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Comment Letter F001 (Zoe Lofgren, et al., Congress of the United States, August 20, 2007) 
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Response to Letter F001 (Zoe Lofgren, et al., Congress of the United States, August 20, 2007) 

F001-1 
The California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority) and the Federal 
Railroad Administration (FRA) appreciate the support for the high-
speed train (HST) system from U.S. Congress members Lofgren, 
Honda, Fan, Lantos, and Eshoo. 

F001-2 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.   

The support of the Pacheco Pass Alternative is consistent with the 
Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program Environmental 
Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (Final Program 
EIR/EIS) (Chapter 8).   

F001-3 
The level of HST service to the major urban areas played an 
important part in the identification of the Preferred Alternative.  
Impacts on natural resources, including the crossing of San 
Francisco Bay and the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National 
Wildlife Refuge, also played an important part in the identification of 
the Preferred Alternative.  
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Comment Letter F002 (Peter A. Cross, U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, July 23, 2007) 
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Comment Letter F002 – Continued 
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Comment Letter F002 – Continued 
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Response to Letter F002 (Peter A. Cross, U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, July 23, 2007) 

 
F002-1 
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS is 
the Pacheco Pass Network Alternative, San Francisco and San Jose 
Termini.  Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  As 
noted in the Summary, Section 3.15, and Chapters 7 and 8, the 
Preferred Alternative and the other alternatives reviewed may result 
in adverse impacts on sensitive species and habitat.  Future project-
level analyses would include focused surveys for state and federal 
threatened and endangered species and detailed identification of 
habitat, wildlife movement/migration corridors, and wetlands and 
water resources to further identify impacts and develop site-specific 
mitigation measures.  In addition, engineering design refinements 
would be undertaken to avoid and/or minimize environmental 
impacts.   

F002-2 
The Final Program EIR/EIS does not identify, and the Preferred 
Alternative does not include, a site for a fleet storage/service and 
inspection/light maintenance facility along the Henry Miller alignment 
alternative in the vicinity of Los Banos.    

Comment acknowledged.  Castle Air Force Base (AFB) is the 
preferred site for a fleet storage/service and inspection/light 
maintenance facility.  Agencies and the public have raised 
considerable concerns regarding potential environmental impacts 
related to the suggested maintenance facilities site near Los Banos, 
whereas there is strong agency and public support in the Merced 
region for a maintenance facility at Castle AFB.  The maintenance 
facility site near Los Banos should be eliminated from further 
investigation.    

F002-3 
Responses to comments on species and habitat are below. 

F002-4 
The FRA would initiate Section 7 consultation to satisfy the 
requirements of the Endangered Species Act when individual 
sections of the proposed HST system are advanced to project-level 
environmental review.  Upon project-level initiation of Section 7 
consultation, for project study areas, the Authority and FRA would 
accomplish the steps identified by the U.S. Department of the 
Interior (DOI) by (1) identifying the conservation needs of each 
listed species with the potential to be affected by the project, (2) 
identifying the threats to each listed species’ conservation related to 
the project, (3) identifying species conservation or management 
units and the threats affecting those units, (4) identifying 
conservation goals for species framed within the context of the HST 
program, and (5) developing conservation/management unit 
strategies.  The Authority and FRA would prepare a biological 
assessment to address the affected conservation/management units 
identified during the Tier 2 project-level environmental reviews, 
when more specific data will be available for HST design parameters 
and HST alignment alignments. 

F002-5 
Refer to Response to Comment F002-10 regarding the kit fox. 

F002-6 
The Authority and FRA are committed to working with resource 
agencies to develop site-specific mitigation and impact avoidance 
strategies during project-level review, taking into consideration local 
and regional plans and policies.  This will include, where feasible, 
measures to avoid or minimize impacts on lands protected by 
conservation easements. 

Mitigation strategies in the Final Program EIR/EIS include 
participation in or contribution to existing or proposed conservation 
banks or natural management areas, including possible acquisition, 
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preservation, or restoration of habitats; purchase of credits from an 
existing mitigation bank; and participation in an existing habitat 
conservation plan (HCP).  Future project-level analysis will identify 
the potential for habitat conservation through acquisition of fee title 
or easements.  In the Pacheco Pass area, there are opportunities to 
help preserve habitat for kit fox, tiger salamander, and red-legged 
frog for mitigation, as demonstrated by the conservation strategy of 
the Santa Clara Valley HCP/Natural Community Conservation Plan 
(NCCP) (in Santa Clara County).  There are also such opportunities in 
western Merced County.   See also Section 3.15.5 regarding the 
Authority’s commitment to acquire agricultural, conservation, and/or 
open space easements for potential impacts in and around the GEA. 

