We are not aware of any quantified data bases of the directionality of loaded and unloaded 
backhauls. There is anecdotal evidence that the predominant shipment direction of goods pro-
duced in the region is outbound, but trucks also have a great deal of flexibility (not to 
mention financial incentive at current diesel prices) to accommodate different goods on back-
haul. The assumption noted in the DSEIR is conservative and appropriate, contrary to the com-
ment. Trucks carry most of the goods used by consumers in the region. 

C6-15 See response C6-14 regarding the validity of truck trip offsets due to freight rail service. 
Section C.6.3.1 of the DSEIR identifies emissions from trucks that are expected to decline in 
the future as aggressive regulations controlling heavy-duty truck emissions take effect. These 
regulations are in place today so that the relative performance of trucks is expected to 
improve when compared to rail freight transport emissions. Section C.6.3.1 makes it clear 
that the U.S. EPA and CARB are working on emission reductions for locomotives to ensure 
that freight rail transport performance remains superior to trucks. 
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Comment Set C7 
Mandy Behbehani 

C7-1 

C7-2 

C7-3 
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Responses to Comment Set C7 
Mandy Behbehani 
C7-1 This is not a comment on the DSEIR. Passenger rail service was analyzed in the 2006 FEIR 

and the only new or different project components considered in the SEIR are weekend 
service, alternative station sites for the Novato South station, and light DMUs. The project 
does not include “huge, loud and dirty buses to come to Hamilton.” Existing bus routes would 
serve the Hamilton station site. The proposed SMART shuttle that would serve the station 
would utilize a smaller vehicle. 

C7-2   The concerns expressed in the comment have been addressed in the analysis in the 2006 FEIR 
and the DSEIR. All impacts have been fully disclosed and mitigation for significant impacts 
has been identified. 

C7-3 This is not a comment on the adequacy of the DSEIR’s environmental analysis. The estimated 
ridership information (see 2005 DEIR) indicates that substantial numbers will ride the train in 
both Marin and Sonoma Counties. 
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Comment Set C8 
Glenn Mitchell 

C8-1 
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Responses to Comment Set C8 
Glenn Mitchell 
C8-1 The comment opposing the Hamilton station site is noted. Comments on the merits of the 

proposed station will be considered by the SMART Board when selecting the Novato South 
station site. The proposed SMART train has been planned on an existing rail corridor through 
Hamilton for many years. This is not new information, and the passenger rail service itself is 
not the subject of the DSEIR. (See Master Response 1.) The Hamilton station site is designated 
as a transit station on the Hamilton Master Plan and this information was made available to 
homeowners in the area. 
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Comment Set C9 
Douglas & Heather Evans 

C9-1 
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Responses to Comment Set C9 
Douglas & Heather Evans 
C9-1 The comment opposing the Hamilton station site is noted. See response to comment C8-1. 

224



Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit 
2. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT SEIR

Final Supplemental EIR 2-170 July 2008

Comment Set C10 
John Diamante 

C10-1 
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Responses to Comment Set C10 
John Diamante 
C10-1 The comment supporting the project is noted. Comments on the merits of the proposed station 

will be considered by the SMART Board when selecting the Novato South station site. 
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Comment Set C11 
Elvera Berson 

C11-1 
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Responses to Comment Set C11 
Elvera Berson 
C11-1 See Master Response 4. The SMART Board of Directors will make final station siting deci-

sions with input from the City of Novato and other interested groups and citizens. 
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Comment Set C12 
John Marshall 

C12-1 

C12-2 

C12-3 

C12-4 

C12-5 
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Comment Set C12, cont. 
John Marshall 

C12-6 
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Responses to Comment Set C12 
John Marshall 
C12-1 The Hamilton Station site has been designated in local planning documents for future transit 

use since at least 1993; this is also reflected in the title documents for the property (see 
DSEIR, Section B.2.3.3). This site is not protected open space or park land. It is the site of a 
historic rail station complete with a road and decaying parking lot. Some residents have noted 
that the promise of a transit station was a factor in their decision to locate in Hamilton. 

C12-2 There is considerable evidence that proximity to rail transit stations has a positive impact on prop-
erty values. As noted in SMART’s FEIR in Master Response T on page 3-2.51, recent studies 
of rail systems in California by U.C. Berkeley professors Robert Cervero and Michael Duncan 
found premiums for both single family homes and condominium properties located within a 
½ mile radius of stations. Access to transportation is valued in the real estate marketplace, 
and proximity to rail transit systems such as BART, Caltrain, ACE are all routinely trumpeted 
in the marketing of residential properties. See also response B3-27. 

To mitigate potential station impacts, SMART has proposed a landscape buffer between homes 
and the station. 

C12-3 The comment opposing the Hamilton station site is noted. See response to comment C8-1. 
Visual and noise impacts of the station are fully disclosed in the DSEIR. Visual impacts 
would not be significant due to station site design, which includes provisions to shield 
lighting and a landscape screen between homes and the station. Noise levels from station 
activities would not exceed thresholds for a significant impact. 

C12-4 The comment states the opinion that the station is “too far” from Highway 101 interchanges 
and feeder roads. Some of the distances are not correct, as the station (via Main Gate Road 
access) is approximately one mile from the Ignacio/Hamilton exit from Highway 101, not the 
1.6 miles stated in the comment. The distance is not that material since many or most of the 
trips would not be accessing the station from Highway 101 anyway. No station site is perfect; 
all involve tradoffs that will need to be considered by decisionmakers in selecting a site. With 
regard to single lane roads, the analysis showed that with modest mitigations these would 
adequately serve the station and its surrounding area in the future. The transportation analysis 
did not conclude that severe back ups would occur, as the comment suggests. 

C12-5 Main Gate Road is already a busy road; the addition of the traffic to the proposed station would 
be very small (less than five percent if Option B is selection), and the majority of station 
traffic would occur before or after the times parents/pupils would be traveling to Hamilton 
Elementary School. See response A5-2 and Master Response 4. It should be noted that the 
Hamilton Master Plan designates the Hamilton Station site for transit facilities. 

C12-6 Comment noted; this is not a comment on the DSEIR. Comments on the merits of the 
proposed station will be considered by the SMART Board when selecting the Novato South 
station site. 
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Comment Set C13 
Ian Gillis 

C13-1 
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Responses to Comment Set C13 
Ian Gillis 
C13-1 The comment supporting the project and a station at Hamilton is noted. Comments on the 

merits of the proposed station will be considered by the SMART Board when selecting the 
Novato South station site. 
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Comment Set C14 
Diane Hartshorn 

C14-1 
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Responses to Comment Set C14 
Diane Hartshorn 
C14-1 The commenter is concerned about the safety of siting the Hamilton Station near schools. The 

location of the SMART rail corridor has not changed since the 2005 DEIR, only the proposed 
alternative location of the Novato South Station has changed to be potentially located at the 
Hamilton Station site. Should the Hamilton Station location be selected, this would have the 
effect of slowing train traffic in the vicinity of the Hamilton Station because trains would stop 
at the station rather than pass through the location at speed. No additional impacts on public 
safety from the SMART rail corridor are created in the vicinity of the three schools and one 
daycare facility nearby the Hamilton Station. In addition, please see responses A1-21 and 
C18-19 and Master Response 4. 
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Comment Set C15 
Robert L. Belichick 

C15-1 
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Responses to Comment Set C15 
Robert L. Belichick 
C15-1 The comment supporting the project and a station at Hamilton is noted. Comments on the 

merits of the proposed station will be considered by the SMART Board when selecting the 
Novato South station site. 
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Comment Set C16 
Mercita Oliva 

C16-1 
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Responses to Comment Set C16 
Mercita Oliva 
C16-1 The comment supporting the project and a station at Hamilton is noted. Comments on the 

merits of the proposed station will be considered by the SMART Board when selecting the 
Novato South station site. It is noted that the claims made in the referenced flyer that was 
distributed in the Hamilton community included incorrect facts. Correct facts and analysis 
regarding safety, noise, air pollution and traffic are contained in the 2006 FEIR and in the 
DSEIR.
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Comment Set C17 
Ralf Knoesel 

C17-1 
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Responses to Comment Set C17 
Ralf Knoesel 
C17-1 The comment supporting the project and a station at Hamilton is noted. Comments on the 

merits of the proposed station will be considered by the SMART Board when selecting the 
Novato South station site. 
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Comment Set C18 
Patricia S. Cockerham 

C18-1 

C18-2 
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Comment Set C18, cont. 
Patricia S. Cockerham 

C18-3 

C18-4 

C18-5 

C18-6 
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Comment Set C18, cont. 
Patricia S. Cockerham 

C18-6 cont. 

C18-7 

C18-8 

C18-9 

C18-10

C18-11

C18-12
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Comment Set C18, cont. 
Patricia S. Cockerham 

C18-12 cont. 

C18-13

C18-14

C18-15
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Comment Set C18, cont. 
Patricia S. Cockerham 

C18-15 cont. 

C18-16

C18-17

C18-18

C18-19
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Comment Set C18, cont. 
Patricia S. Cockerham 

C18-19 cont. 

C18-20
C18-21
C18-22

C18-23

C18-24

C18-25

C18-26
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Responses to Comment Set C18 
Patricia S. Cockerman 
C18-1 Please note that the SMART passenger rail proposal and the NCRA freight proposal are two 

separate and distinct plans that can operate independently of each other. See Master Response 2. 
The comparison provided in the comment is not based on any accepted transportation meth-
odology and is both irrelevant and incorrect. Note that a vehicle moving 65 mph will require 
at least 150 feet of road space at the break between LOS C and D, the level at which speeds 
begin to decline due to traffic congestion, according to the Highway Capacity Manual 2000. 

