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several rare and endangered species. its eritical role as wintering habitat for Pacific Flyway
waterlowl, and its status as the largest remaining block of wetlands in what was once a vast
Central Valley ecosystem, Although Gr is provides wintering habitat for twenty percent of
the Pacific Flyway waterfow] populations. encompasses one of the largest remaining vernal pool
complexes, and supports several federally listed or proposed threatened and endangered species
including the San Joaquin kit fox, Aleutian Canada goose, Swainson’s hawk. and tri-colored

- Substrate Affinities and Burrow use (or equivalent special habitat needs)
- Home range

- Reproduction

- Dispersal

- Habitat characteristics

- Population status

i i aren is w1t | TR/ 003417

blackbird. this area is not even mentioned in the DETR/S. OB -~ Threats

In addition, the growth-inducing impacts of stations in Los Banos, Merced. and Gilroy will be - Lonsenationstaws

enormous for the Grasslands Feological Area and must be analyzed. We predict that these N Im.p.uci .Ul proposed project

impacts will be 1o significant o mitigate. As a resull. we recommend no stations be builtin . Ml",g:a“o," o . .

these locations. The final alignment may need t avoid this area altogether due to the ecological - Justification that mitigation reduces the impacts to a non-significant level

impacts. Ultimately the goal of the HSR projeet should be to connect the larger metropolitan . o )

cenlers in the state, not to create more in ecologically sensitive areas. 3. Western Mojave Omissions - Desert tortoise

1. California Burrowing Owl Conspicuously absent from the discussion of impacts to biological resources in the eastern

Bakersficld to LA Alignment is any discussion of the impact 1o the Western Mojave Desert HCP

The California burrowing owl is a California state species of special concern, This species is planning effort. This HCP is in the final stages "—‘r‘fPPfU"a] and should be released in the fall of

known 1o oceur {CNDDB) throughout the entire alignment of the HSR proposal. Records 2004. Most cgregiously. the desert tortoise is not listed among the imperiled species that would

indicate that California burrowing owls have been found within 1800 ft of the following be impacted by the proposed HSR project. The Mojave Desert population of the descrt tortoise

proposed alignments: Sacramento to Stockton (Alignments UP1, UP2, BNC1, BN1, UPS, UP6, has been listed as threatened since 1990 and is at risk due 10 a combination of several threats

BNC2). San Jose to Oakland (west and east alignments), San Jose to Merced (Southern route which include transportation infrastructure. Clearly, the omission of any discussion of this high

alignments), Tulare to Bakersfield. LA to Bakersfield (1-5 and UPRE alignments). LA to March profile federally and state threatened spe hat the DEIS/R is vastly inadequate. The

ARB (UP/ Colton 1. UP/Riverside line, UP/Colton 2. and UP /Colton 3 alignments), LA to HSR proposes to traverse the Alkali mariposa lily Conservation Area and Bat Conservation Area

Anaheim. Union Station to LAX. March ARB 1o Miramar, Oceanside 10 $an Diego, and (for Townsend’s big-cared bat. long-legged myotis, California leaf-nosed bat. pallid bat, and

Miramar to San Dicgo. Considering the incomplete database that this cursory analysis is based Western mastiff bat). The proposed alignment would cross the largest roost known for all six

on, it is apparent that the entire alignment must be surveyed for burrowing owls and the potential target species - the roost under the Interstate 15 bridge at the Mojave River crossing contains

impacts analyzed. over 10,000 bats. The proposed station in Palmdale would only exacerbate conservation
problems and the declining status of specics such as the Mohave ground squirre! and the desert O034-18

An example of how la ¢ the DEIR/EIS analysis is with respect 1o burrowing owl. the tortoise.

Sacramento to Bakersfield technical evaluation does not even mention impaets to this species, 003417

despite the fact that burrowing owls exist in this area. While the Bay Area to Merced technical
evaluation does caleulate an overlap between the HSR proposal and California burrowing owl
oceurrences, again no detailed analysis of the quality of this habitat and ils importance to the
species is presented. Nor is a deseription of the species biology and behavior pr nted. This is
but one detailed example of the DEIS/R s inadequate analysis of the impacts to species of special
coneeri.