F002-7 
The HST has been designed to be primarily co-located with other 
transportation infrastructure and to be integrated with transit 
services.  Because the HST serves large metropolitan areas with few 
stations, it would tend to encourage growth in existing urban areas 
and help to combat sprawl.  Through interagency coordination, the 
Authority and FRA will continue to work with resource agencies, 
including the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), to avoid or 
minimize impacts on endangered species and, where appropriate, 
mitigate significant impacts. In addition, at the project level the 
Authority and FRA will be complying with requirements to mitigate 
impacts on endangered species and participating in ongoing habitat 
conservation efforts.  The cumulative impact analysis in Section 3.17 
took into consideration other regionally significant transportation and 
development projects, including the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission (MTC) Regional Rail Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area 
(September 2007).   

F002-8 
Although the reduction in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) on the 
roadways is a benefit of the HST, removal of roads from the street 
and highway system is not part of the Authority mandate or program 
and the effect of the HST program on VMT is not expected to make 
any roads redundant or unnecessary.  As the HST design progresses, 

the Authority will be cognizant of the effects that the linear HST 
system will have on access to all property, regardless of the use 
(farmland, residential, open space, etc.).  At the project level, the 
environmental analysis would address any little-used roads that may 
be closed at the HST right-of-way line, and alternative routes over or 
under the line.   

F002-9 
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS is 
the Pacheco Pass Network Alternative, San Francisco and San Jose 
Termini, along Henry Miller Road.  Please see Standard Response 3 
and Chapter 8 regarding the identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative.  The Grassland Ecological Area (GEA) North 
alignment alternative was analyzed in the document, but it will not 
receive further consideration, if the Preferred Alternative is selected 
to move forward.  The Preferred Alternative, to a large extent, uses 
existing transportation corridors and rail lines to minimize potential 
impacts.  

The analysis of potential biological impacts considered direct, 
indirect, and cumulative impacts.  Potential impacts on amphibians 
and shrimp likely would be from indirect effects on the hydrology of 
ponds and vernal pools near HST alignments.  Impacts on giant 
garter snakes would be limited to upland impacts immediately 
adjacent to known breeding sites (agricultural ditches and canals 
and wetlands).  Focused surveys and impact analyses will be 
conducted as part of a subsequent project-level environmental 
document.  These surveys, and the coordination required as part of 
the state and federal Endangered Species Acts, will help determine 
specific mitigation measures.  The Authority and FRA will consider 
mitigation measures at the project level, including HST alignments 
that span wetlands, canals, or ditches; therefore, direct impacts on 
breeding habitat would be limited.  The Authority also has identified 
as a mitigation strategy participating in or contributing to existing or 
proposed conservation banks or natural management areas, 
including possible acquisition, preservation, or restoration of 
habitats.  See also Section 3.15.5 regarding the Authority’s 
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commitment to acquire agricultural, conservation, and/or open space 
easements for potential impacts in and around the GEA. 

Subsequent surveys and delineations conducted at the project level 
will be used to identify the potential for specific biological resource 
impacts related to potential habitat loss and degradation, habitat 
fragmentation, barriers to dispersal, exposure to noise, artificial 
lighting, electromagnetism, hazardous waste, pesticides, and ground 
vibrations, mortality from train strikes, potential for degraded 
hydrological functioning, potential for degraded or impaired soil 
nutrient cycling, and secondary impacts of growth.  The proposed 
mitigation strategies in this Final Program EIR/EIS will be developed 
into specific mitigation measures to address specific impacts when 
more impact detail is known at the project level.  

Refer to Response to Comment F002-10 regarding the kit fox. 

F002-10 
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS is 
the Pacheco Pass Network Alternative, San Francisco and San Jose 
Termini, which includes the Henry Miller alignment alternative and 
would not affect the San Luis National Wildlife Refuge Complex 
because it is more than 2 miles away.   

The Santa Nella area (surrounding the O’Neill Forebay) is thought to 
be an important connection point for San Joaquin kit fox moving 
between their core range along the western edge of the San Joaquin 
Valley and points to the north in western Merced, western 
Stanislaus, eastern Alameda, and eastern Contra Costa Counties.  A 
recent analysis by HT Harvey & Associates suggested that the many 
human-made structures in the vicinity likely have constrained 
movement of San Joaquin kit fox to just two narrow primary 
corridors.  One human-made structure funnels movement north and 
south to a corridor as narrow as 400 ft along the base of the San 
Luis Dam.  Secondary movement may occur during low-traffic 
periods on the four-lane State Route 152 overpass over the O’Neill 
Forebay.  Secondary movement also may occur on one of the two-
lane bridges over the State Water Project aqueduct, particularly the 
one at the base of the O’Neill Forebay near the pump station.  

Continuing development in Santa Nella likely will further constrain 
movement of kit fox through this area.  Because the core 
populations of kit fox are located to the south, most movement in 
this area likely occurs from south to north.  Recent intensive surveys 
for kit fox in eastern Contra Costa and eastern Alameda Counties 
have failed to find any sign of kit fox breeding or movement, 
suggesting population density north of Santa Nella is very low and 
unlikely to be much of a source of individuals moving north to south.  