C18-2 Section C.6.3.1 of the DSEIR discloses the potential health risks of freight rail service proposed 
by NCRA as it may occur in the cumulative context. Because passenger rail service would not 
individually result in a significant impact from localized contaminants, cumulative air quality 
impacts driven primarily by the freight service would not be within the jurisdiction of SMART 
to mitigate. NCRA would be responsible for implementing all feasible mitigation measures to 
mitigate the impacts associated with freight rail service. NCRA is in the process of preparing 
its own EIR to evaluate the environmental impacts of freight service, including its contribu-
tion to a cumulative air quality impact. It is important to note that all cumulative air quality 
impacts of passenger rail service combined with NCRA’s proposed freight rail service are less 
than significant. In addition, freight trains will not operate south of Highway 37 in Novato. 

C18-3 See response A1-7 for information on applicable requirements under Proposition 65. 

C18-4 This is not a comment on the adequacy of the DSEIR’s environmental analysis. The cost of 
SMART for riders (fares) will be comparable to Golden Gate bus service. The cost to tax-
payers will be the proposed local ¼ cent sales tax. Sales tax increments are a common means 
of funding transportation improvements in the Bay Area. The recent ½ cent sales tax passed 
in 2004 in Marin County (Measure A) is an example. About half of that sales tax revenue 
goes to preserving local bus service. The cost estimate per household provided in the com-
ment is not accurate. Among other things, it does not consider: capital funds already secured 
by SMART, fare revenue and other revenues that will be generated by the project. In addi-
tion, the comment does not address the fact that the tourists, travelers, and employees who 
work in the District also pay sales taxes, and the fact that the number of households within 
the District is projected to grow over the life of the tax measure, based on the projections in 
local general plans. 

C18-5 A discussion of project costs in the environmental document is not required by CEQA. 
However, for information purposes please see the 2008 SMART Expenditure Plan or the 
2008 SMART Funding Plan. 

C18-6 The comment’s statements regarding NCRA are not comments on the adequacy of SMART’s 
DSEIR environmental analysis; no further response is warranted. It should be noted that infor-
mation regarding the FRA’s suspension of NCRA’s operations in 2001 appears on page B-19 
of the DSEIR; information regarding NCRA’s various long-term planning documents appears 
on pages B-22 and B-23. 

C18-7 Comment noted. The lawsuit between the City of Novato and NCRA does not affect the envi-
ronmental analysis provided in SMART’s DSEIR, which, among other things, evaluates the 
potential environmental effects of reasonably foreseeable freight operations on the rail line 
shared by the two projects between Cloverdale and the Ignacio Wye (at Highway 37). See 
also Master Response 2. 
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C18-8 See DSEIR Section C.6.2.2 regarding truck offsets in Speculative Scenario 1. See Section 
C.6.1 regarding general truck offset assumptions, including the assumption that some freight 
return trips would be empty. As noted in the DSEIR, impacts associated with freight rail ser-
vice north of Willits are not reasonably foreseeable cumulative impacts. See Master Response 2. 

C18-9 NCRA’s environmental and ethical track record is not within the scope of the DSEIR and is 
not appropriate for inclusion in the SMART DSEIR. All cumulative environmental effects, 
including diesel emissions, are fully disclosed in the 2006 SMART FEIR and the SMART 
DSEIR. See DSEIR Section C.6. 

C18-10 See response C18-2. 

C18-11 Health risks associated with diesel exhaust are fully described in the 2005 DEIR (p. 3-74) and 
in the 2006 FEIR (p. 4-38). See also response C18-2 regarding disclosure of health risks 
associated with air emissions from the freight service, and see response A1-7 regarding 
warnings required under Proposition 65. 

C18-12 Section C.6.4.1 of the DSEIR discloses the potential noise impacts of freight service in the 
cumulative context. CEQA requires SMART to mitigate its own project-level impacts and 
any cumulatively considerable contribution it makes to a cumulative impact. NCRA, not 
SMART, is responsible for mitigating the impacts of NCRA’s proposed freight service. See 
also Master Response 2. 

C18-13 The 2005 DEIR (p. 3-138) and 2006 FEIR (Master Response Q, p. 3.2-44) and Master Response 5 
identify Quiet Zones as a way of reducing the noise impact and provide details about the 
implementation of Quiet Zones. The SMART 2006 FEIR and current DSEIR both identify 
train horn noise as significant partially because of the fact that implementation of Quiet Zones 
at every location is not certain. 

C18-14 The SMART project is not the cause of impacts associated with freight. Mitigation measures 
for the proposed freight operations are the responsibility of NCRA and its operator, NWP Co. 

C18-15 This is an opinion of the commenter. The Hamilton Station site would have a ridership com-
parable to downtown San Rafael. The cited page of the FEIR (page 3.2-12) indicates that 
there would be 93 daily boardings at the Roblar Drive Station. The statement that “less than 
50 people would use a South Novato Station” is not correct; the potential Downtown and 
Hamilton Stations would both have greater ridership. 

C18-16 See response A1-21. The two schools referenced in the comment are noted. Hamilton Ele-
mentary School is not within close proximity to the Hamilton station site, but is now men-
tioned in the text of the SEIR. The Nexus Academy is not adjacent to the station site and is 
closing, as of June 2008, according to its website. 

C18-17 The air (straight-line) distance between the Roblar Drive Station (analyzed in the 2005 DEIR 
and 2006 FEIR) and the Hamilton Station is approximately 0.9 miles, not 1/3 mile, as stated 
in the comment. The additional ridership at Hamilton is a result of more residents being able 
to walk or bicycle to the station than the Roblar site and a higher net job density. 

C18-18 See response A5-3. 
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C18-19 Health risks, including incidences of asthma and allergies, associated with air emissions from 
the passenger service at the Hamilton site are shown to be less than significant (DSEIR Sec-
tion C.3.2 and Section C.5.3.2). 

See response A1-22 regarding station security. See response A1-21 regarding safety around 
Hamilton Station. The safety of the rail line was fully assessed in the 2006 certified FEIR; all 
public safety impacts were determined to be less than significant. See 2006 FEIR Master 
Response P. 

C18-20 Visual impacts and mitigation associated with station lighting are fully addressed in the Draft 
SEIR in Section C.5.3.10. Lights will be shielded and a landscaped buffer between the station 
and homes will be installed. 

C18-21  SMART will maintain its station area and will provide for security at stations as noted on 
page 2-62 of the 2005 DEIR. Master Response P in the 2006 FEIR also addresses security 
responsibilities for SMART facilities. 

C18-22 Potential loss of natural habitat and associated mitigation at the Hamilton station site is 
addressed in Section C.5.3.3 of the Draft SEIR. 

C18-23 The SEIR notes that 10,100 people currently live within a mile of the Hamilton Station site, 
with the possibility of more in the future. No single station site is going to serve the majority 
of Novato’s 52,000 residents. 

C18-24 The SMART Board is concerned with public safety, which was one of the major design 
criteria for the SMART project. In addition, please see responses A1-21 and A1-22 and 2006 
FEIR Master Response P. Please note that the station site is designated as a transit facility in 
the community master plan. 

C18-25 See response C18-1. Again, this comparison is inaccurate. The simple conclusion remains: the 
higher the ridership at a rail station, the greater the potential for traffic congestion relief. The 
concepts used of “freeing” and “distance” are irrelevant and have no bearing on the decision 
at hand. 

C18-26 The project’s benefits, including benefits in transportation and air quality, are clearly outlined 
in the 2005 Draft EIR and 2006 Final EIR. 
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Comment Set C19 
Robert & Nannette Brown 

C19-1 

C19-2 

C19-3 

C19-4 

C19-5 
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Comment Set C19, cont. 
Robert & Nannette Brown 

C19-5 cont. 

C19-6 

C19-7 

C19-8 
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Comment Set C19, cont. 
Robert & Nannette Brown 
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Comment Set C19, cont. 
Robert & Nannette Brown 
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Comment Set C19, cont. 
Robert & Nannette Brown 
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Comment Set C19, cont. 
Robert & Nannette Brown 
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Comment Set C19, cont. 
Robert & Nannette Brown 
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Comment Set C19, cont. 
Robert & Nannette Brown 
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Comment Set C19, cont. 
Robert & Nannette Brown 
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Comment Set C19, cont. 
Robert & Nannette Brown 
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Comment Set C19, cont. 
Robert & Nannette Brown 
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Comment Set C19, cont. 
Robert & Nannette Brown 
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Comment Set C19, cont. 
Robert & Nannette Brown 
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Comment Set C19, cont. 
Robert & Nannette Brown 
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Comment Set C19, cont. 
Robert & Nannette Brown 
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Comment Set C19, cont. 
Robert & Nannette Brown 
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Responses to Comment Set C19 
Robert and Nannette Brown 
C19-1 The correction regarding the funding for the Hamilton shuttle is noted. This does not affect the 

overall impact analysis. 

C19-2 See Master Response 3. The ridership projections are based on the distance from the station, 
not the Hamilton Shuttle stops. 

C19-3 Approximately 50% of the riders would be from those living in the vicinity, and the other half 
from those working at jobs near the Hamilton Station. 

C19-4 The sensitivity of overall project ridership to gasoline price increases was addressed in the 
2006 FEIR Master Response G. 

C19-5 The survey provides interesting information on where potential riders might live and the time 
that they would travel. However, transportation planners generally believe this methodology 
does not give very accurate ridership projections, and so the profession largely abandoned it 
several decades ago. There is a refined methodology called “stated preference” but it requires 
the respondent to explicitly be given more information on trade-offs. It is unclear whether the 
non-respondents to the survey would use the proposed service, or did not respond because 
they were not interested in it. 

C19-6 The existing Hamilton shuttle and its current service level was considered. 

C19-7 Based on the forecast, approximately 35 vehicle trips during the peak hour would be from 
outside the Hamilton area. These trips would be in the direction opposite to the major traffic 
flow in Hamilton (which is out in the morning and inbound in the afternoon, whereas station 
traffic would be exactly the reverse). Assuming the shuttle runs every half-hour to meet peak 
direction trains, its potential (with every seat full) would be an elimination of perhaps 25-30 
peak vehicle trips, taking into account the former mode of ridership of the users. 

