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Letter A:  Terry Roberts, Director, State Clearinghouse, Governor’s Office of Planning 
  and Research (May 16, 2007) 
 
A-1: This comment indicates that the City of Saratoga has complied with the environmental 

review requirements of the State Clearinghouse, pursuant to the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA). No additional response is required.  
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Letter B:   Kevin Boles, Environmental Specialist, Rail Crossings Engineering Section, 
 Consumer Protection and Safety Division, Public Utilities Commission (May 15, 
 2007) 

 
B-1: Safety issues associated with construction and use of the proposed trail are discussed 

throughout the Draft IS/MND, but particularly on pages 70 to 73. The proposed project 
would not include any physical changes to existing at-grade rail crossings or new crossings 
over railroad tracks. As indicated on page 70 of the Draft IS/MND, the proposed trail 
“would be located a minimum of approximately 50 feet from the center line of the Union 
Pacific Railroad tracks that are adjacent to the project site.” In addition, as noted on page 
25 of the Draft IS/MND, the number of trail users is not expected to substantially increase 
after implementation of the proposed project. Therefore, the project would not increase 
vehicle or pedestrian traffic such that an existing at-grade rail crossing would require 
improvements.  

 
 In regard to pedestrian circulation patterns, the proposed trail (which would be parallel to 

the existing railroad tracks) would not encourage pedestrians or cyclists to cross the 
railroad tracks. The existing Fredericksburg Drive/Guava Court pedestrian gates were 
identified as locations where pedestrians currently cross the railroad tracks. However, the 
City closed this pedestrian crossing on August 23, 2007, per a directive from the California 
Public Utilities Commission. Alta Planning + Design, a firm that specializes in trail design, 
conducted a review of the safety conditions of the proposed trail.1 In this review, Alta noted 
that: “During our study of this corridor we did not note a pattern of regular trespassing at 
any one location. There are no “destinations” across the tracks for pedestrians and 
bicyclists using the trail, therefore there is no incentive or reason for trail users to cross the 
tracks.”  

 
 Alta also concluded: “Our research indicates that a well-designed RWT [rail-with-trail] will 

actually reduce the number of people trespassing on the tracks – despite a modest increase 
in use of the trail. People will also be located further away from the railroad tracks than 
where many people currently walk or bicycle. People want to walk, bike, or run on an even 
surface, not a railroad track. The De Anza Trail will provide that opportunity. . . Based on 
research of over 100 RWTs in the U.S. and internationally, including input from railroad 
companies, the California Public Utilities Commission, Federal Railroad Authority, and 
other parties in “Rails-with-Trails: Lessons Learned Literature Review, Current Practices, 
Conclusions,” we do not expect the De Anza Trail to increase trespassing or safety 
incidents on the trail or by trail users if the facility is designed and operated to current 
standards and best practices. . . ” The trail would be designed and operated in accordance 
with these provisions (which are outlined in the Trail Management Plan2 prepared for the 
project). Therefore, trespassing on the railroad right-of-way is not expected to be a 
significant safety issue.     

 

                                                      
 1 Alta Planning + Design, August 30, 2007. Memorandum to Carmen Borg, Urban Planner, Shute, Mihaly and 

Weinberger. Re: Draft Review of Safety Conditions for the City of Saratoga De Anza Trail.   
2 Alta Planning + Design, 2007. Trail Management Plan, Saratoga De Anza Trail Project. Prepared for City of 

Saratoga. (The Trail Management Plan incorporates and implements the project description and mitigation measures in the 
Initial Study.)  
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B-2: The City has complied with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) by 
preparing the appropriate level of environmental analysis.   
 
As discussed on pages 70 to 71 of the Draft IS/MND, the lack of a barrier (such as a fence 
or grade separation) between the railroad tracks and the proposed trail would not be 
expected to pose a significant safety hazard to trail users for the following three reasons: 1) 
north/south crossings of the railroad tracks would be infrequent due to the limited number 
of trail access points on either side of the tracks; 2) trains run on the tracks only three times 
a week and are relatively slow moving; and 3) the tracks would be separated from the trail 
by at least 50 feet of vacant space. In addition, development of a formalized trail within the 
existing trail corridor would encourage users to stay within the trail corridor and away from 
the railroad tracks. This conclusion was confirmed by Alta Planning + Design in its August 
30, 2007 review of the proposed trail’s safety conditions (see response B-1 for more detail).  
 