The proposed Henry Miller alignment alternative occurs north of the 
O’Neill Forebay and the San Luis Reservoir, approximately 3.5 miles 
north of the primary pinch-point of kit fox movement at the base of 
the San Luis Dam.  Because of this distance, the HST would not 
further narrow or limit the movement options available for kit fox 
traversing around the San Luis Reservoir or O’Neill Forebay.  Figure 
3.15-3 has been revised to include the movement route through 
Santa Nella along the west side of Interstate 5 (I-5) (this route is 
implied from the kit fox habitat shown in Figure 3.15-1 but is more 
explicit in Figure 3.15-3).   

The specifics of the quality, quantity, and location of the biological 
and habitat resources and potential impacts will be established at 
the Tier 2 project level based on detailed surveys and habitat 
assessment.  At that time, mitigation strategies will be refined and 
coordinated with the resource agencies and mitigation measures 
identified.  Mitigation strategies to minimize impacts on sensitive 
species and habitat and wildlife movement corridors are included in 
this Final Program EIR/EIS.  These include:  

• Construct wildlife underpasses, bridges, and/or large culverts to 
facilitate known wildlife movement corridors. 

• Ensure that wildlife crossings are of a design, shape, and size to 
be sufficiently attractive to encourage wildlife use. 

• Provide appropriate vegetation around wildlife overcrossings and 
undercrossings to afford cover and other species requirements. 

• Establish functional corridors to provide connectivity to protected 
land zoned for uses that provide wildlife permeability. 
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• Design protective measures for wildlife movement corridors in 
consultation with resource agencies. 

• Use aerial structures or tunnels to allow unhindered crossing by 
wildlife. 

F002-11 
Refer to Response to Comment F002-6 regarding conservation 
measures.  Future project-level HST costs will include the costs of 
mitigation measures for biological and aquatic resource impacts. 

F002-12 
The Authority and FRA have determined that the HST system would 
reduce traffic congestion.  The Authority and FRA agree that the HST 
Program presents an opportunity to improve environmental and 
habitat conditions for the nation's species in the form of repair, 
restoration, and enhancement of the environment for listed species. 
The Authority and FRA agree that a healthy ecosystem benefits all. 
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Comment Letter F003 (Billie Blue Elliston, Ione Band of Miwok Indians, August 7, 2007) 
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Response to Letter F003 (Billie Blue Elliston, Ione Band of Miwok Indians, August 7, 2007) 

F003-1 
Comment acknowledged.  The proposed HST system would be 
subject to Section 106 (also see response to F004).  This commenter 
requests to be kept informed of new developments in the project.  
As for all commenters, this name and address have been added to 
the Authority mailing list for periodic updates. 
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Comment Letter F004 (Blythe Semmer, ACHP, August 10, 2007) 
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Response to Letter F004 (Blythe Semmer, ACHP, August 10, 2007) 

F004-1 
As allowed under 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 
§800.4(b)(2), a phased approach to identification of historic 
properties can be used when the proposed undertaking involves 
corridors.  The Authority and FRA determined through background 
research, consultation, and abbreviated field reconnaissance that 
historic properties likely exist along various corridor alignment 
alternatives.   

As part of the statewide program EIR/EIS (California High-Speed Rail 
Authority and Federal Railroad Administration 2005), FRA initiated 
consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) in 
November 2002.  The State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) 
concurred with a phased identification effort for historic properties, 
as provided for in 36 CFR §800.4 (b)(2).  The phased identification 
effort continued for this Program EIR/EIS and is discussed in Section 
3.12, Cultural Resources and Paleontological Resources.   

At a subsequent project stage and under Section 106 and 
implementing regulations (36 CFR § 800), full identification efforts 
will proceed, and resources will be evaluated using National Register 
of Historic Places (NRHP) and California Register of Historical 
Resources eligibility criteria.  The Authority and FRA will consult with 
the SHPO on determinations of eligibility and adverse effects.  
Mitigation measures needed to address impacts on specific resources 
will be incorporated in a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) among 
the SHPO, FRA, and the Authority during the preparation of site-
specific environmental documentation.  FRA will notify the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation of any adverse effect 
determinations, in accordance with the Section 106 implementing 
regulations.  Further consultation also will occur at the project level 
with the Native American Heritage Commission and with Native 
American groups. 
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Comment Letter F005 (Kim Forrest, U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, September 27, 2007) 
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Comment Letter F005 - Continued 
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Response to Letter F005 (Kim Forrest, U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, September 27, 
2007) 

F005-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

F005-2 
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS is 
the Pacheco Pass Network Alternative, San Francisco and San Jose 
Termini, which includes the Henry Miller alignment alternative and 
therefore would not affect the San Luis National Wildlife Refuge 
Complex.  The Preferred Alternative (Chapter 8) does not include a 
station in the Los Banos/Gustine/Santa Nella area. 