C19-8 See response A1-17. As noted in the 2006 FEIR (p. 3.3-593), where land uses are comparable 
and at a similar distance from Highway 101, a single measurement may be representative of 
the general acoustical environment for several miles of the corridor. 
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Comment Set C20 
Jerry Stiles, Daniel Lamberson, Shawn Hoover, Pamela Pizzimenti, Patricia Brajkovich, 
Zane R. Carpenter, Gigi Carpenter, Kerry Badgsten, Stephen Badgsten, Cindy Fildes, 
Craig Fildes, and Craig Scott 

C20-1 

C20-2 
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Comment Set C20, cont. 
Jerry Stiles, Daniel Lamberson, Shawn Hoover, Pamela Pizzimenti, Patricia Brajkovich, 
Zane R. Carpenter, Gigi Carpenter, Kerry Badgsten, Stephen Badgsten, Cindy Fildes, 
Craig Fildes, and Craig Scott 
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Comment Set C20, cont. 
Jerry Stiles, Daniel Lamberson, Shawn Hoover, Pamela Pizzimenti, Patricia Brajkovich, 
Zane R. Carpenter, Gigi Carpenter, Kerry Badgsten, Stephen Badgsten, Cindy Fildes, 
Craig Fildes, and Craig Scott 
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Responses to Comment Set C20 
Jerry Stiles, Daniel Lamberson, Shawn Hoover, Pamela Pizzimenti, Patricia 
Brajkovich, Zane R. Carpenter, Gigi Carpenter, Kerry Badgsten, Stephen Badgsten, 
Cindy Fildes, Craig Fildes, and Craig Scott 
C20-1 See response A1-12. As explained in Sections C.6.4 and C.6.4.1 of the DSEIR, SMART pas-

senger rail service would not cause significant train pass-by noise or vibration impacts. Because 
the passenger service would not individually result in a significant impact, cumulative noise 
impacts driven primarily by the freight service would not be within the jurisdiction of SMART 
to mitigate. However, SMART has committed to assisting in the implementation of Quiet 
Zones, which would mitigate impacts of train horn noise from both freight and passenger rail 
service. See Master Response 5. NCRA would be responsible for implementing all feasible 
mitigation measures to mitigate the impacts associated with freight rail service. It is important 
to note that NCRA is in the process of preparing its own EIR to evaluate the environmental 
impacts of freight service, including its contribution to a cumulative noise impact. Part of that 
effort would be to identify feasible mitigation measures that could be implemented by NCRA. 

C20-2 See response B3-11. 

271



Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit 
2. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT SEIR

July 2008 2-217 Final Supplemental EIR

Comment Set C21 
Robert Tanner 

C21-1 

C21-2 
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Comment Set C21, cont. 
Robert Tanner 

C21-2 cont. 
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Responses to Comment Set C21 
Robert Tanner 
C21-1 Additional passenger rail service is not being contemplated at this time. 

C21-2 The comment suggests that SMART operate feeder buses to several locations. This is a com-
ment on the overall project and not related to the issues analyzed in the DSEIR. It should be 
noted that SMART is a rail transit district and is not proposing bus service. However, 
SMART will continue to work with local and regional bus agencies to coordinate and improve 
connectivity. 
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Comment Set C22 
Jack C. Swearengen, Ph.D 

C22-1 

275



Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit 
2. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT SEIR

July 2008 2-221 Final Supplemental EIR

Comment Set C22, cont. 
Jack C. Swearengen, Ph.D 

C22-1 cont. 

C22-2 

276



Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit 
2. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT SEIR

Final Supplemental EIR 2-222 July 2008

Responses to Comment Set C22 
Jack C. Swearengen, Ph.D. 
C22-1  Comment noted. SMART may consider other available DMUs powered by alternative means, 

such as hybrid power or fuel cell power, as part of its vehicle procurement process. See also 
response B1-2. 

C22-2 In certain areas and times on Highway 101, there is probably more traffic on weekends than 
weekdays. The DSEIR discusses and notes the presence of considerable existing weekend high-
way congestion on Highway 101 on pages C.3-1 through C.3-3. It was noted in the DSEIR 
that there was no congestion data through central San Rafael, due to construction. Even though
the gap closure project will improve this situation in the near-term, in the long-term (20 to 25 
years from now) traffic congestion over Puerto Suello hill is likely to return due to growth in 
traffic. We agree that one of the reasons for having weekend service is to better meet the 
travel needs of an increasingly large retired population, in both Marin and Sonoma counties. 
In Marin County, for example, ABAG predicts that the population of the 65+ age group will 
increase by 167% from 2005 to 2035, from 14% of the population to 34% of the population. 

SMART plans to work with the yet-to-be selected railcar manufacturer to accommodate bicycles 
on trains. See response B1-3 for an example of how this is currently done on Sprinter trains. 
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Comment Set C23 
Kalvin Platt 
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Comment Set C23, cont. 
Kalvin Platt 

C23-1 
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Comment Set C23, cont. 
Kalvin Platt 

C23-1 cont. 
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Comment Set C23, cont. 
Kalvin Platt 
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Responses to Comment Set C23 
Kalvin Platt 
C23-1 The positive planning aspects and environmental benefits of placing a station at the Hamilton 

site are noted. 
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Comment Set C24 
Marla Fields 

C24-1 

C24-2 

C24-3 

C24-4 

C24-5 

C24-6 

C24-7 

C24-8 
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Comment Set C24, cont. 
Marla Fields 

C24-9 

C24-10

C24-11

C24-12

C24-13

C24-14

C24-15

C24-16

C24-17
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Comment Set C24, cont.
Marla Fields 

C24-19

C24-20

C24-21

C24-22

C24-23

C24-24

C24-25

C24-26

C24-27

C24-18
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Comment Set C24, cont. 
Marla Fields 

C24-27 cont. 

C24-28

C24-29

C24-30

C24-31

C24-32

C24-33

C24-34

C24-35

C24-36
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Comment Set C24, cont. 
Marla Fields 

C24-36 cont. 
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Responses to Comment Set C24 
Marla Fields 
C24-1 See response B5-1. 

C24-2 The point about the Downtown Novato station site competing for ridership with the Novato 
North station (Atherton) is noted elsewhere in the DSEIR (see DSEIR page C.5-5). 

C24-3   Comment noted. See response C22-1. 

C24-4 The Hamilton Shuttle presently serves most of the area, but based on the information we 
have, does not serve the areas along Marin Valley Drive and Bolling Circle within a quarter-
mile walking distance. 

C24-5 See Master Response 2. 

C24-6 The fact that NCRA and SMART are separate entities and not dependent on each other is 
explained on page B-20 of the DSEIR and further addressed in Master Response 2. 

C24-7 The geographic area of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District and the Northern Sonoma 
County Air Pollution Control District is described in the 2005 Draft EIR, Section 3.5.1, Reg-
ulatory Setting (p. 3-53). As noted in that section, attainment designation is determined by the 
local air district from basin-wide data. Local ambient air quality monitoring data shown in the 
DSEIR Table C.2-4 is specific to Marin and Sonoma Counties. 

C24-8 Comment noted. Particulate matter from DMUs is diesel particulate matter from the exhaust; 
the particulate matter from on-road motor vehicles is from both exhaust and tire wear. 

C24-9 This information is not readily available, and it is unclear how it bears upon the decisions the 
SMART Board must make about the proposed project’s environmental impacts. 

C24-10 As noted in the 2006 FEIR, Master Response P, travel by rail is approximately 67 times safer 
than motor vehicles for passengers and approximately equally as safe for pedestrians and 
cyclists. 

C24-11 Table C.4-1 shows that total NOx emissions for light DMUs with reductions in study area 
motor vehicle traffic would be less than the significance threshold. Because light DMU vendors 
have not provided specifications on NOx emissions with add-on control, at this stage in 
project development, Table C.4-1 shows only the emissions before considering implemen-
tation of the environmental compliance measures (see p. C.4-2). 

C24-12 The 2005 Draft EIR showed heavy truck and bus noise levels in Table 3.7-1, and the 2005 
Draft EIR (p. 3-124) shows how noise levels decrease approximately 6 decibels for every 
doubling of distance from a point source. 

C24-13 The column headings in Table C.5-1 should read 2025 No Project, and 2025 with Proposed 
Project (not 2005). This will be corrected in the Final SEIR. 

C24-14 “Fair share” means the proposed project’s percentage contribution to the traffic at the inter-
section. This is a standard term in impact fees. For example, if SMART contributes 10% of 
the total traffic at an intersection that requires signalization, SMART would be responsible 
for 10% of the total cost of signalization. 
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C24-15 The consultant believes the portrayal as it stands is fairer than the comment proposes. It is likely 
that some intersections would require mitigation, with or without the proposed project, and 
would eventually have to be done with or without the project. The mitigation measures 
proposed are the same as measures proposed in the City's own transportation plan (prepared 
by W-Trans). Therefore, mitigation measures are likely to occur without the SMART project. 

C24-16 The following information was sent (via fax) from the City of Novato (Hans Grunt) to 
Dowling Associates on 10/18/07, and was used in the analysis (SFDU means single-family 
dwelling unit): 

A. All housing development (*constructed, **under construction, ***approved for 
construction, and ****proposed: 

 Hamilton Park *, 112 duplex homes on 8 acres 
 Villas at Hamilton*, 130 affordable apartments for low and very low income seniors 

on 3 acres 
 Traditions*, 143 single family homes on 18 acres 
 Southgate*, 152 single family homes on 25 acres 
 Bayside *, 142 SFDU on 21 acres 
 Hamilton Meadows* (aka Newport and Sunny Cove) 235 SFDU on 37 acres 
 Senior Site**** (of Hamilton Pkwy), 25+ very low income affordable senior apartments 

on 1.5 acres 
 Inspiration at Chapel Hill*, 19 SFDU on 9 acres 
 Hangar Avenue***, 27 SFDU 
 Total units in the Hamilton Field Plan Area: 985 units 

B.  All housing development for Hamilton Army Airfield Reuse Plan Area as of 10/24/05: 
 Pointe Marin (Rafael Village)*, 344 SFDU, 100 senior condos, 200 acres 
 Meadow Park Townhomes & Creekside/Bay Vista Apartments*, 708 units (351 

townhomes, 297 apartments, 60 transitional family units) 
 San Pablo*, approved tentative map for 19 SFDU 
 Total units in the Hamilton Army Airfield Reuse Plan Area, 1,171 units 

C24-17 Because of the large, industrial nature of the Landfill #26 contaminated site, its proximity to 
the Hamilton Station, and its status of incomplete remediation, the site is considered to have a 
moderate, but less than significant, potential to affect Hamilton Station despite the opposite 
direction of measured groundwater flow at the site. No changes to the text are necessary. 