The potential for trail users to diverge from the path, cross the rail bridge over Saratoga 
Avenue, and come into conflict with passing trains is likewise expected to be minimal 
(because the trail continues south along Saratoga Avenue, away from the bridge). However, 
this potential hazard would be further reduced with implementation of Mitigation Measure 
TRAF-5, which would require the placement of a “No Bicycles” and a “Pedestrians 
Prohibited” sign at the northwest side of the railroad bridge.  
 
Alta’s August 30, 2007 review of expected safety conditions on the trail also found that the 
proposed trail is not expected to increase safety risks (see response B-1 for more detail). In 
this review, Alta stated that: “The proposed De Anza Trail meets or exceeds all of the 
criteria for RWTs [rails-with-trails] identified in the FHWA [Federal Highway 
Administration] ‘Rails-with-Trails: Lessons Learned Literature Review, Current Practices, 
Conclusions’ report, therefore we expect this trail to function in a safe manner similar to 
the other 100 plus RWTs in the United States.” The key reasons for Alta’s conclusion that 
the trail would be safe are summarized below:  

• The trail is expected to experience moderate to low usage. 

• There is no incentive (such as adjacent trail facilities) for people to trespass 
east along the railroad corridor; also, existing roadway intersections adjacent 
to the western terminus of the trail would allow users to cross Saratoga-
Sunnyvale Road safely.  

• A well-designed rail trail reduces the number of people trespassing on 
railroad tracks because trail users desire a smooth surface on which to bike, 
walk, and run.  

• The proposed trail would meet all of the design criteria for safe trails outlined 
in the FHWA report cited above (in terms of adequate setback, low 
speed/volume of trains, and location off railroad property).  

• The proposed trail would meet all existing State and local laws, regulations, 
and requirements, and would incorporate best safety practices from around 
the United States.   
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B-3: The Cox Avenue crossing is not part of the project site. Although implementation of the 
proposed project could marginally increase pedestrian/bicyclist crossings of Cox Avenue 
(as trail users utilize Cox Avenue to access the trail), these additional crossings would not 
be expected to substantially increase the risk of collision. As indicated on page 72 of the 
Draft IS/MND, no accidents at the intersection of the trail corridor and Cox Avenue 
involving conflicts between pedestrians/bicyclists have occurred in the past 5 years. The 
proposed project is not expected to substantially increase the number of trail users. 
Therefore, the risk associated with a small amount of trail users utilizing the crossing would 
be less than significant. No mitigation is required to reduce this less-than-significant 
impact.  

 
B-4: The Fredericksburg Drive/Guava Court crossing was closed by the City on August 23, 

2007, per a directive from the California Public Utilities Commission.   
 
B-5:  The City would work with the Public Utilities Commission, and other involved agencies, to 

ensure the continued safety of trail users in and around the project site.  
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Letter C:   Wendy Allison, P.E., Assistant Civil Engineer, Community Projects Review 
 Unit, Santa Clara Valley Water District (May 21, 2007)  

 
C-1:  Page 23 of the Draft IS/MND is revised as follows. Underlining indicates added text.   
 

5. Project Approvals/Entitlements 
The City would undertake approvals of the following items as part of the proposed project:  

• Trail Concept Alignment  

• Easement and Indemnification Agreement with Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
 (PG&E) 
 
The City may need to obtain permits and/or approval from the following agencies:   

• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) 

• Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) 

• California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) 

• Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD) 
 
Potential approvals by other agencies and organizations are listed below:  

Pacific Gas and Electric 

• Grant of Easement  

California Public Utilities Commission 

• Approval of PG&E’s grant of the easement for the proposed trail pursuant to Public 
 Utilities Code Section 851  

 
C-2: As part of the project, the City would coordinate with Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E), the 

Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD), and other involved agencies to ensure that the 
trail and associated bridges do not interfere with the operation or maintenance of existing 
utility lines in the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in adverse 
impacts to existing utility infrastructure.  

  
C-3: This comment, which does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, is noted. If the 

project is approved, detailed project plans will be prepared, and will indicate property 
ownership patterns in the project site, as appropriate. The City would coordinate, as 
appropriate, with SCVWD regarding the Joint Use Agreement referenced by the commenter.   