The discussions of biological and wetlands impacts and mitigation 
strategies are found in Section 3.15, as are design practices that 
have been incorporated into the project to avoid, minimize, and/or 
mitigate any potential impacts.  As noted in Section 2.3.2, design 
practices include co-locating the HST with other transportation 
corridors, culverts, and passageway constructed at appropriate 
intervals to allow the movement of wildlife species, and placement of 
the trackway on bridges or elevated structures across wetlands, 
water bodies, or sensitive natural communities.  Additionally, the 
HST right-of-way width could be reduced in constrained areas to 
minimize impacts on biological resources.   

The program EIR/EIS analyzed two Pacheco Pass alignment 
alternatives that would cross the area designated as the GEA.  These 
included the GEA North alignment alternative and the Henry Miller 
alignment alternative.  

The GEA North alignment would extend through the northwest 
portion of the GEA, including the California Department of Fish and 
Game– (CDFG-) managed North Grasslands Wildlife Management 
Area (WMA), San Luis National Wildlife Refuge, and the Great Valley 
Grasslands State Park.  State Route 140 also extends through the 
GEA just south of the GEA North alignment alternative.  Other 
development in this area of the GEA includes roads (Santa Fe Grade, 

Preston Road), canals, farm operations, and agriculture.  This 
alignment alternative would result in a potentially significant impact 
because it would not be co-located with an existing transportation or 
utility corridor, it would bisect and fragment the North Grasslands 
WMA, and it would result in impacts on the refuge and the state 
park in addition to biological resources and wetlands as identified in 
Section 3.15.  These impacts played an important part in the 
identification of the Preferred Alternative, which does not include the 
GEA North alignment. 

The Henry Miller alignment alternative would extend through two 
southern portions of the generally designated GEA area and would 
be immediately adjacent to the roadway where it crosses areas now 
managed by public agencies.  This alignment alternative would be 
adjacent to the existing Henry Miller Road and would avoid or 
minimize potential impacts on biological resources.  The western 
portion crossed by the alignment alternative closest to Los Banos 
would extend adjacent to Henry Miller Road and the San Luis 
Wasteway and cross Ingomar Road ½ mile south of the Volta 
Wildlife Area.  This area of the GEA currently is bisected by 
transportation and infrastructure facilities, including rail and 
roadways, and also includes housing development, farm operations, 
and land under active agricultural production.  The other area of the 
GEA crossed by the alignment along Henry Miller Road is south of 
the CDFG Los Banos Wildlife Area parking lot and 2 miles south of 
the San Luis National Wildlife Refuge.  This segment would be 
immediately adjacent to the roadway by the wildlife area and would 
not extend into the Refuge.  As shown on the current conceptual 
plans, the alignment would extend approximately 3.3 miles on 
elevated structure, through the GEA area along Henry Miller Road.  
This area of the GEA is bisected by Henry Miller Road, State Route 
165, Baker Road, Delta Road, Santa Fe Grade, Criswell Avenue, and 
a number of human-made canals and includes housing development, 
farm operations, and land under active agricultural production.   
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Use of the Henry Miller alignment alternative would not be expected 
to result in further fragmentation of habitat in the GEA because the 
alignment is adjacent to Henry Miller Road, an existing entity, and 
would be elevated for almost half the distance through the GEA.  
Both the general area designation of the GEA and the establishment 
of the USFWS Grasslands WMA occurred well after roads, utilities, 
farms, and residences were well established, and the Henry Miller 
alignment alternative would not result in additional fragmentation.  
The boundaries for the GEA and the WMA may change.  Expanding 
the WMA does not mean that all properties within it are, or would 
be, under conservation easements.  An Environmental Assessment 
prepared in 2005 by the USFWS supported its decision to expand the 
general area by an additional 46,400 acres.  The USFWS and other 
agencies may seek to acquire easements, lands, or interests in lands 
from willing sellers, as funds allow, but landowners are not required 
to participate and their lands have no regulatory restrictions placed 
on them as a result of the 2005 review by the USFWS. 

The program-level environmental analysis provided in Section 3.15 
identifies potential impacts that the alignment alternatives and 
station location options may have on wildlife corridors, special-status 
wildlife and plant species, wetlands, conservation plans, special 
management areas and vegetation communities.  Broad program 
mitigation strategies also are identified in Section 3.15.5.  The HST 
system would include fencing, catenary supports, and soundwalls 
(where needed to mitigate noise impacts).  Impacts of these 
elements on biological resources will be fully evaluated at the project 
level when more details of these elements have been identified.  It 
should be noted there are a number of existing canals, electrical 
lines and power poles, substantial berms, and fences along Henry 
Miller Road.   