C24-18 SMART could provide special service for unique events. However, the SMART project pro-
posal is for regularly scheduled passenger operations between 14 stations, primarily during 
peak hours. It is unlikely that additional peak period stops at a second Novato South Station 
would be added due to costs, impact on train schedules and the size of Novato’s population 
relative to other large cities with only two stations, such as Santa Rosa, Petaluma and San 
Rafael.

C24-19 Stations spaced about one mile apart are not uncommon on commuter rail lines, although they 
are not considered optimal because the short distance limits a train’s ability to accelerate to a 
higher cruising speed. (An example of closely spaced stations is three Caltrain stations on the 
Peninsula: Atherton at milepost 27.8, Menlo Park at milepost 28.9, and Palo Alto at milepost 
30.1.) Because the Novato North station would have all-day parking, and Downtown Novato 
would not, it is likely that Novato North would attract all of the park-and-ride patrons from 
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Novato, whereas Downtown Novato would attract riders who access the station via walk, 
drop-off, and bicycle modes. The net effect of this is difficult to quantify, but qualitatively is 
thought to be a very small reduction in ridership at the Novato North station. This change is 
not large enough to alter any of the impacts of the Novato North station set forth in the 2006 
FEIR.

C24-20 General construction disturbances and associated mitigation measures are fully identified in 
the original 2005 Draft and 2006 Final EIR. The construction period for the Hamilton (Novato 
South) station would be similar to other stations, most likely between four and six months. 
Much of the impacts would be related to grading, drainage and utility installation, paving and 
erection of platform canopies and appurtenances. The 2006 FEIR contains detailed environ-
mental compliance measures (e.g., construction phasing and traffic management plans, limit-
ing construction activities to daytime hours, and dust control measures) and mitigation mea-
sures to reduce construction disturbances to the surrounding community. 

C24-21 Although the exact change in emissions in Hamilton cannot be quantified, the analysis does 
show a net reduction in VMT, which in turn would reduce emissions in the area. 

C24-22 The installation of signal improvements would reduce overall delays by providing a dedicated 
northbound right turn phase, which would reduce the delays for employees traveling to work 
in the morning and residents returning in the evening. 

C24-23 In general, lower levels of noise and vibration occur when rail traveling speed is reduced. The 
presence of a Hamilton station would thus slightly reduce the noise impact of the train along 
the corridor near the station. 

C24-24 The Novato North (Atherton Avenue/San Marin) station would carry approximately 175-190 
boarding riders per day (see 2006 FEIR, Table C-1). This presumes the Novato South station 
is at Roblar Drive. If the Downtown Novato site were selected for the Novato South station, it 
could reduce this ridership somewhat, due to riders who might now choose to use Downtown 
Novato rather than Novato North. 

C24-25 See response C19-5. The survey is interesting, but it is not appropriate to infer that non-
respondents are just as likely to use rail service as respondents would be. In fact, the opposite 
is likely to be true. Also, “would you…” type surveys often result in biases toward answers 
that are more socially acceptable. This is why transportation planners do not typically use this 
type of survey to assess ridership potential. Approximately half the Hamilton Station’s rider-
ship would be from residents, and half from employees in the area. The exact location (half-
mile vs. mile band) is difficult to predict and is not that relevant to the selection of where a 
Novato South station should be located. 

C24-26 The traffic impacts of the three different Hamilton subalternatives were shown in the Draft 
SEIR in Table C.5-4 (page C.5-32). They show that the differences in traffic impacts are very 
small, due to the relatively small overall number of vehicle trips involved. It should also be 
pointed out that most SMART traffic would occur early in the morning, or after the 
traditional PM peak hour. This is because the longer nature of SMART trips would require 
patrons to start their trips earlier, or end them later, than would occur with shorter trips. 

C24-27 The Hamilton station, without the landscape screen, is shown in DSEIR Figure C.5-7b. The 
only potential building would be the bicycle station, which is shown on the northern end of 
the site. Other structures include the platform shelter, which will not be enclosed. See DSEIR 
Figures B-11a and B-11b (page B-17 and B-18) for conceptual site drawings. Also, Figure 
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C.5-2b shows a closer view of how the platform shelter would appear. Final design of station 
structures will include consultation with local jurisdictions. 

C24-28 The noise impacts associated with locating the station at the Hamilton Station site are described 
in SDEIR Section C.5.3.8, which explains that none of the sensitive land uses (including residences) 
near the Hamilton Station site would experience a significant noise impact from train pass-bys. 
See response C19-8 for additional information on background noise levels at this location. 

C24-29 A bus facility site is not part of the proposed SMART project and the SMART project does 
not rely on a new bus facility site in the Hamilton area. A bus facility would be subject to 
separate environmental review and approval by both the bus agency and the City of Novato. 

C24-30 Estimating the total, aggregated rise in property value in the Hamilton area resulting from a 
rail station is beyond the scope of the DSEIR and is not required by CEQA. Moreover, a rise 
in property value would not translate into an equivalent rise in tax revenues, due to state-
imposed limitations on annual property tax increases. See 2006 FEIR Master Response T regard-
ing property values. 

C24-31 Comment noted. The conclusions regarding cumulative impacts for noise, including the SMART 
project’s contribution to any impacts, are adequately identified in DSEIR Section C.6.4. 

C24-32 See response B5-19. 

C24-33 SDEIR Table C.6-1 shows the resulting noise levels for NCRA proposed freight service at 25 
miles per hour. At that speed, freight train pass-by noise would not exceed the significance 
threshold of 60 dBA Ldn and the cumulative noise impact would likewise be less than 
significant.

C24-34 Without the proposed SMART improvements to the track structure (e.g., continuously welded 
rail (CWR)), freight trains on the existing jointed track will produce more noise than trains 
operating on CWR. (Some portions of SMART track already have CWR.) Jointed track 
causes about 5 dBA more noise than the continuously welded track that would be used with 
the SMART project. If Quiet Zones are not established, freight trains would be required to 
sound their horns at all public crossings. See 2006 FEIR Master Response Q and FSEIR 
Master Response 5 regarding Quiet Zones. 

C24-35 See Master Response 2 regarding “highly speculative” freight service. If there were no SMART 
service, NCRA would have the ability to run freight trains at any time of day. It is possible 
that some of those times would be during peak traffic hours. If this occurred, the individual 
delays to motorists during peak hours would be longer, depending on the level of freight 
service. This would not be an impact of the SMART project. 

C24-36 The SMART 2006 FEIR’s list of environmental compliance measures incorporated into the 
SMART project already includes a commitment to using “green building” materials as well 
as drought-tolerant landscaping, among other things (see 2006 FEIR, p. 4-11). In addition, 
SMART has been exploring green practices for station design and maintenance procedures, 
such as solar-powered signals and integrated pest management and weed control. Although 
specific “green” features will be identified in the final design and engineering phase, SMART 
is committed to pursuing energy efficiency measures and the of use renewable energy. Imple-
mentation of these measures would further reduce the project’s GHG emissions and help the 
state move to a low-carbon future, above and beyond the beneficial decrease in greenhouse 
gases that the project realizes by lowering VMT (Impact AQ-3). 
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Comment Set C25 
Chrit Longmaid 

C25-1 

C25-2 

C25-3 
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Responses to Comment Set C25 
Chrit Longmaid 
C25-1  Comment noted. SMART will evaluate all viable and proven energy saving opportunities in 

the final engineering of both rail vehicles and stations. Solar powered station lighting and 
railroad crossings are currently under consideration. 

C25-2 The comment in support of weekend service as well as freight operations is noted. 

C25-3 The comment in support of the Hamilton site is noted. Comments on the merits of the pro-
posed station will be considered by the SMART Board when selecting the Novato South 
station site. 
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Comment Set C26 
Lionel Gambill 

C26-1 

C26-2 
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Comment Set C26, cont. 
Lionel Gambill 

C26-3 

C26-4 

C26-5 
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Comment Set C26, cont. 
Lionel Gambill 

C26-5 cont. 
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Responses to Comment Set C26 
Lionel Gambill 
C26-1 See response C1-3. Energy consumption and emissions depend on the number of train-miles 

traveled, not the number of seats per train. Although it might be helpful for decisionmakers 
and the public to view a comparison of energy or emissions on a per-seat basis, this type of 
information would have little meaning in the environmental impact analysis. 

C26-2 See responses C1-3 and C26-1. The overall decrease in greenhouse gases would occur when 
compared to use of more energy-consuming modes of travel (i.e., auto and bus). With this 
regional perspective, there is no need to calculate the greenhouse gas emissions on a per-seat 
basis.

C26-3  Comment noted. Please note the purpose of the DSEIR is to evaluate the environmental 
impact of a representative light DMU vehicle per CEQA, and not to make decisions about 
vehicle procurement. The vehicle selection process will be a public process with the SMART 
Board of Directors making the final decision. Public input will be sought in this process. 
Also, see response C26-1. 

C26-4  Commented noted. 