OF particular concem is that burrowing owl often prefers to nest near roads and artificially raised
areas (such as berms and levees). Clearly. nesting near the HSR alignments could pose a
problem in terms of survival including collision morality. increased predation risk, and
decreased habitat connectivity. We expeet a revised DEIS/R to include information an all
impacted species such as the following example for burrowing owl:

- Species description

- Distribution

Seasonal activity

Located in an ecolone between the Sierra Nevada range, the Central Valley, and the Mojave
Desert, the Tehachapi area is extremely important ecologically. Many species converge here and
the impacts of a proposed HSR system here are likely too enormous 1o allow suilicient
mitigation. This is an important area for the recovery of California Condors. an icon for the
Endangered Species Act. The castern alignment through Tehachapi from Merced 1o LA
additionally fails to discuss the impacts on the pronghorn antelope. Habitat fragmentation
throughout the West has had a demonstrated negative impact on migratory behavior of
pronghorn (Buechner 1930, (" Gara and Yoakum 1992; van Riper and Ockenfels 1998). Van
Ripper et al, (2001) found that a fenced railroad right-of-way in Arizona isolated pronghorn into
discrete populations. White (1969) reported that fenced highways blocked the movement af
pronghorn and resulted in as much as 80% herd mortality. The pronghorn population raversed
by the Tehachapi alignment is one of the only known remaining pronghorn herds in the state, and
as a wide-ranging spe population is clearly vulnerable o impacts from the proposed
HSR and these impacts must be described and addressed.
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. Impacts to specific areas by specific alignments

For all the species and habitat impacts, the furthes! 'mp.u.l.:s reported in the DEIS/R are within 0.5
miles of cach alignment. This spatial area of analysis ent for all impacts. especially
fragmentation and wildlife movement corridor impacts. A biologically defensible impact zone
must be determined and analyzed in an improved DEIS/R. In our GIS analysis, we buffered the
proposed HSK alignments by 1800 meters on each side. as Forman et al. (2003) indicate that
several biological effects of roads (including stream sediment. noise. vibration and light, habitat
fragmentation/isolation, disruption of wildlife movement corridors, invasion by non-native
species, and increased human access) go well beyond 1000 m.

For the discussion below, we organized our comments to first refleet general issues of concern
for each alignment followed by citations to specific wildlife corridors impacted by specific
alignments and why cach of these corridors is biologically important. The wildlife corridors
noted are found in the California Wilderness Coalitions’ “Missing Linkages” report. The
impacts to these corridors come from the placement of the alignments into these corridors or
crossing these cormidors, As noted. the alignments will disrupt these arcas from construction
impacts as well as operational impacts. particularly where the alignment is constructed at grade
with fencing. Finally, we also provide an analysis of specific areas of federally designated
critical habital impacted by specific alignments. All of these issues raised reflect issues that were
either inadequately discussed in the DEIR/ELS or not discussed at all.

1. Bay Area to Merced Route:

The following comments are in addition to the detailed comments presented by the Loma Prieta
Chapter of the Sierra Club:

San Joaguin Kit Fox (SJKF)

The Bay Area to Merced Biological Resources Technical LEvaluation ack 5 that SIKF
habitat will be impacted. but does not include essential elements of its biology. especially
pertaining to movement needs. which make it particularly susceptible to negative impacts from
the proposed high speed rail project. Without knowing the characteristics of this impact, it is
difficult to impossible to plan o avoid and mitigate them. The revised document must include
information such as the dispersal requirements and discuss wildlife crossing structures and how
they can best be designed for this species. In particular. we request that information from
previous crossings developed in consultation with the US Fish and Wildlife Service and the San
Joaquin Kit Fox Planning and Conservation Team be consulted. HSR alignments in San Joaquin
kit fox habitat should be equipped with directional fencing. frequent underpasses. and escape
dens to prevent high levels of predation by covotes.