The analysis in Section 3.15 also identifies the need for field 
reconnaissance–level surveys to be conducted as part of the future 
Tier 2 project-level environmental analysis.  These future surveys will 
determine specific habitat conditions and impacts along the entire 
preferred HST network alternative, including Henry Miller Road, and 
surrounding areas.  This detailed analysis will identify specifically 
where there are construction and operation impacts, including noise 

and vibration, on critical wildlife corridors, wetlands, sensitive 
habitat, and special-status species, and the project’s potential to 
affect waterfowl/waterbird nesting and breeding and mortality.  The 
Henry Miller alignment and other alignments using Pacheco Pass will 
be further designed at the project level to avoid or minimize 
potential impacts.  Mitigation strategies identified at the program 
level will be refined and applied at the project level to mitigate 
significant impacts.  The Authority and FRA will continue 
coordination with all agencies and organizations involved to identify 
specific issues and develop solutions that avoid, minimize, and 
mitigate potential biological impacts. The Authority and FRA also 
have committed to investigating site-specific location and design 
alternatives for the preferred alignment alternative and station 
location options, including avoidance and minimization alternatives, 
during the Tier 2, project-level environmental review.  This includes 
evaluating design alternatives to the north and south of the current 
proposed Henry Miller alignment alternative.  See also Section 3.15.5 
regarding the Authority’s commitment to acquire agricultural, 
conservation, and/or open space easements for potential impacts in 
and around the GEA. 

There is no site for a station in the vicinity of the Los Banos, Gustine, 
or Santa Nella area in the Final Program EIR/EIS.  The Authority has 
determined that a station in any of these areas should not be 
pursued in any subsequent environmental analysis. 

F005-3 
The Final Program EIR/EIS does not identify, and the Preferred 
Alternative does not include, any site for a fleet storage/service and 
inspection/light maintenance facility along the Henry Miller Road 
section of the proposed alignment in the vicinity of Los Banos.    

F005-4 
Please see Standard Response 4 regarding growth inducement. 

F005-5 
The GEA is discussed and described in Section 3.15.  Additional 
discussion of the USFWS conservation easements has been included 
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in this Final Program EIR/EIS.  The text has been revised to clarify 
that the Henry Miller alignment alternative would not affect the San 
Luis National Wildlife Refuge Complex within the area identified as 
the GEA. 

F005-6 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

F005-7 
The Preferred Alternative presented in this Final Program EIR/EIS is 
the Pacheco Pass Network Alternative, San Francisco and San Jose 
Termini.  To improve connectivity and passenger rail service in the 
region, the Authority is working with the region’s transit providers 
and planning agencies to assist in identifying regional rail 
improvements in the Altamont Corridor.  These improvements would 
not meet the purpose of and need for the HST system but rather are 
an opportunity for the region to improve mobility and access in this 
corridor and provide connectivity to the HST system.  These 
improvements would need to undergo their own environmental 
review and would be subject to California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements 
and regulations to the extent federal agency actions are involved.  
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

F005-8 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

F005-9 
The Preferred Alternative presented in this Final Program EIR/EIS is 
most likely to yield the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable 
Alternative (LEDPA).  Additionally, the Authority and FRA have 
identified design modifications and mitigation measures to reduce 
impacts on waters of the United States, wildlife corridors, and 
species habitat.  The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final 

Program EIR/EIS is the Pacheco Pass Network Alternative, with San 
Francisco and San Jose Termini, which includes the Henry Miller 
alignment alternative.  Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 
8 regarding the identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred 
Alternative.  This alternative would not directly affect the San Luis 
National Wildlife Refuge Complex, existing wildlife management 
areas, state parks, or established wildlife protection areas in the area 
generally identified as the GEA.  Future project-level analyses would 
include focused surveys for species state- or federally listed as 
threatened and endangered and detailed identification of habitat, 
wildlife movement/migration corridors, and wetlands and water 
resources to further identify impacts and develop site-specific 
mitigation measures.  In addition, engineering design refinements 
would be undertaken to avoid and/or minimize environmental 
impacts.  The Authority and FRA will continue to work with the 
USFWS and the CDFG to identify conservation measures to further 
enhance resource protections within the GEA.  See also Section 
3.15.5 regarding the Authority’s commitment to acquire agricultural, 
conservation, and/or open space easements for potential impacts in 
and around the GEA. 
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Comment Letter F006 (Gene K. Fong, U.S. Department of Transportation, September 28, 2007) 

 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Federal Agencies 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 20-20

 

Response to Letter F006 (Gene K. Fong, U.S. Department of Transportation, September 28, 2007 ) 

F006-1 
Comment acknowledged. 
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Comment Letter F007 (Nova Blazej, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, October 26, 2007) 
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Comment Letter F007 - Continued 
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Comment Letter F007 - Continued 
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Response to Letter F007 (Nova Blazej, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, October 26, 2007) 

F007-1 
The process outlined in the June 12, 2006, MOU for integrating the 
requirements of NEPA and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act is 
being implemented in this Program EIR/EIS and will be further 
implemented in the Tier 2 project-level document.  The alignments 
and stations included in the Preferred Alternative are most likely to 
yield the LEDPA. 