C26-5  Comment noted. SMART concurs that all available heavy and light DMU commuter rail 
vehicle models should be considered in the final vehicle selection, particularly in consid-
eration of energy requirements and vehicle capacity. 
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Comment Set C27 
Susan Ristow 

C27-1 
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Comment Set C27, cont. 
Susan Ristow 

C27-1 cont. 

C27-2 

C27-3 

C27-4 

C27-5 
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C27-5 cont. 

C27-6 

C27-7 

C27-8 

C27-9 
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Responses to Comment Set C27 
Susan Ristow 
C27-1 See Master Response 2 and responses B1-1 and B7-4. 

C27-2 See Master Response 2 and response B7-4. 

C27-3 It is possible for a longer freight train to block both Olive and Grant Avenue simultaneously. 
But a train “stall” is extremely rare, since a longer train would have two locomotives (one of 
which can be used if the other fails), and because NCRA/NWP plans to use newer locomo-
tives that are less prone to failure than older locomotives would be. Whole Foods’ primary 
access is from DeLong Avenue and would not be affected by rail freight operations. DeLong 
Avenue is grade separated over the SMART tracks. 

C27-4  Contrary to the comment, the DSEIR does not say that nighttime freight operations would 
likely occur. See response A1-3. 

C27-5 Quiet Zone designations would eliminate one source of noise from trains, i.e., the sounding of 
train horns at at-grade crossings. See Master Response 5 for additional information regarding 
Quiet Zones. 

C27-6 Public safety was addressed in the original 2006 FEIR. As described in Section C.6 of the 
Draft SEIR, with implementation of the proposed at-grade crossing safety devices, fencing, 
multilingual signage, and the public safety awareness program proposed by SMART (Opera-
tion Lifesaver), the cumulative risks to pedestrians would be less than significant overall with 
the addition of freight service. It is anticipated that schoolchildren that use parks in the vicinity 
of pedestrian at-grade crossings would benefit from Operation Lifesaver, and it is anticipated 
that younger than school-age children would be accompanied by an adult. In addition, the 
stringent state and federal safety regulations that apply to rail operations would continue to 
ensure the safety of pathway users. (See also the safety measures listed in the 2006 FEIR 
pp. 4-8 through 4-12, Environmental Compliance Measures.) 

The cumulative noise impacts of freight service on sensitive receptors, including parks, along 
the rail line are disclosed in DSEIR Section C.6.4.1. As noted in the DSEIR, there would be 
at most six freight train pass-bys per day (and none on Sunday) if NCRA reaches the full 
level of freight service projected for its Russian River Division Freight Rail Project. 

C27-7 The 2006 Final EIR Table 3.7-5 shows that homes would need to be closer than 40 feet for a 
noise impact to occur during passenger train passbys in this area, and no homes at Lamont 
Avenue or Manuel Drive are this close to the tracks. Furthermore, SMART trains will not be 
operating during late night hours. However, as presented in Table C.6-1 in the DSEIR, freight 
operations may result in significant noise impacts, depending on freight speeds and distance 
of homes to the tracks. 

C27-8 Sensitive noise receptors, including lodging and hospitals near the rail line that would be 
affected by train horn noise, are also reported in the 2005 DEIR and 2006 FEIR in Section 
3.11 for land use and Section 3.12 for public facilities and safety. Lodging (hotels and motels) 
are treated in the same category of noise-sensitivity as residences. See also response C27-6. 

C27-9 See response B1-41. Impacts on property values are not an environmental impact under CEQA. 
See also response B3-33. 
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C27-10 Diesel particulate matter, like other pollutants, would circulate in the ambient air, but would 
not disproportionately accumulate in homes. 

C27-11 The Novato Community Hospital would be more than 100 feet from the passenger or freight 
service, which would be a sufficient distance to isolate these uses from any adverse noise and 
vibration impacts (DSEIR p. C.6-15). 

C27-12     This is not a comment on the adequacy of the DSEIR. NCRA and its operator must comply 
with all applicable federal, state and local laws and regulations governing freight operations 
and cargo. See also responses B7-4 and C18-9. 
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Comment Set C28 
Willard Richards 

C28-1 

C28-2 

C28-3 
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Comment Set C28, cont. 
Willard Richards 

C28-4 
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C28-6 

C28-7 
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Responses to Comment Set C28 
Willard Richards 
C28-1 Bi-level rail cars or a mixed fleet may be considered in the final vehicle selection process 

depending upon their availability and FRA approval status. See response C1-3 for 
information on comparing the fuel efficiency on a per-seat basis. 

C28-2 Time separation requirements for light DMUs operating with freight service are addressed in 
Section C.6 of the DSEIR. 

C28-3 SMART is not proposing the extension of passenger rail service into adjoining counties at this 
time. A discussion of the relative merits of light and heavy DMUs for such service is there-
fore beyond the scope of the SEIR. However, the compatibility of the SMART passenger rail 
vehicle with other rail lines to which the SMART project might connect in the future may be 
one of the criteria considered by the SMART Board in selecting the vehicle. 

C28-4   The Siemens DMU vehicle has a lower top speed of 75 mph; however, that it not necessarily 
reflective of the top speed for light DMUs in general. Moreover, the DSEIR notes that the 
light DMU has a faster acceleration rate, as noted on page C.4-1. Ride quality may vary 
across the two vehicle types and this type of consideration will be taken into account during 
the vehicle procurement process. 

C28-5 See response C1-3 for information on comparing the emissions of the different trains on a per-
seat basis. Emissions are based on train-miles traveled depending on the frequency of service. 

C28-6 The comment notes that equivalent levels of CO2 occur for each train option per gallon of 
fuel. The discussion of Impact AQ-2 in the SDEIR, as well as the 2005 DEIR and 2006 FEIR, 
is related to criteria pollutants (CO, ROG, NOx, and PM10). For the criteria pollutants, the 
emissions per gallon of fuel from the light DMU are expected to be less than those from the 
heavy DMU. Impact AQ-3 addresses greenhouse gases, including CO2,, and concludes that 
the greater fuel efficiency of light DMUs would increase the beneficial greenhouse gas reduc-
tion impact of the SMART project. 

C28-7 See response C1-3 for information on comparing the fuel efficiency and emissions of the 
different trains on a per-seat basis. See response C28-1 regarding bi-level vehicles. 
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Comment Set C29 
Northwestern Pacific Railroad Company 

C29-1 
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Comment Set C29, cont. 
Northwestern Pacific Railroad Company 

C29-1 cont. 

C29-2 

C29-3 
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Comment Set C29, cont. 
Northwestern Pacific Railroad Company 

C29-3 cont. 

C29-4 

C29-5 

C29-6 
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Comment Set C29, cont. 
Northwestern Pacific Railroad Company 

C29-6 cont. 

C29-7 

C29-8 
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C29-9 

311



Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit 
2. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT SEIR

July 2008 2-257 Final Supplemental EIR

Comment Set C29, cont. 
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Responses to Comment Set C29 
Northwestern Pacific Railroad Company 
C29-1 The statement in the DSEIR is based on the freight easements granted to NCRA over the rail 

line owned by SMART south of Healdsburg. As noted in Section B.3 on pages B-20 and B-21 
of the DSEIR, these easements provide, without qualification, that “freight operations shall be 
subordinate to regularly scheduled passenger commute operations....” The assumption made 
in the DSEIR that freight service can be accommodated on the SMART right-of-way during 
daytime off-peak hours is thus a reasonable assumption based on the rights granted to NCRA 
in the easements themselves. The details of how these operations will be accommodated will 
be worked out in the future through the negotiation of the Operating and Coordination Agreements. 

SMART’s intent to operate passenger rail service at 30 minute headways along the NWP 
during the peak periods is not a new proposal. It was described in Working Paper 5, Detailed 
Project Design Options, Volume 1 as early as October 2003. These route frequencies were 
included in the Project Description for the proposed project in the 2005 DEIR and the 2006 
FEIR. The owner of the freight easement, NCRA, had the opportunity to submit comments on 
the 2005 DEIR, and did not raise any concerns regarding SMART’s proposed regularly 
scheduled passenger service. SMART is committed to providing an alternative to the single 
passenger automobile along the Highway 101 Corridor. Schedule reliability and predictability 
are key to providing successful transit services, including rail, and are central to SMART’s 
mission as defined in AB 2224. 

In working with NCRA and NCRA’s freight operator regarding scheduling of both passenger 
and freight operations, SMART will be bound by its statutory obligation to work in harmony 
to achieve safe, efficient, and compatible operations of both passenger and freight rail service 
on the NWP. 

C29-2 The statement in the DSEIR is based on SMART’s proposed project, which assumes regu-
larly scheduled passenger service at 30-minute headways. This is the project that was analyzed 
in the FEIR certified in 2006; no changes in the operating schedule were proposed for pur-
poses of the Supplemental EIR. As noted in response C29-1, the details of how freight and 
passenger operations will be coordinated will be worked out in the future through the nego-
tiation of the Operating and Coordination Agreements; however, SMART is committed to 
providing 30-minute headways during the peak commute periods. 

C29-3 The proposed passenger service analyzed in the 2006 FEIR assumed the use of heavy diesel 
multiple units (DMUs). The DSEIR also analyzes the use of light DMUs as an alternative to 
heavy DMUs, including the possibility of time separation. As noted in DSEIR Section C.6.5.1, 
if light DMU vehicles were selected for the proposed project, the midday SMART train would 
most likely need to be eliminated to achieve sufficient time separation and allow time for mid-
day freight services between the SMART morning and evening peak periods. (The proposed 
midday train would operate from Cloverdale to Larkspur, not San Rafael, as stated in the 
comment.) No final decision regarding vehicle selection has been made. 