 
C-4:  The hydrology analysis in the Draft IS/MND was based on conceptual bridge diagrams and 

the bridge design recommendations made in the Geotechnical Investigation prepared by 
Cotton Shires and Associates in 2006. These recommendations would be incorporated into 
the bridge designs as part of the project. The elevations of the bridge bottoms (including 
soffits) would be determined at the time that final bridge engineering drawings are produced.  
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 As described on pages 20 and 21 of the Draft IS/MND, the bridges over Rodeo Creek and 
Saratoga Creek would be prefabricated Pratt Truss Bridges, and bridge piers would be located 
at least 6 feet from the top of the creek banks. Although Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) 
were used in the analysis, they were not the basis for the determination of the 100-year flood 
elevations. Schaaf and Wheeler conducted an independent hydraulic analysis (using the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers HEC-1 model), which showed that the 100-year flood elevations 
were within the creek channels of both Rodeo Creek and Saratoga Creek (Schaaf and 
Wheeler Civil Engineers, 2006. Technical Memorandum, 100-Year Water Surface Elevation 
of Saratoga Creek and Rodeo Creek at Proposed Bridge Crossing(s). November/December.) 
Based on the Pratt Truss prefabricated design and the fact that bridge piers would be at least 6 
feet from the top of the creek banks, Schaaf and Wheeler concluded that both bridges would 
be “above the water surface elevation during the 100-year storm.” Based on the conceptual 
bridge diagrams, it appears that the bridges would satisfy the freeboard requirement outlined 
in Design Guide 8 – Establishing Freeboard for Bridge Crossings and Flood Protection 
Projects.  

 
 The requested reports were sent to the commenter on September 21, 2007.  
 
C-5: Refer to response B-2 regarding users continuing past the eastern terminus of the trail, on the 

Saratoga Avenue rail overcrossing. Use of the rail corridor by pedestrians, including portions 
of the rail corridor east and west of the project site termini, occurs occasionally under existing 
conditions. Although development of the trail would bring some additional users to the 
project site, the number of additional users is not expected to be substantial. A portion of 
these users could contemplate crossing between the eastern and western portions of the trail, 
or continuing east or west from the trail termini. Mitigation Measures TRAF-1, TRAF-2, 
TRAF-3, and TRAF-5 would discourage trail users from using portions of the corridor that do 
not contain completed trail segments, and would reduce risks associated with trail user/train 
conflict to a less-than-significant level. Additional mitigation would not be necessary.  

 
 Refer to response B-3 regarding hazards associated with trails users crossing Cox Avenue.  
 
C-6: As part of the project, the City would coordinate with the SCVWD to ensure that proposed 

trail facilities and signage would not interfere with SCVWD operations (and that SCVWD 
operations would not disrupt the trail surface). As indicated on page 20 of the Draft IS/MND, 
trail width would be approximately 12 feet (although width would narrow to 5 feet around 
utility towers). Bridge width would range from 8 to 12 feet. Therefore, trail width would not 
increase at creek crossings and trailheads.  

 
C-7:  The City will consider incorporating elements of the swale design guidelines provided by the 

commenter into the project. However, Mitigation Measure HYD-1, in its current form, is 
adequate to reduce the adverse effects of storm water generated by the proposed trail to a 
less-than-significant level.   

 
C-8: The project’s impacts on riparian habitat and water temperature would be minor in the 

context of existing and foreseeable projects that would result in the construction of new creek 
crossings over Rodeo Creek and Saratoga Creek. As noted on page 38 of the Draft IS/MND, 
“the project would not result in any direct impacts to the streambed or creek banks.” 
According to the Preliminary Arborist Report prepared for the project, the only riparian 
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vegetation that would be removed as part of the project would be one white alder and one 
Mexican fan palm next to Saratoga Creek. Mitigation Measure BIO-2b would require the 
trimming, removal, and disturbance of riparian vegetation to be minimized, and would 
require all removed native vegetation to be replaced at a 3:1 ratio. Replacement vegetation 
would be planted with permission of the property owner. In addition, the Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), required as part of Mitigation Measure HYD-1, would 
minimize soil erosion into the creeks.  

 
 Therefore, the project (including the construction of bridges) would result in only minor 

changes to riparian vegetation around Rodeo Creek and Saratoga Creek. The removal of a 
few trees (with replacement of individuals in the same watershed) would not be expected to 
alter the temperature of the two creeks. Shadow cast by the two bridges could slightly lower 
the temperature of the creek within the immediate vicinity of the bridges; however, this slight 
temperature reduction would be insignificant in terms of its effects on plant and animal 
species.  