F007-2 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the Environmental Protection 
Agency’s (EPA’s) rating of the project as Environmental Concerns—
Insufficient Information (EC-2).  See the Final Program EIR/EIS and 
these responses to comments for additional information on how 
EPA’s issues have been addressed. 

F007-3 
Comment acknowledged.  This Final Program EIR/EIS has taken into 
consideration the concerns of EPA, including identification of the 
alternative corridor(s) most likely to yield the LEDPA, growth-related 
impacts, and cumulative impacts on resources of concern.  The EPA 
and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers concurred that the Pacheco 
Pass Network Alternative, San Francisco and San Jose Termini, 
would be most likely to yield the LEDPA. 

F007-4 
Comment acknowledged.  The Authority and FRA met with EPA on 
January 30, 2008, to discuss Section 404(b)(1) issues and comments 
on the 2007 Draft Program EIR/EIS. 

F007-5 
Comment acknowledged.   

F007-6  
The Authority and FRA consulted with EPA to assist in identifying the 
corridor(s) most likely to yield the LEDPA.  The EPA concurred that 
the Pacheco Pass Network Alternative, San Francisco and San Jose 
Termini, would be most likely to yield the LEDPA.  The Tier 2 EIS will 
analyze specific alignment and station location options in the corridor 
of the Pacheco Pass Network Alternative, San Francisco and San 
Jose Termini.  The Authority and FRA will continue to work with the 
EPA, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and other agencies to determine 
specific mitigation measures to further minimize impacts on aquatic 
and biological resources. 

F007-7 
The network alternatives that include both Pacheco and Altamont 
Passes were not identified as preferred.  See Chapter 8 of the Final 
Program EIR/EIS for a discussion of the Preferred Alternative, the 
Pacheco Pass Network Alternative, San Francisco and San Jose 
Termini.  The EPA concurred that the preferred Pacheco Pass 
Network Alternative, San Francisco and San Jose Termini, would be 
most likely to yield the LEDPA.  

Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

F007-8 
The analysis described in the Program EIR/EIS took into 
consideration the direct and indirect impacts on aquatic and 
biological resources as well as other environmental concerns. The 
alternatives analysis discussed in the Summary has been updated to 
include both the direct and indirect impacts on resources of concern.   

F007-9 
The Authority and FRA disagree that the Pacheco Pass alignments 
need substantial design modifications.  Several design elements have 
been employed at the program level to minimize or avoid direct and 
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indirect impacts on resources of concern, including tunneling, 
elevated alignments, and alignments adjacent to existing 
transportation rights-of-way.  Direct and indirect impacts of the 
Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS will be 
further minimized through project design features.  The Pacheco 
Pass Network Alternative, San Francisco and San Jose Termini, 
would include tunnels and elevated structures to minimize impacts 
on streams, water bodies, wetlands, wildlife movement corridors, 
and sensitive species and habitat.  As shown on the current 
conceptual plans, the alignment along Henry Miller Road, for 
example, would extend approximately 3.3 miles on elevated 
structure, which could potentially reduce total direct impacts on 
wetlands by approximately 3.25 acres and indirect impacts by 421 
acres.  More detail both in project refinement and specific on-the-
ground information would be developed in the Tier 2 process that 
would allow for greater avoidance.   

F007-10 
The Authority and FRA considered purpose and need, logistics, cost, 
technology, and availability, as well as impacts on aquatic resources 
and environmental impacts, in identifying the alternative most likely 
to yield the LEDPA.  Because of substantial impacts on San Francisco 
Bay and the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife 
Refuge, those network alternatives that included a Dumbarton 
Crossing were not identified as preferred.  In addition, those network 
alternatives that included a new transbay tube were not identified as 
preferred; they were identified to be impracticable because of the 
logistics of constructing the tube in San Francisco Bay and the high 
cost.   

F007-11 
See Standard Response 4 regarding growth inducement.   

It is not possible to associate specific levels of 
population/employment growth, urbanization, and indirect impacts 
with individual stations.  The reason for this lack of association is 
that counties served as the primary geographic boundary for the 
growth inducement and secondary impact analysis, and it is not 

possible to associate individual stations with a county, even if there 
is only one station in a county.  Individual stations draw ridership 
from, and hence influence growth patterns within, catchment areas 
around each station.  The shape and size of these catchment areas 
do not necessarily follow political boundaries, and catchment areas 
for a given station vary based on the network, alignment, station, 
and operational features of a given alternative.  Because of the 
complex interaction among travel modes, HST station options, and 
the millions of origin-destination pairs in the study area, it is not 
possible to state that any given station leads to a specific amount of 
growth.   

While it may be possible to create an iterative analysis process that 
successively adds and subtracts stations to each network and 
alignment alternative, such a process would be time consuming and 
costly.  Further results from such an effort would be unlikely to show 
reliable and meaningful differences given that (a) changes in station 
location are relatively small in the context of the entire Bay Area to 
Central Valley study area, and (b) a county-level study frame was 
used for forecasting population, employment, and urbanization 
impacts.   