C29-4 Comment noted. SMART is not proposing freight train schedules, as implied in the comment, 
nor have any specific schedules yet been proposed or adopted by NCRA or its operator. 
Rather, SMART’s EIR consultants have made reasonable assumptions regarding freight ser-
vice for purposes of environmental analysis, based on the underlying freight easement on the 
SMART right-of-way, which requires freight operations to be subordinate to regularly sched-
uled passenger commute operations, and available information regarding NCRA’s proposed 
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project. It should be noted that because SMART does not propose use of the Schellville-
Lombard segment of the NWP for passenger services as part of the proposed project, that 
segment would be available to the freight operator for holding trains to allow flexibility in 
accessing the Union Pacific mainline. As noted in response C29-1, the details of how these 
operations will be coordinated will be worked out in the future through the negotiation of the 
Operating and Coordination Agreements. 

C29-5 Comment noted. SMART’s 2005 DEIR and 2006 FEIR identified the infrastructure improve-
ments necessary for passenger rail service on the NWP assuming concurrent freight opera-
tions. SMART will continue to work with NCRA and its approved operator regarding plan-
ning and coordination of passenger and freight operations. 

C29-6 As noted in the assumptions on page C.6-2 of the DSEIR, the use of positive train control 
(PTC) as an alternative to strict time separation has not been approved by the FRA and accord-
ingly, the cumulative analysis does not assume development of this operations control system. 
However, for informational purposes, the DSEIR addresses qualitatively the potential impacts 
of operating light DMUs concurrently with freight trains with time separation or PTC. Con-
trary to the comment, freight operations would not need to be shifted largely to night opera-
tions if SMART selects a light DMU; rather the DSEIR notes at page C.6-18 that SMART’s 
midday train would most likely be eliminated to achieve sufficient time separation and allow 
time for midday freight services between the SMART morning and evening peak periods. 

C29-7 SMART’s function is to own, operate, manage and maintain a passenger rail system within 
Sonoma and Marin Counties, including an ancillary bicycle/pedestrian pathway to provide 
connections between and access to passenger rail stations. Although SMART is directed by 
AB 2224 to work compatibly with NCRA, this cooperative effort does not extend to acquir-
ing and building a second rail line to accommodate freight operations and/or implementation 
of the costly flyovers noted in the comment. If NCRA or its operator acquires sufficient fund-
ing to make a second rail line realistic, a proposal should be presented to the SMART Board 
for its consideration. In any case, a second rail line is not necessary to accommodate freight 
operations during daytime hours if the light DMU is selected as the passenger rail vehicle; see 
response C29-6. 

C29-8 Comment noted. The assumption cited on page C.6-3 notes that for general merchandise, a 
railcar can carry the equivalent of four truckloads. However, the DSEIR then very conserva-
tively assumes that railcars are more likely to be returned empty and therefore assumes only 
two truckloads displaced per railcar. If, as noted in the comment, railcars were fully loaded in 
both directions, then twice as many truck trips would be removed from the highways than 
assumed in the DSEIR, resulting in an even greater benefit to the area in terms of air quality, 
reduced energy consumption, and highway congestion relief than concluded in the DSEIR 
analysis. 

C29-9 This comment addresses the analysis in SMART’s prior certified EIR and is not a comment 
on the current DSEIR, which is limited to evaluating certain project revisions and changed 
circumstances. The comment fails to acknowledge the safety structure that will be built by 
SMART between the rail tracks and the bicycle/pedestrian pathway. That structure will be 
designed to accommodate appropriate pathway setbacks and train speeds and will be subject 
to review and approval by the California Public Utilities Commission. Please note that the 
California Public Utilities Commission commented on SMART’s 2005 DEIR, including the 
analysis of the bicycle/pedestrian pathway, and did not raise a significant safety concern. 
Further, the construction of a pathway linking SMART passenger rail stations includes both 
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Class I (on the right-of-way) and Class II pathway facilities (parallel to the rail right-of-way). 
As noted in the 2006 FEIR, where portions of the pathway cannot feasibly be located on the 
SMART right-of-way due to safety concerns, Class II segments are recommended. 

These proposed setbacks exceed the minimum requirements as established by the California 
Public Utilities Commission (CPUC). Minimum statutory side clearance to structures or fenc-
ing is 8.5 feet from track centerline, per CPUC General Order No. 26.C. The CPUC must approve 
all setbacks and proposed safety structures for the bicycle/pedestrian pathway along the NWP 
corridor. To further improve safety and minimize the need for safety structures, the proposed 
project incorporates wider setbacks along some segments of the corridor. Where wider set-
backs are feasible (along approximately seven miles of the corridor), a minimal fence, vegeta-
tion or similar structure would be allowed. 

As of the 2004, there were over 80 bicycle/pedestrian pathways adjacent to operating rail 
lines in the United States, with 40 more in the planning stages. (See Rails With Trails: Lessons 
Learned, prepared by Alta Planning + Design for U.S. Dept. of Transportation, 2002; Rails 
with Trails: Design, Management, and Operating Characteristics of 61 Trails Along Active 
Rail Lines, Rails to Trails Conservancy, 2000). In California, bicycle/pedestrian pathways 
approved by the CPUC adjacent to active rail lines include the Shoreline Trail (Union Pacific 
Railroad) in Pinole, Davis-Sacramento Bike Path (Union Pacific Railroad/Amtrak/Capitol 
Corridor), San Fernando Bike Path (UPRR/Amtrak/MetroLink), Irvine Bike Path (BNSF/Amtrak/
Metrolink), and many others. All of these referenced pathways have train operating speeds 
over 50 mph, and setbacks of 25 feet or less from the track centerline for portions of the trail. 
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Comment Set D 
Public Meeting Testimony, 4/9/08 

D1-1 

D1-2 

D1-3 

D1-4 

D1-5 

D1-6 

D1-7 

D1-8 
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Comment Set D, cont. 
Public Meeting Testimony, 4/9/08 

D1-8 cont. 

D2-1 

D2-2 

D2-3 

D2-4 

D2-5 

D2-6 

D2-7 

D3-1 
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Comment Set D, cont. 
Public Meeting Testimony, 4/9/08 

D3-1 cont. 

D3-2 

D3-3 

D3-4 

D4-1 

D4-2 

318



Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit 
2. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT SEIR

Final Supplemental EIR 2-264 July 2008

Comment Set D, cont. 
Public Meeting Testimony, 4/9/08 

D4-2 cont. 

D5-1 

D5-2 

D5-3 

D5-4 

D5-5 

D6-1 
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Comment Set D, cont. 
Public Meeting Testimony, 4/9/08 

D6-1 cont. 

D7-1 

D8-1 
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Comment Set D, cont. 
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D9-1 
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Comment Set D, cont. 
Public Meeting Testimony, 4/9/08 
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D10-2 
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D11-1 
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Comment Set D, cont. 
Public Meeting Testimony, 4/9/08 

D11-1 cont. 

D11-2 

D12-1 

D13-1 
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Responses to Comment Set D 
Public Meeting Testimony, 4/9/08 

Comment Set D1 - Susan Ristow 

D1-1 See response C27-3. 

D1-2  See response C27-4. 

D1-3 See response C27-5. 

D1-4 See response C27-6. 

D1-5 See response C27-7. 

D1-6 See response C27-8. 

D1-7 See response C27-11 

D1-8  See response C27-12. 

Comment Set D2 - Karen Nygren, Sierra Club, Marin Group 

D2-1 See response B1-8. 

D2-2    See responses A1-2 and B1-24. 

D2-3 See response B1-7. 

D2-4 See response B1-3. 

D2-5 See responses B1-29 and B3-22, as well as Master Response 3. 

D2-6 See response B1-14. 

D2-7 Short-term noise fluctuations are captured in the Leq and Ldn thresholds of significance, espe-
cially in the significant impact due to train horn noise (Impact N-5). See also response B1-41. 

Comment Set D3 - Erica Lowe 

D3-1    See response C22-1. 

D3-2 See Master Response 3 and response B3-22. D5-1 See responses A3-3, B2-39, and B3-14. 

D3-3 See Master Response 5 regarding train horn noise mitigation. 

D3-4 The DSEIR (Section C.6.3.1) explains new regulations which would substantially reduce 
freight locomotive emissions. The DSEIR fully discloses both air quality and noise impacts in 
Section C.6. 
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Comment Set D4 - David Schonbrunn, TRANSDEF 

D4-1 Comment noted. 

D4-2 The comment stating that the DSEIR is adequate is noted. 

Comment Set D5 - Peter Theran 

D5-1 See response A3-3 and information in DSEIR Sections C.6.1 and C.6.2 regarding truck offset 
assumptions. 

D5-2  See response A1-11 

D5-3 The 2005 DEIR and 2006 FEIR addressed localized carbon monoxide (CO) from idling motor 
vehicles at gate crossings (Impact AQ-5). This would be a less than significant impact of the 
SMART project. 

D5-4 See response B3-25. 

D5-5 There is no way to calculate a margin of error in the projection of ridership — at least in the 
way the term is typically used in statistics and probability. In statistics and probability, this is 
typically expressed as there is X% confidence that the results are within plus or minus Y% of 
some value. That approach does not work for a ridership estimate, because there are simply 
too many variables that will influence what the final number is, and there are too few histor-
ical observations to base an estimate of error upon. 

Comment Set D6 - Jerry Peters 

D6-1 The comment in support of the project is noted. 

Comment Set D7 - Geoff Adams 

D7-1 This comment, which refers to the need for NCRA to conduct additional environmental 
review in the event that freight service is expanded, should be directed to NCRA. It does not 
apply to the SMART project or the SMART DSEIR. 

Comment Set D8 - John Diamante 

D8-1 The comment in support of the SMART project is noted. 

Comment Set D9 - Lionel Gambill 

D9-1 See responses 26-1 and 26-3. 

Comment Set D10 - Dr. Alan Berson 

D10-1  The comment does not provide any documentation to support the claim that the proposed 
level of freight service could not be accommodated on the SMART right-of-way during 
daytime, non-peak hours. See also Master Response 2. 

D10-2 The overall health risks due to diesel particulate matter can be characterized using the health 
risk thresholds established in the 2005 DEIR and 2006 FEIR. This approach is consistent with 
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direction from the applicable air quality/air pollution control districts. See also the back-
ground discussion of diesel particulate matter in the 2005 DEIR (p. 3-66). 