All north and south alignments from Merced to San Jose cro
and or/ Merced Counties that are identified as high priority n
Wildlife Service Recovery Plan for the San Joaquin Kit Fox
impact between 2019 and 3122 acres of this speci
corridor for this species

through areas within Stanislaus
covery efforts by the US Fish and
These proposals will directly
habitat and fence ofl a major wildlife

The resultant habitat loss and fragmentation can cause decreases in fox

034-19

abundance through changes in social ecology. productivity, spatial use, dispersal, and survival
(Bjurlin 2003). San Joaquin kit foxes may range up to 20 miles at night during the breeding
season (Girard 2001) and up to 6 miles during the pu ring scason. Because they move at
night, any lights associated with the high-speed rail project will have a negative impact on the
ability 1o survive in the vieinity.

a. SJ o Bay Area Rowe

i Sl SF Al

Wildlife corridors imy
- BA107: This corridor contains riparian areas as well as bay wetlands. It also provides a
linkage for waterfowl. shorebirds. and the harvest mouse.

il 8J 10 Oakland Alignment

Critical habitat impacted:

- California tiger salamander critical habitat is impacted by the west route, Union City to $J via
coastline alignment.

- Vemal pool species critical habitat is impacted by the west route. Union City 1o $J via coastline
alignment.

Wildlife movement corridors impacted:

- BA 103: This corridor includes the Alameda Creek Watershed, which is a key linkage and
choke point for steelhead. western pond turtle, CA red-legged frog and foothil! yellow-legged
frog.

-BA 104: This corridor contains Coyote Creek. which is a linkage and choke-point for salmon.

=BA 107: The HSR alignment crosses this corridor twice on the west route. This corridor
contains riparian areas and bay wetlands which serve as linkages and stepping stones for
waterfowl. shorebirds, and the harvest mouse.

b, 8110 Merced Alignment:

Critical habitat impacted:
- California tiger salamander
- Vernal pool species (South lines alignment)
Wildlife movement corridors impacted:
-BA 104: This corridor contains Coyote Creek. which is a linkage and choke-point for salmon.
i North Lires - The Diablo Alignment

Wildlife movement corridors impacted:
-CV 8 This corridor is important for San Joaguin kit fox. giant kangaroo rat. blunt-nosed leopard
lizard. short-nosed kangaroo rat. and LeConte’s thrasher.

O034-19
cont
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-CV 19: This corridor is important for Riparian brush rabbit, wood rat. W. vellow-billed cuckoo,
neotropical migrants. ringtail (riparian habitat major). There is a need to maintain riparian
species refugia above flood levels as part of the Recovery Plan for Upland Species of the San
Joaquin Valley, USFWS 1998,

-BA 103: This corridor contains the Alameda Creck Watershed. which is a linkage and choke
point for steelhead, western pond turtle, CA red-legged frog and foothill yellow-legged frog.
This corridor is impacted by the North Tunne! Alignment Option,

-BA 104: This corridor comains Coyote Creek, which is a linkage and choke-point for salmon
{Minimize Tunnel Option and Tunnel under Henry Coe Option).

ii. South Lines - Pacheco Alignment:

-BA10: This is the Santa Cruz Mountain = Mt, Hamilton Mountain corridor which is a choke
point for mountain lion, bobeat, and coyote.

-CC 19: This corridor is a population recovery “stepping stone™ and/o
habitat for neotropical migratory bird species. It also provides conn for steelhead with
headwaters spawning and rearing habitats, as well as a movement linkage for large and small
mammals. Least beli’s virco was recorded here in 1997, This comridor is crossed a second time
on Gilroy Bypass Option.

-C + This is an imporant corridor for medium/ large-sized carnivores, including mountain
lion.