The basic relationships that drive differences in growth-related 
impacts between stations sites are described in Section 5.5 of the 
Draft Program EIR/EIS.  The underlying analysis was performed in a 
multi-tiered fashion by looking at macroscale economic effects, 
associating these effects with county-level population and 
employment changes, and then allocating these changes to 
development changes within individual hectare grids in each county.  
Indirect impacts for many resource categories were assessed within 
the hectare grids, and remaining resource categories were assessed 
around individual stations or within each county as appropriate.   

The commenter also requested that urbanization and indirect 
impacts be presented as a range (not a single value) for each 
county.  Point estimates of these estimates were prepared for a 
single representative network alternative for both Altamont and 
Pacheco.  The point estimates of growth inducement for population, 
employment, and urbanization rely heavily on forecasts of future 
base conditions prepared by third parties (e.g. California Department 
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of Finance, metropolitan planning organizations, etc.), and statistical 
models that produce deterministic rather than stochastic results.  
Therefore, it is not possible to independently produce high and low 
estimates of growth inducement without making speculative and 
unsubstantiated assumptions regarding changes to input variables or 
statistical models. 

Given the above, the information that would be needed to populate 
the tables and maps requested by the commenter is not currently 
available and cannot be reliably produced through reasonable 
efforts. 

F007-12 
See Standard Response 4 regarding growth inducement.   

F007-13 
As noted on page 3.17-2, the cumulative impacts analysis conducted 
for this project analyzed cumulative impacts for the Bay Area to 
Central Valley HST project, including Pacheco Pass and Altamont 
Pass network alternatives and station location options.  Text has 
been added in this Final Program EIR/EIS specifically stating that this 
cumulative analysis is not tiered off the previous statewide document 
as it relates to the Bay Area to Central Valley study area.   

F007-14 
The Caltrans Cumulative Impact Assessment Guidance has been 
reviewed and was considered in the development of the cumulative 
impacts analysis.  The cumulative impacts of the HST system and 
other identifiable projects were addressed following the stated 
guidance.  The cumulative impacts analysis was prepared at a level 
commensurate with the analysis of other environmental impacts in 
the document.  Because the timing and order of implementation of 
individual segments of the HST system have not been determined, 
the ability to conduct further analysis is limited at the program level, 
as is the ability to identify projects whose impacts would accumulate 
with the HST impacts in the future.  Also the level of detail for the 
segments and many other projects has not been developed to the 
point where further analysis can occur at the program level.   

F007-15 
Comment acknowledged.  No further changes required.   

F007-16 
The study area used for each resource has been identified and is 
described in this Final Program EIR/EIS.   

F007-17 
Comment acknowledged.  No further changes required.   

F007-18 
The direct and indirect impacts of the proposed project were 
evaluated as part of the cumulative impact analysis.  Text has been 
added to Section 3.17 that describes the direct and indirect impacts 
that might contribute to a significant cumulative impact.  

F007-19 
See Response to Comment F007-14.  Additional detail has been 
added to Appendix 3.17.A regarding the types of potential impacts 
that may result from the list of projects.  Text has been added to 
Section 3.17 that describes the direct and indirect impacts of other 
projects that might contribute to a significant cumulative impact.  
Additional analysis of cumulative impacts will be presented in 
project-level environmental documents.  

F007-20 
Comment acknowledged.  No further changes required.   

F007-21 
Comment acknowledged.  No further changes required.   

F007-22 
Proposed program mitigation strategies have been added to Section 
3.17 so that all mitigation for cumulative impacts is listed in one 
location.  The figure has been revised to better depict locations and 
titles for cumulative projects.  A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
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Plan will be prepared to ensure implementation of adopted 
mitigation strategies in project-level reviews.    

F007-23 
Proposed program mitigation strategies have been added to Section 
3.17 so that all mitigation is listed in one location.  In addition, the 
program mitigation strategies and design guidance that are adopted 
by the Authority and FRA as part of the approved project will be 
included in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan prepared 
for CEQA compliance, as well as in the FRA Record of Decision.   
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Comment Letter F008 (G. Mendel Stewart, U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, October 22, 
2007) 
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Response to Letter F008 (G. Mendel Stewart, U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, October 22, 
2007) 

F008-1 
See Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding identification of 
the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.   

Impacts on the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife 
Refuge are discussed in the Program EIR/EIS.  Section 3.15 
acknowledges the refuge and the potential impacts of the alignment 
alternatives on biological resources and wetlands.  Chapter 7 also 
acknowledges the refuge and the potential impacts resulting from 
operation and construction of the network alternatives. The 
Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS is the 
Pacheco Pass Network Alternative, San Francisco and San Jose 
Termini, which includes the Henry Miller Road alignment alternative 
and would not require a bay crossing or impact the refuge.  