 
C-9: These comments, which do not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, are noted. The 

City would use the guidelines referenced by the commenter in the design of temporary storm 
water control measures, and for screening purposes, as appropriate. As indicated on page 50 
of the Draft IS/MND, landscape maintenance on the site would be conducted in accordance 
with the City’s Integrated Pest Management Plan, which prohibits the use of certain toxic 
chemicals and encourages the use of vegetation and pest control techniques that minimize 
disruption of natural systems.  

 
C-10:  Cooper’s hawk is a raptor species that breeds from March through August, according to the 

California Department of Fish and Game (California Department of Fish and Game, 2005. 
California Wildlife Habitat Relationships Database, Version 8.1. California Interagency 
Wildlife Task Group. Sacramento.)  

 
C-11: The level of detail provided in the Draft IS/MND about existing biological conditions in and 

around the site is adequate to allow decision makers and the public to understand the impacts 
of the proposed project, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 (which specifically 
relates to EIRs, but also pertains to IS/MNDs). A Natural Environmental Study (NES) was 
prepared for the proposed project in January 2007, and is available for review at the Saratoga 
Public Works Department (LSA Associates, Inc., 2007. Natural Environmental Study, 
Saratoga De Anza Trail, Santa Clara County, California. January.). The NES contains 
background information about special-status animal species that occur in the vicinity of the 
project site. Refer to Table 1 of the NES for a list of special-status species that could occur in 
the vicinity of the project site, based on a review of natural resources databases and local 
habitat conditions. Dusky woodrat would not be likely to occur near the site due to the 
absence of the species’ preferred habitat: dense oak-bay woodland. Pallid bat could occur 
near the site, but, due to the absence of appropriate roost sites, would not be expected to 
occur within the trail corridor. Therefore, bats are not explicitly discussed in the Draft 
IS/MND.    

 
C-12: This comment, which concludes the letter, is noted. 
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Letter D:  William C. Elhoff (May 4, 2007)  
 
D-1: Refer to response C-2.  
 
D-2: City staff (or contractors) will patrol the trail on an as-needed basis, reporting issues to the 

City’s Code Enforcement Officer and the County Sheriff’s Office as they are encountered. In 
addition, according to a May 11, 2005 letter from John Hirokawa of the Santa Clara County 
Sherriff’s Office to John Cherbone, Saratoga Public Works Director, regular patrols of the 
project site could be accommodated within the City’s existing contract for police services, 
and it is anticipated that patrols of the proposed project could occur with existing Sherriff’s 
Office staff. The letter from John Hirokawa also notes: “The community, City Council, and 
City staff can request the Sherriff’s Office to concentrate routine patrol efforts at a designated 
location, such as City parks, specific neighborhoods, specific residential streets, business 
districts, etc., at no additional cost to the City of Saratoga.” Sherriff patrols would occur on 
an as-needed basis.  

 
D-3:  The proposed project, which would formalize an existing trail, would not increase motorcycle 

access within the project site. In accordance with Municipal Code section 11-05.040, signage 
would be posted at the trail termini that would prohibit the use of motorcycles and other 
motorized vehicles. The use of motorized vehicles in the site would also be minimized 
through patrols of the project site and monitoring by residents and trail users.  

 
 The specific designs for trail signage have not yet been finalized. However, signage would be 

similar to that used on other pedestrian/bike trails in the area, and would not result in adverse 
impacts to visual resources (such as the obstruction of scenic views or the deterioration of 
visual character). 

 
D-4: The project site is not located in a high wildfire risk zone, and much of the site consists of 

bare earth with little vegetation. Implementation of the proposed project is expected to 
marginally increase use of the trail corridor. A portion of these new users could be smokers. 
However, the increased risk that one of these smokers could start a wildfire in the project site 
would not be considered significant.  

 
D-5: Maintenance of the project site by the Saratoga Public Works Department would occur on an 

as-needed basis.  
 
D-6: See response C-4. No portion of the proposed bridges would be located within the 100-year 

floodplain. The project would not require changes in the Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) 
for Saratoga.  

 
D-7: This comment, which does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND, is noted.  
 
D-8:  Other planned or proposed trail projects, including the one referenced by the commenter, 

would be subject to independent environmental review.   
  
 
 
 

 19 



Letter
E

1



 
Letter E:  Lois McPherson (May 13, 2007)  
 
E-1: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted.  
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Letter F:  Bill Witmer (May 22, 2007)  
 
F-1: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted.  
 