-CV I8 (two different corridors with similar impacts): The species impacted by the disruption of
this corridor include San Joaquin kit fox, blunt-nosed leopard lizard. and kangarco rat. The
important habitats in this corridor include Grassland, Alkali scrub, Alkali sink serub, and
marshland. This area is noted as important to the San Joaquin Recovery Plan.

nigratory stopover”

2. Sacramento to Bakersfield
a. Sacramento to Stockton Corridor

Critical Habitat impacted:
-Significant impact to vernal pool species eritical habitat from the BN4 Alignment.

Wildlife movement corridors impacted:
-CV 23! This is  riparian corridor important to birds and Tule Elk. It provides an important
linkage to the Sierra Nevada ecoregion.

b, Stockton o Modesto Corridor
Wildlife movement corridors impacted:

=CV 19 (two different corridors with same function): Ripari
vellow-billed cuckoo. neotropical migrants. and ringtail ar

1 brush rabbit, wood rat, western
species found in this area,

¢. Modesto to Mereed Corridor
Critical Habitat impacted:
ignificant impacts to vernal pool species from BNC3 alignment.

034-19
cont,

Wildlife movement corridors impacted:
<CV 19: This corridor is important for riparian brush rabbit. wood rat, western vellow-billed
cuckoo, neotropical migrants, and ringts

-CV 18: This corridor is used by San Joaquin kit fox. blunt-nosed leopard lizard, and kangaroo
rat,

d. Mereed o Fresno Route:

Within the Fresno River and San Joaquin River arcas. major issues of concem are impacts 1o
vernal poals and riparian habitat. Public or protected lands in this section include the San
Joaquin Valley Eeological Reserve. Construction and operational impacts would likely affect
water quality. riparian habitat, and aquatic habitat. Part of the fall-run Chinook salmon
Evolutionary Significant Unit is downstream of the San Joaquin River crossing.

Critical Iabitat impacted:
= There will be significant impacts to vernal pool species from the UP13, BN13, and
BN14 alignments.

Wildlife movement corridors impacted:
-CV 18 This is the Madera-Merced Linkage. which is imponant 10 SJKF. blunt-nosed leopard
lizard, and kangaroo rat (crosses subsection UP13),

e Fresno to Tulare Route:

Numerous biodiy
corridors, and s
change in rips

ity elements are associated with this area. including vernal pools, riparian
ilive species. Linkages through this section are riparian linkages and any
n cover of vegetation would be considered a significant impact,

Critical habitat impacted:
- California tiger salamander critical habitat will be impacted from this route.

Wildlife movement corridors impacted:
- CV12:This is the Kings River corridor which serves as a choke-paint for neotropical
migratory birds and the Fresno kangaroo rat. This corridor is crossed by subsection
UP18 and subsection BN20.
CV 14 is the St Johns River corridor which is important for kangaroo rat, SJKF, and
neotropical migratory birds. This alignment crosses the corridor at subsection UP18).

f. Tulare to Bakersfield Route:

Major issues of coneern in this section include impacts to riparian habitat, linkages, vemal pools,
wetlands. and threatened and endangered species. Allensworth Ecological Reserve and Fixley
National Wildlife Refuge provide habitat for numerous threatened and endangered species, such
as San Joaquin kit fox and vernal pool fairy shrimp. Deer Creek linkage is a riparian linkage that
would be impaired by changes in vegetation composition and structure. Poso Creek drains into

16
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cont,
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the Kern National Wildlife Refuge and other wetlands, which may be affected by changes in
water quality and surface and groundwater flow due to project eonstruction and operation,

g tracks through this area will limit construction o upgrading of

Proposed alignments on existi
impacts and changes 1o local habitat due to the speed of the trains will

the tracks; however, noise
likely occur,

Critical Habitat impacted:
= There will be impacts to vernal pool species from the BN

2 alignment.

Wildlife movement corridors impacted:

hway 43/ Garces Highway is a barrier that fragments habital for the San
Joaquin kit fox, blunt-nosed leopard lizard. Tipton kangaroo rat (crosses subsection
BN22 twice).