D10-3   SMART is not proposing an electrified rail service. At present, none of the other standard-
gauge, commuter rail systems in the Bay Area are electrified, although Caltrain has plans for 
future electrification using overhead catenary wires. The SMART line could potentially be 
electrified in this way in the future. The possibility of freight rail running in the corridor 
poses no barrier to electrification. SMART will be evaluating all its vehicle options prior to 
procurement, and may consider hybrid trains or other emerging technologies. 

D10-4 Please see Master Response 3. 

D10-5 The SMART Board of Directors will make final station siting decisions with input from the 
City of Novato and other interested groups and citizens. 

D10-6 The comment regarding the positive impact of the SMART project on reducing vehicle traffic 
is noted. 

Comment Set D11 - Debbie Butler 

D11-1 See responses A1-21 and C14-1. 

D11-2 See response C24-28. Noise impacts are fully disclosed in the DSEIR. 

Comment Set D12 - Sharon Stammler 

D12-1 The significant unavoidable impact of train horn noise at at-grade crossings is identified in 
the 2005 DEIR, the 2006 FEIR, and the DSEIR (Impact N-5). See Master Response Q in the 
2006 FEIR and Master Response 5 in this FSEIR regarding the designation of Quiet Zones as 
mitigation.

Comment Set D13 - Steve Birdlebough, Friends of SMART 

D13-1 See response B11-12. 

D13-2 The reported fuel efficiency is based on vendor data where available, and the data varies because 
of the wide ranging conditions that influence fuel efficiency and the lack of uniform fuel effi-
ciency reporting standards. 

D13-3   The ride quality of different train types will be a factor in vehicle procurement decisions, but 
does not need to be evaluated per CEQA. 

Comment Set D14 - Chrissy Theran 

D14-1 See response A1-13. 

Comment Set D15 - Candace Clark 

D15-1 The rail line in San Rafael will not be used by freight operations, as freight service will not 
occur south of Highway 37. Therefore, this comment does not pertain to the issues analyzed 
in the SEIR. Passenger train passby noise was fully addressed in the previous 2006 certified 
FEIR.
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Comment Set D, cont. 
Public Meeting Testimony, 4/16/08 

D16-1 

D16-2 

D17-1 

D17-2 
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Comment Set D, cont. 
Public Meeting Testimony, 4/16/08 

D17-2 cont. 

D17-3 

D18-1 

D19-1 

D19-2 
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Comment Set D, cont. 
Public Meeting Testimony, 4/16/08 

D19-2 cont. 

D19-3 

D19-4 

D20-1 

D20-2 

D20-3 
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Comment Set D, cont. 
Public Meeting Testimony, 4/16/08 

D20-3 cont. 

D21-1 

D22-1 
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Comment Set D, cont. 
Public Meeting Testimony, 4/16/08 

D22-1 cont. 

D22-2 

D23-1 
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Comment Set D, cont. 
Public Meeting Testimony, 4/16/08 

D23-1 cont. 

D23-2 

D23-3 

D23-4 

D23-5 

D23-6 

D24-1 
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Comment Set D, cont. 
Public Meeting Testimony, 4/16/08 

D24-1 cont. 

D24-2 

D25-1 

D25-2 
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Comment Set D, cont. 
Public Meeting Testimony, 4/16/08 

D25-2 cont. 

D25-3 

D26-1 

D26-2 

D26-3 
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Comment Set D, cont. 
Public Meeting Testimony, 4/16/08 

D26-3 cont. 
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Responses to Comment Set D, cont. 
Public Meeting Testimony, 4/16/08 

Comment Set D16 - Allen Tacy 

D16-1 The comment regarding local jurisdictions’ ability to implement Quiet Zones is noted. Also, 
see Master Response 5. 

D16-2 Comment noted. 

Comment Set D17 - Tanya Narath, Friends of SMART 

D17-1 The comment regarding the positive aspects of the proposed SMART project on communities 
is noted. 

D17-2 The comment regarding the positive aspects of the proposed SMART project on reducing 
VMT is noted. 

D17-3 The comment regarding support for the proposed SMART project is noted. 

Comment Set D18 - Kaye Karchevski 

D18-1 See response B11-12. 

Comment Set D19 - Willard Richards 

D19-1   See response C28-1. 

D19-2 See response C28-6. 

D19-3 See response C28-6. 

D19-4   See response C28-3. 

Comment Set D20 - Jack Swearengen 

D20-1   See response C22-1. 

D20-2 See response C22-2. 

D20-3 See response C22-2. 

Comment Set D21 - Julian Darley, Post Carbon Institute 

D21-1   See response C22-1. 

Comment Set D22 - David Schonbrunn, TRANSDEF 

D22-1 The comment regarding Novato’s General Plan is noted. However, the purpose of the SMART 
SEIR is not to evaluate the City’s General Plan urban design policies. The General Plan was reviewed 
to confirm that the project did not conflict with land use and other policies in the Plan. See 
response B4-1; see also response to comment B4-7 regarding the potential for a future stairway 
at the Downtown Novato station site. 
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D22-2   See response B4-4. 

Comment Set D23 - Marla Fields 

D23-1 Comment noted. 

D23-2 Greenhouse gas reductions provided by the project are disclosed (Impact AQ-3) throughout 
the 2005 DEIR, the 2006 FEIR, and the DSEIR. Please see response B3-23 for additional per-
spective and background information on how reductions are portrayed. 

D23-3 See response C24-24 and Master Response 3. 

D23-4 See response C24-26. 

D23-5 See response to comment C24-27. 

D23-6   See response C24-36. 

Comment Set D24 - Walter Strakosch 

D24-1  Comment noted. 

D24-2 The comment regarding the prohibitive costs of establishing freight service to Eureka is noted. 

Comment Set D25 - Bill Kortum 

D25-1 The comment regarding the positive aspects of the SMART project as a land use planning tool 
is noted and will be considered by the SMART Board in its deliberation of the project’s merits. 

D25-2  Comment noted. 

D25-3  Comment noted. See DSEIR page C.6-3 regarding truck traffic offsets assumed in the cumu-
lative analysis. See also comment and response A3-3. 

Comment Set D26 - Steve Birdlebough 

D26-1 The 2009 update of MTC’s regional transportation plan (RTP) is currently well underway. As 
one of its major goals, it seeks to reduce greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) by motor vehicles, 
in part by reducing the vehicle miles of travel and private vehicles. SMART train service would 
help promote this goal, by diverting trips from motor vehicles to transit, especially during 
congested peak hours when GHG emissions tend to be highest, per mile driven, due to stop-
and-go traffic. 

D26-2 See response to comment B5-1. 

D26-3 The study referred to in the comment is Assessing Transit Changes in Columbus, Ohio, and 
Sacramento, California: Progress and Survival in Two State Capitals, 1985–2002, John Schu-
mann, 2002. The beneficial effect of rail service on local transit is noted. SMART would work 
closely with local transit operators to promote coordinated services with them on the weekends. 
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3.  Revisions and Corrections to the Draft SEIR 
This section includes the revisions to the Draft SEIR. These revisions and corrections have been made in 
response to comments or based on SMART staff and consultant review. The revisions do not change any 
of the impact conclusions presented in the Draft SEIR. 

These revisions appear here in the order they appear in the Draft SEIR. Text additions appear in underline
and text deletions appear in strikeout.

Section B.4, Environmental Compliance Measures 

A new environmental compliance measure is added to Section B.4 of the DSEIR: 

The construction plan for station sites shall contain detailed provisions for the protection 
of existing mature oak trees and these provisions shall be conveyed to all construction 
personnel.

Section C.2, Regional Setting, Air Quality 

Revise DSEIR Section C.2.2.1, Air Quality Regional Setting, (page C.2-3) as follows: 

The BAAQMD 2005 Ozone Strategy describes how the Bay Area will fulfill California 
Clean Air Act planning requirements to attain state ozone standards and mitigate ozone 
transport to downwind air districts. This plan was formerly known as the “Clean Air Plan,” 
and BAAQMD must update the plan triennially. This would occur in a public process that 
is expected to begin in will complete the most recent update of the plan in early 2008. 

Section C.3.5, Public Safety Impacts, Weekend Service 

Modify the second paragraph of Section C.3.5, Impact PFS-4 (page C.3-16) to clarify that the total num-
ber of accidents, rather than the accident rate, may slightly decrease with the addition of weekend passen-
ger service: 

Weekend service would increase the total rail vehicle-miles traveled on weekends in Marin 
and Sonoma Counties, and would be expected to result in a decrease in the total motor 
vehicle-miles traveled on weekends in the two counties (see Section C.4.1). As travel by 
commuter rail is safer than by motor vehicle, weekend service may slightly decrease the 
overall accident rate per vehicle-mile traveled number of accidents in the counties on 
weekends. Weekend service would have no adverse impact on schools. 
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Section C.5.3.1, Transportation, Hamilton Station Site 

Modify page C.5-33 as follows: 

Current transit services near this station site include: 
 Hamilton Shuttle (Whistlestop Wheels), funded by the City of Novato Hamilton Home-

owners Association, that connects Hamilton to the Alameda del Prado park-and-ride lot 
 GGT routes 49 and 58 on Hamilton Parkway and Main Gate Road 
 Other GGT routes on Nave Drive 
 The Marin Airporter terminal at 1455 North Hamilton Parkway, just off Nave Drive. The 

Marin Airporter provides service to the SFO airport hourly between 4 AM and 10 PM 
every day. 