F008-2 
Refer to Response to Comment F008-1 regarding potential impacts 
on the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge.  
Detailed noise and vibration analyses and focused surveys would be 
conducted and specific temporary and permanent impacts and 
mitigation would be identified as part of the Tier 2 project-level 
environmental analysis.  Mitigation strategies are identified in Section 
3.15 and include habitat replacement and revegetation, protection 
during construction, performance (growth) standards, maintenance 
criteria, and monitoring requirements.  In addition, construction 
could be phased around the breeding season for sensitive wildlife 
species.  For sensitive areas crossed by the proposed project 
alternatives, specific mitigation measures, including timing of 
construction, would be identified as part of the Tier 2 project-level 
environmental analysis.   

F008-3 
Refer to Response to Comment F008-1 regarding potential impacts 
on the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge.  As 

noted in Section 3.15, the Dumbarton crossing was estimated to 
result in potential direct impacts on 34 acres of wetlands through the 
refuge.  To mitigate impacts on sensitive areas and habitat (as 
defined at the project level), in-line construction (i.e., use new rail 
infrastructure as it is built) will be used to transport equipment 
to/from the construction site and to transport excavated material 
away from the construction site to appropriate reuse or disposal 
sites.  Threatened and endangered species that may be affected are 
noted in Section 3.15 and listed in Appendix 3.15-A.  At the program 
level it was concluded that impacts on biological resources from 
construction, operation, and maintenance would remain significant, 
even with the application of mitigation strategies. 

F008-4 
Refer to Response to Comment F008-1 regarding potential impacts 
on the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge.  
Predator access issue mitigation measures would be identified as 
part of the Tier 2 project-level environmental analysis when more 
detailed design is available and field surveys have been conducted. 

F008-5 
Refer to Response to Comment F008-1 regarding potential impacts 
on the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge.  
The cumulative impact analysis discussed in Section 3.17 includes 
the Dumbarton Rail Crossing project.  The potential for freight 
service is discussed in Chapter 2.  If the Authority decides to move 
forward with this service, additional analysis would be required as 
part of the Tier 2 project-level environmental analyses to assess 
specific impacts.  

F008-6 
Refer to Response to Comment F008-1 regarding potential impacts 
on the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge.  
The HST would be designed to have fully grade-separated tracks 
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with state-of-the-art safety, signaling, and automated train control 
systems to minimize the potential for derailment.  The Authority 
would build upon the extensive experience of HST operations in 
other countries.  Future HST Operations Plans will include 
emergency response measures.  FRA regulations also address safety 
concerns, and this system would comply with those regulations. 

F008-7 
Refer to Response to Comment F008-1 regarding potential impacts 
on the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge.  
The construction cost associated with this crossing is estimated at 
from $1.5 billion (low bridge) to more than $3 billion (tube).  
Constructing a new bridge or tube crossing along the Dumbarton 
corridor would involve major construction activities in sensitive 
wetlands, saltwater marshes, and aquatic habitat, requiring special 
construction methods and mitigation.   

If a new crossing were constructed for the HST, it would not remove 
the need for the Dumbarton Rail Crossing project.  As noted in 
Chapter 2, the approval of Regional Measure 2 (RM2) in March 2004 
included funding to reconstruct the out-of-service Dumbarton Rail 
line between southern Alameda County and the San Francisco 
Peninsula.  The reconstructed rail bridge across the bay includes 
embankment, trestle structure, and two swing bridges; most of the 
segment is single track with limited passing sidings.  The Dumbarton 
Rail project would conflict with the proposed HST system.  The HST 
system planned for 2030 includes at least two tracks for all of the 
system and does not include a single track as planned for the 
Dumbarton Bridge, which would not accommodate HST service.  The 
HST system also would conflict with the Caltrain Joint Powers Board 
(JPB) electric multiple unit (EMU) option, which would not be 
compatible with HSTs currently in service around the world, nor with 
the similar EMUs proposed for use by the JPB.  If high-density 
regional rail service is developed in the future along this route, a 

double-track bridge across the bay would be necessary and likely 
would result in significant impacts on San Francisco Bay, Don 
Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge, aquatic 
resources, and sensitive plant and wildlife species.   

F008-8 
Comment acknowledged.   
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 Comment Letter F009 (Joseph C. Pennino, U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, October 24, 
2007) 
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Response to Letter F009 (Joseph C. Pennino, U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, October 24, 
2007) 

F009-1 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge that its proposed rail alignments 
may pass adjacent to or over properties owned by the Bureau of 
Reclamation and that such properties may be operated by the 
California Department of Parks and Recreation or CDFG. 

F009-2 
The Bureau of Reclamation will be on the mailing list for future 
project-level environmental reviews.  The Authority and FRA 
understand that approval would be required from the Reclamation 
Board prior to crossing its lands. 

F009-3 
The Authority and FRA appreciate the contact information from the 
Bureau of Reclamation. 