F-2: Refer to page 22 of the Draft IS/MND: “The number of trail users is not expected to increase 

substantially as a result of project implementation. The project would formalize an existing, 
informally-used trail; the proposed facility is not anticipated to draw large numbers of new 
users because it is relatively short (a total of 1.3 miles), does not provide access to significant 
recreational areas (e.g., the shoreline of San Francisco Bay), and does not contain viewsheds 
that typically draw large crowds (e.g., unobstructed mountain or city skyline views).”  

 
F-3: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted.  
 
F-4: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted.  
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Letter G:  Jim Stallman (April 17, 2007)  
 
(Note: Jim Stallman submitted two e-mails to the City on the Draft IS/MND: one on April 17, 2007 at 
3:05 a.m. and one on April 17 at 5:50 p.m. The later e-mail (from 5:50 p.m.) raises the same issues as 
the earlier e-mail, but provides more detailed comments. Therefore, formal responses are made only 
to the comments in the 5:50 p.m. e-mail. However, the earlier e-mail is provided in this Response to 
Comments document for reference.) 
  
G-1: This comment, which states that the findings in the Draft IS/MND are accurate, is noted.   
 
G-2: This comment introduces possible omissions from the Draft IS/MND that are discussed in the 

subsequent comments.   
 
G-3: The City was unable to identify Pacific Gas and Electric’s (PG&E’s) community land use 

policy cited by the commenter. However, PG&E has expressed support for development of 
the trail in an April 26, 2007 letter from Kha K. Chau (PG&E Land Agent) to the City of 
Saratoga, in which PG&E notes that it “does hereby consent to the proposed development 
within the right of way.”  

 
G-4: The Rinconada Service Line and Rinconada Force Main are pipelines that transfer untreated 

water to the Rinconada Treatment Plant in Los Gatos. Both water conveyance lines are 
located in Los Gatos, and are not in proximity to the proposed trail.3  

 
G-5: As noted on page 8 of the Draft IS/MND, although most of the site has been heavily 

disturbed, clumps of native vegetation exist. As noted on page 22, existing vegetation on the 
project site, especially native plants, would be protected where possible. Native vegetation 
would also be protected through implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-2c, which 
includes measures to reduce the spread of invasive plant species. The suggestion that native 
grasses and wildflowers be planted along the proposed trail will be considered by the City as 
part of the detailed project design, if the project is approved.  

 
G-6: This comment, which suggests that an existing rest facility could be used as a trail amenity, 

will be considered by the City as part of the detailed project design, if the project is approved.  
 
G-7: The San Jose Water District service/access driveway was not depicted on the conceptual site 

plans (Figures 3a through 3e) in the Draft IS/MND because the driveway is not located along 
a segment of right-of-way that would contain the trail. The nearest segment of the trail would 
be approximately 275 feet to the east of the driveway.  

 
G-8: The comment is correct. Mitigation Measure TRAF-3 on page 72 of the Draft IS/MND is 

revised as follows. This revision constitutes a minor, clarifying change to the mitigation 
measure. Underlining indicates added text; strikeout represents deleted text.  

 
 Mitigation Measure TRAF-3: The City shall install signage stating “Trail Dead Ends 0.3-

mile” east west of Glen Brae Drive. 
                                                      

3 Santa Clara Valley Water District, October, 2005. Notice of Preparation, Pipeline Maintenance Program 
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment.  
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G-9: The conceptual site plans (Figures 3a through 3e) in the Draft IS/MND do not show detailed 

depictions of the trail/roadway interface, including the proposed interface between the trail 
and Glen Brae Drive. Such design-level plans would be prepared by the City prior to trail 
construction, if the project is approved.  
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 Letter H:  Donna Poppenhagen (April 20, 2007) 
 
 
H-1: The request/question was responded to by Kristin Borel at the City of Saratoga on April 23, 

2007.   
 
H-2: The City Council approved Resolution No. 906 (“Resolution of the City Council of the City 

of Saratoga Approving the Southern Pacific Transportation Company’s Easement Agreement 
for the Use of Their Right-of-Way for a Bicycle and Pedestrian Path Between Guava Court 
and Fredericksburg Drive”) and the resolution was signed by the Mayor on July 10, 1979. 
The resolution was not signed by Southern Pacific.    

 
H-3: Pedestrian access over the railroad tracks is prohibited from the existing parking lot south of 

the tracks to Congress Springs Park. No easement has been granted in this location. Signs 
adjacent to the tracks direct pedestrians to cross the tracks via the sidewalk along Glen Brae 
Drive.   

 
H-4: Refer to response C-5.   
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