Section C.5.3.7, Land Use and Policy Considerations, Hamilton Station Site 

Modify Section C.5.3.7, Land Use and Policy Considerations, page C.5-43, as follows: 

Setting
The Hamilton Station site is in the urban area of the Hamilton Field community, which is 
part of the City of Novato. It is designated in the General Plan as Community Facilities, 
with Precise Development Hamilton Field zoning. The vacant site is crossed by transmis-
sion lines and has several transmission line towers along its perimeter. The site is desig-
nated for transit use in the Hamilton Field Master Plan. Adjacent uses include single 
family homes to the northeast (on Marblehead Lane and Chapel Hill Road), the Novato Charter 
School across the tracks to the west and vacant land to the northwest. The station site is bounded 
by the Main Gate Road overpass on the southwest side. The Novato Charter School buildings 
across the tracks are elevated and set back from the SMART right-of-way. School play 
grounds and other outdoor areas (parking and garden area) are between the school build-
ings and the right-of-way. The Charter school property is fenced from the rail right-of-way. 
The property adjacent to the northern boundary of the charter school is slated for development 
as an alternative educational facility, according to the Novato Unified School District. This prop-
erty is across the tracks and northwest of the station site.

Impacts 
Construction-related land use impacts are identical to those described in Section 3.11.6 of 
the SMART 2005 DEIR and are negligible, as construction would not temporarily divide 
an established community, conflict with land use plans, nor result in the conversion of 
agricultural land. All construction should be confined to the site, avoiding the need for 
adjacent construction staging areas and minimizing disturbances to nearby residences. 

Given the current general plan designation, the presence of the railroad tracks, and sur-
rounding urban land uses, the site’s use as a station would be consistent with plans and 
policies. The site would not present physical features that divide the community. School 
safety issues are addressed in Section C.5.3.9.

Consistent with the beneficial Land Use Impact LU-2 identified in the SMART 2005 DEIR, 
the rail station would be supportive of existing commercial and residential uses in the nearby 
area. Furthermore, rail ridership is expected to be higher at this location than at the original 
Roblar Drive Station site, and the highest of any of the alternatives studied in this SEIR due 
to the proximity of land uses that would benefit from use of the train. 
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Section C.5.3.9, Public Safety, Hamilton Station Site 

The text of Section C.5.3.9, Public Safety (Setting and Impacts subsections), page C.5- 44, has been revised: 

Setting
Safety provisions at the Hamilton Station site would be identical to safety features iden-
tified for other proposed stations in Section 2.5.4 of the 2005 DEIR. The Novato Charter 
School (K through 8), Nexus Academy (6 through 12), and the North Bay Children’s 
Center daycare facility (Pre-K through 6) are is located across the tracks from the site of the 
proposed Hamilton Station. Hamilton Elementary School (K through 5) is located nearby 
on Main Gate Road, but is not adjacent to the railway corridor or the station site. In addi-
tion, the Novato Unified School District indicates that property adjacent to the Novato 
Charter School (to the north) is slated for development of an alternative education center.

Impacts 
Impacts on public safety at the Hamilton Station site would not occur above the level of impact 
evaluated in the SMART 2005 DEIR and 2006 FEIR, as public safety provisions would 
not change. As identified in the 2005 DEIR, all impacts would be less than significant. Refer 
to DEIR Section 3.12 and FEIR p. 3.2-43 for a discussion of impacts on public safety at rail 
stations. The proximity of the station site to Novato Charter School, Nexus Academy, the 
North Bay Children’s Center, Hamilton Elementary and future school uses on property adja-
cent to the charter school would not create a significant hazardous condition. Rail opera-
tions safety hazards in relation to nearby schools were addressed in Impact PFS-4 in the 
2005 DEIR and were found to be less than significant. All of the school structures are on 
the opposite side of the tracks from the station site. Novato Charter School, which is the 
closest school to the station site, is elevated and set back from the right-of-way, with a 
fence between the school property and the station site. As explained in DEIR Section 3.12, 
with implementation of SMART’s environmental compliance measures, including fenc-
ing, safety structures, and signage plus an in-school safety education program, impacts on 
the safety of schoolchildren would be less than significant. 

SMART’s proposed pedestrian/bicycle pathway (between the tracks and the Novato Charter 
School property) would include a safety structure in the vicinity of the school. SMART 
will install these safety structures between the pedestrian/bicycle pathway and the railroad. 
SMART has committed to working with local communities to design the appropriate safety 
structures consistent with safety requirements and community land use, including school 
proximity.

Section C.6.4.1, Cumulative Noise Impacts 

Section C.6.4.1, page C.6-15, second paragraph is modified as follows: 

As already determined in the 2005 DEIR, there would be a significant project and cumulative 
impact from train horn noise near grade crossings. Since the number of freight trains pro-
posed in NCRA’s NOP is three roundtrips rather than the four roundtrips considered in the 
2005 DEIR, this cumulative impact would may not be any greater than analyzed in the 
2005 DEIR. The combination of longer freight train lengths, additional locomotives, and 
use of train horns could result in a larger area of cumulative train horn noise impact than 
shown for the SMART project. Nevertheless, the conclusion in the 2006 FEIR that cumu-
lative train horn noise would be significant without implementation of Quiet Zones remains 
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unchanged. SMART has proposed assisting local jurisdictions in obtaining Quiet Zone desig-
nations, which, if implemented, would eliminate SMART’s project level and contribution 
to cumulative noise impacts from train horns (Mitigation Measure N-5 in the 2005 DEIR 
and 2006 FEIR). 
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4.  References 
A complete set of references used for the DSEIR is provided in Section F of the DSEIR.  In addition to 
the references listed in the DSEIR, the following new references were used in preparation of the FSEIR. 

Alta Planning + Design for U.S. Department of Transportation. 2002. Rails With Trails: Lessons Learned.

Grunt, Hans. 2007. Personal written communication. City Planner, City of Novato.  October 17, 2007. 

Office of Safety, FRA. 2008. Quiet Zones – In Depth Workshop, presented by Ron Ries. Highway Rail 
Crossing and Trespasser Programs, Ventura, CA. May 14, 2008. 

Parsons Brinckerhoff. 2003. Long Term Financial and Economic Feasibility of the Northwestern Pacific 
Railroad (January 2003). 

Rails to Trails Conservancy. 2000. Rails with Trails: Design, Management, and Operating Characteristics 
of 61 Trails Along Active Rail Lines.

URS Greiner Woodward Clyde. 1998. Geologic and Geotechnical Report, North Coast Railroad, Northern 
California (prepared for FEMA, December 1998). 

W-Trans. 2002. Final Report 2002 Citywide Traffic Model Update, for the City of Novato. April 16, 2002.

The listing of report preparers in Section G of the DSEIR is unchanged for the FSEIR. 
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Existing Average Annual Vehicle Volume on Project 
Segment 

 
  N/A 

Estimated Year 20 Average Annual Vehicle Volume on 
Project Segment with Project 

 
  N/A 

Measure Metric Project Type Build Future No 
Build Change Increase/ 

Decrease 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Congestion 
Reduction 

Change in Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled 
(VMT)  

All 

 
 3,996,000 

 
 4,089,684 

 
 -93,684 

 
 Decrease 

Person Hours of Travel Time Saved  598,197.6  435,090 163,107.6  Increase 

(Optional) Change in Daily Vehicle 
Hours of Delay Highway 

    

(Optional) Percent Change in Non- 
Single Occupancy Vehicle Travel  

Local Road, 
Highway 

    

(Optional) Per Capita and Total Person 
Hours of Delay per Year 

    

(Optional) Other Information All     

 
 
 

Throughput 

(Optional) Peak Period Person 
Throughput – by applicable mode All 

    

(Optional) Passengers Per Vehicle 
Service Hour 

Transit Rail 
and Transit 

Bus 

    

(Optional) Other Information All     

 

 
System 

Reliability 

Peak Period Travel Time Reliability 
Index (“No Build” Number Only) 

National and 
State Highway 
System Only 

     

Level of Transit Delay Transit Rail and 
Transit Bus 

 
 18.4 

 
 40.02 

 
 -21.62 

 
 Decrease 

(Optional) Other Information All 
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Measure Metric Project Type Build Future No 
Build Change Increase/ 

Decrease 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Safety 

Number of Fatalities  
 
 
 

 
All 

 7  8   -1  Decrease 

Rate of Fatalities per 100 Million VMT  0.15997  0.17885  -0.01888  Decrease 

Number of Serious Injuries  72  74  -2  Decrease 

Rate of Serious Injuries per 100 
Million VMT 

 1.64548  1.65244  -0.00696  Decrease 

(Optional) Number of Non-Motorized 
Fatalities and Non-Motorized Serious 
Injuries 

    

(Optional) Other Information     

(Optional) Number or Rate of Property 
Damage Only Collisions 

 
 

Local Road, 
Highway 

    

(Optional) Number or Rate of Non- 
Serious Injury Collisions 

    

(Optional) Accident Cost Savings     

Economic 
Development 

Jobs Created  
All 

 2,496  0   2,496  Increase 

(Optional) Other Information     

 
 
 
 
 

Air Quality and 
Greenhouse Gases 

Particulate Matter (PM 10)  
 
 
 

 
All 

 0   4  -4  Decrease 

Particulate Matter (PM 2.5)  0  4  -4  Decrease 

Carbon Dioxide (CO2)  0  193,717 -193,717  Decrease 

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC)  0   15  -15  Decrease 

Sulphur Oxides (SOx)  0   2  -2  Decrease 

Carbon Monoxide (CO)  0  351  -351  Decrease 

Nitrogen Oxides (NOx)  0   172  -172  Decrease 
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Measure Metric Project Type Build Future No 
Build Change Increase/ 

Decrease 
 
 
 
 

 
Accessibility 

(Optional) Number of Jobs Accessible by 
Mode All 

    

(Optional) Access to Key Destinations by 
Mode All 

    

(Optional) Percentage of Population 
Defined as Low Income or 
Disadvantaged within ½ mile of a rail 
station, ferry terminal, or high-frequency 
bus stop 

 
Transit Rail and 

Transit Bus 

    

(Optional) Other Information All     

Cost 
Effectiveness 

Cost-Benefit Ratio  
All 

 5.3  0  5.3  Increase 

(Optional) Other Information     
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