= €V 6: This is the Deer Creek/ Sand Ridge corridor that is linkage and choke-
point for many T&E species. Tulare lake marsh colonial birds as well as neotropical
migratory birds. The alignment crosses this corridor at subscetion BN22 and subsection
P21,

- €V 10: This as the Tule River corridor that is a landscape linkage and chok point for
pond turtles, neotropical migratory birds, and rare plants. The alignment crosses this
corridor at subscetion UP21.

- CV 4: This is the Pozo Creck comidor that is a missing linkage for the San Joaquin kit
fox. The alignment crosses this corridor subsection BN22 and at subsection UP22.

CV 1: This is the Kem River corridor that is a choke-point for the San Joaquin kit fox.
Tipton kangaroo rat, and Buena Vista iake shrew . The alignment crosses this corridor as
subsection UP25 and subsection BN25.

3. Bakerslield 1o LA Route:
a. Bakersfield wo Sylmar (Tehachapi/ Antelope Valley)

Wilderness areas in and adjacent 1o this section of the alignment include Sierra and Angeles
Mational Forests. as well as Magic Mountain and Pacifico Potential Wilderness areas. Concerns
through this section include impacts to linkages. roadless areas, potential wilderess arcas,
wetlands, and threatened and endangered species, For wide-ranging species such as black bear,
mountain lion. deer. and hobeat. habitat fragmentation and death due to train strikes is a major
concern in this section. In the Santa Clara River area of the proposed alignment, the Southern
California Evolutionary Significant Unit for steelhead is intersected and thus impacted.

Wildlife movement corvidors impacted:

- CV2:The South End San Joaguin Valley corridor is a landscape linkage for the San
Joaquin kit fox. blunt-nosed leopard lizard. short-nosed kangaroo rat. and LeConte’s
thrasher. The alignment crosses this corridor at the SR-58 corridor and 1-5 I'ehachapi
cormidor subsections.

034-19
cont,

- SN 10: The Southern Sierra Checkerboard corridor is a landscape linkage for deer.
bear, mountain lion, and bobeat. The alignment crosses this corridor along the SR-58
corridor subsection in two locations.

= DE12: The San Gabriels/T'ehachapi corridor is a
desert wildlife in general. The alignment crosses th
corridor subsection,

- SC 113: The Soledad Canyon/ Mint Canyon corridor is a choke-point for the
movement of large mammals, three-spine stickleback, southwest willow flycatcher.
and western spadefoot toad. The alignment erosses this corridor at the Soledad
Canyon corridor subsection in three locations.

= SC 111 The Highway $/Newhall Pass corridor is a landscape linkage and choke-
point for the movement of mammals in general. The alignment crosses this corridor
at the 1-5 Tehachapi corridor and Soledad Canyon Corridor subseetions.

sing linkage for movement of
corridor along the SR-38

b. Bakersficld to Sylmar (1-5 route) route:

Wilderness arcas in or adjacent 1o this seetion of alignment include Los Padres and Angeles
Mational Forests, and Sespe Wilderness. Potential wilderness areas include Antimony, Redrock
Mountain. Salt Creek, San Francisquito, Magic Mountain, and Tule. Other undeveloped areas in
the vicinity include Wind Wolves Preserve (owned by Wildlands Conservaney) and Tejon
Ranch. Major concerns in this section are impacts to linkages and habitat fragmentation. Wide-
ing animals may be affected by fragmentation of habitat and train strikes,

Wildlife movement corridors impacted:
= €V X: The South End San Joaquin Valley corridor is a landscape linkage for the San O034-19
Joaguin kit fox. blunt-nosed leopard lizard, short-nosed kangaroo rat, and LeConte’s ot
thrasher. The alignment crosses this corridor at the SR-58 corridor and 1-5 Tehachapi
corridor subsections,
- SN 17: The Southern Sierra corridor is a choke-point for the movement of deer, bear, and
mountain lon.
- SC12: The Castaic Highway 5 corridor undercrossing addresses a choke-point for
mammals. The alignment crosses this corridor at the 1-3 Tehachapi corridor subsection.
= SC60: The Santa Clara River corridor is a landscape linkage for fish and birds. The
nment crosses this corridor at the 1-5 Tehachapi corridor subsection.
= SC.I1I: The Highway 5/Newhall Pass corridor is a landscape linkage and choke-point
for the movement of mammals in general. The alignment erosses this corridor at the 1-5
Tehachapi corridor and Soledad Canyon Corridor subsections.

€. Sylmar to LA Route:

Wildlife movement corridors
= SC 115: The Griffith P:
mammals. The al
Downtown Si and |

mpacted:

k/Verdugo Hills corridor is a missing linkage for large
nent er s this corridor at the Metrolink/UPRR: Burbank
: Glendale subsections.
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4. LA 10 San Dicgo Route:

b. March ARB to Mira Mesa Alignment:
Major concerns through this section of the state include impacts w linkages. threatened and - -
endangered species, vernal pools, and coastal streams and lagoons. Roadless or w ilderness areas Crltlva! _Im'h]t.al lmpach:d:_ . N . N .
: e : . . = : : The alignment will impact critical habitat for the following species: Arroyo toad,
include Penasquitos Canyon and Carmel Mountain Preserve. Public or protected lands include - alignme pact | ) 1_ - ]‘K illow v "
state beaches (Doheny, San Clemente, and San Onofre) and the San Diego National Wildlife (:Ellmumw gnalcz.ltc!u':r.. 0““_10 checkerspot butterfly, Southwestern willow flycatcher. and
Refuge. Within the UC Riverside area. there may be a loss of local open space and impacts to vernal pool species. These impacts st be analyzed
species such as Stephens’ kangaroo rat and Santa Ana sucker. Exiensive consultation with - . . .
CDFG and FWS would likely be necessary for impacts through this area. In southern Orange Wildife migration c?rndm_'s "“'?“‘“'": . . .
County, creck crossings along this ali could result in impacts to steelhead migration. : g(_ K The San Jacinto _Rm:r .w"'dm wa Izmdsgam linkage for coyote and rare planis.
Construction could affect vernal pools on Camp Pendleton. Within the Inland San Diego County [‘]'Ec“ahgl?mem crosses I!:Js norrud?r al _lhc San Jm:mllu o I3 subsection.
section, there are extensive vernal pool complexes adjacent to I-15 and SR-32 corridors that ) 'N,L .'Lw: he Tucalota Creek corridor is a choke-point for the movement of coastal
could be impacted by construction. California gnatcatcher and Los Angeles pt)ckCl mouse. The alignment crosses this
) corridor at the San Jacinto to 1-5 subsection.
Within the coastal San Diego County section the alignments have a high potential to impact all - The Pechanga Corridor is a landscape linkage for mountain lion, deer. and
coastal lagoons in the area. In addition. it is important Lo maintain conneetivity between these - nent crosses this corridor at the San Jacinto 10 1-3 subsection.
coastal lagoons and inland open space for predators. Rare southern maritime chaparral : \’( 4: The San Luis [_{"_‘-\ cm:rldnr 1 a chok:-ns_\ml Io;.' the 1110\'cn.’|c11l of'.lar‘uc carmivores,
communities (e.g.. Del Mar manzznita and wart-stemmed ecanothus) are found on sandstone P deer. and steelhead. ] he alignment crosses this corridor at the San Jacinto 10 1-5
bluffs in this arca are could be impacted by the proposed project. pov subseetion. o . ) i o
) - SC 3: The San Diequito River corridor is a choke-point and main corridor for large
a. LA Union Station to March ARB Alignment carnivores and deer. The alignment crosses this corridor at the San Jacinto to 1-5
subsection,
Critical habitat impacted: - 8C I: The Penasquitos Canyon and Carme! Mountain Preserve corridor is a choke-point
- San Bernardino Kangaroo Rat critical habitat will be most impacted by Subsegment for the movement of large carnivores and deer. The alignment erosses this corridor at the
1C1. San Jacinto o 1-3 subsection,
- California gnatcatcher critical habitat will be impacted by Segment 1B] > 1AL O034-10
¢. Mira Mesa to San Dicgo Alignment: cont
Wildlife migration corridors impacted:
- SC 201: The San Gabriel River corridor is a missing linkage for the river channel. The Critical habitat impacted:
alignment erosses this corridor at the UP/Colton | and UP/Riverside line subscctions. - Riverside fairy shrimp critical habitat will be impacted by the Mira Mesa to Qualcomm
- SC 203: The Puente/San Jose/San Gubriel corridor is a missing linkage and choke-paint stadium alignment.
for large carnivores, raptors. songbirds. and other furbearers. The alignment crossés this
corridor at the UP/Colton 1 and UP/Riverside line subsections. Wildlife migration corridors impacted:
- SC 206: The Lytle Creek Drainage corridor is a landscape linkage and choke-point for
the river channel. The crosses the corridor at the UP/Colton line to San Bernardino Miramar Road to San Diego
subsection - 8C 2: The San Diego River corridor is a choke-point for the movement of large
- SC207: The Sana Ana River corridor is a landscape linkage for the Santa Ana sucker, carnivores, deer, and steelhead. The alignment crosses this corridor at the SR-52 to Santa
least Beil's vireo, southwest willow flyeatcher, and San Bernardino kangaroo rat. The Fe Depot subsection.
alignment crosses this corridor at the UP/Colton 2 and UP/Colton line Lo San Bemardino
subsections. Anaheim to Irvine
SC 220: The El Toro Linkage corridor is a missing linkage for coyote. The alignment
s this corridor at the Fullerton to Irvine subscetion.
Irvine to Oceanside
- : The Oso Creek corridor is a choke-point for bobeat, coyote, and songbirds. The
alignment crosses this corridor at the San Juan Cap Trench and San Juan Cap I-5
subsections.
19
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*  Reflective mirrors. repellents, ultrasound. and road lighting are not effective in reducing
Oceanside 1o San Diego collisions.
- 8C 3: The Diequito River corridor is a choke-point and main corridor for the movement
of large carnivores and deer. The alignment crosses this corridor at the Encinitas to See COST - European Co-operation in the Field of Scientific and Technical Research, 2000.
Solana Beach subsection. Habitat fragmentation due to transportation infrastructure, COST 341, French state of the art
- 8C 1: The Penasquitos Canyon and Carmel Mountain Preserve corridor is a choke-point O034-19 report
for the movement of large carnivores and deer. The alignment crosses this corridor at the cont:
[-5/1-803 split 1o SR-32 and Miramar Hill Tunnel subsections, 1. San Joaquin Kit Fox: 003420
- 5 2: The San Diego River corridor is a choke-point for the movement of large cont.
carnivores, deer. and steelhead. The alignment crosses this corridor at the SR-52 1o Santa Underpasses are the preferred crossing structure for SIKF and should be at least 0.5m high and
Fe Depot subsection. 0.5m wide. Also, in order to maintain normal daily movement patierns, underpasses should be
placed every 0.5km, Exclusionary fences should be used to encourage foxes to use the crossing
1L Adequacy of mitigation measures structures (Bjurlin 2003). Fencing shoutd be buried in the ground deep enough that coyotes,
foxes, and other digging animals cannot dig under them and enter the tracks. Artificial dens and
A, The DEIR/EIS fails to adequately discuss the adequacy of overpasses and dens to escape predators should also be incorporated alongside the tracks in San Joaguin kit fox
underpasses to facilitate species movement, habitat.
Yanes et al, (1995) studied vertebrate movement through 17 culverts under roads and railroads in B. Numerous reasonable mitigation measures were not even discussed in the
Central Spain. The results of this study indicate that animal movement was dependent on culvert DEIREIS.
dimensions, road width, height of boundary fence, the complexity of the vegetation along the
route, and the presence of detritus pits at the entrance of culverts. The construction of The DEIR/EIS discussion of mitigation was so cursory that it failed 1o include the following
underpasses and overpasses is a naseent effort. The DEIR/ELS contains only a fleeting potential mitigation strate
discussion of this issue without any citation to scientific liverature. This section needs significant i .
expansion and detailed discussion of the issues involved in the siting and construction of . Speed of operation . o
averpasses and underpasses. iil. The preference to construct rail lines along existing roads only
iv. The installation of wildlife warning devices
The following are some additional underpass/overpass issues thal should be incorporated in the v. Reduced train speed in wildlife arcas or during times in which wildlife are
mitigation discussion: _ active (8. May for bears). o .
s Toreduce collision, fences should be checked, repaired. and built high enough. and Cfm‘uh_ rull]oral m. <lccrcas_c attraction for camivores and scavengers, a3eal
vegetation should be kept down so that wildlife is not attracted 1o the railway. 0034-20 Clean up of any spilled grain or .I'ood alifactants.
»  Wildlife crossings should be installed at a frequency of one every 1-3 km in areas where RI).([EICC.'.\.'L‘L_'L“I.EIHOH thal is aliractive to ?\Il.di.lfc . -
¥ R e of R T o .M izing fragmentation and/or maximizing the ration of areas ol fragments.
there are large animals, regardless of how many large animals are observed. and one  Narrowine travel corridor =
every 5-10 km where there are no la rimals but the habitat is favorable for them X. NATFOWINg lravel corndors. .
N . . AP N xi. Insulation of catenary suspension wire.
Because these animals follow traditional routes, success depends zgreatly on the location . B o o .
S - i . s e xil. Oversizing of insulators o discourage perching by birds.
of the passage. The crossing should be built on the exact site of the interrupted path if it is
10 be really effective. The loration lc\..d should be as near as passible o 1!1:‘ 11a_1:n'al These are just a few of the mitigation options that should be discussed in the DEIR/EIS,
ground level; however. connecting gradients does not make the structure ineffective. =
* 1;’;1de.rp:!sscs are effee e only if they are iar.ge enough and properly landscaped. Again. biological impacts of the high speed train will vary considerably based on alignment
¢ Planting trees along the lines. the tops of which would be at least the same level as the Yet. the DEIR/S does not provide the information necessary to evaluate these differences. The
top of the pylons. can reduce the risk of collision for some bird species. analyses su ted above. which are technically leasible. must be performed in advance of
«  For amphibians, some of the compacted ballast under the rails should be removed, and alignment decisions.
prefabricated corridors should be installed under the rails. For tonoises. netling should be
buried 10 cm deep alongside a rail 1o direct them to a passageway.
s Vegetation in edge zones that is attractive to ungulates should be removed. Elimination of
vegetation from railway verges makes it easier to see animals alongside the railway and
Timits their presence by not atracting them.

=
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Comment Letter 0034 Continued

HI.  The DEIR/EIS should be redrafted and recirculated.

Due to the significant inadequacies of the DEIR/EIS. the High Speed Rail Authority must revise Literature Cited

the environmental documents to raise the issues raised by ourselves and the other commenters 0034-22

and then recirculate the documents for additional public comment. CEQA requires that a draft Andrews, A. 1990. Fragmentation of habitat by roads and wiility corridors: a review.
EIR is recirculated when the document is so fundamentally inadequate as to preclude meaningful Australian Zoologist, 26(3&4):130-141.

public review and comment. See CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5.

Beier. P. 1995, Dispersal of juvenile cougars in fragmented habitat, Journal of Wildlife
We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the DEIR/EIS. Please keep me informed Management 59:228-237,
of any upeoming matters related o the High Speed Rail project.

Bhattacharya, M.. R.B. Primack. and J. Gerwein, 2003, Are roads and railroads barriers to
Sincerely. bumblebee movement in a temperate suburban conservation area? Biological Conservation

' E) 109:37-45.

X\ e Biurlin, C.1>. 2003, Effects of roads on San Joaguin kit foxes: a review and synthesis of existing
Kim Delfino data. Abstract from the 2003 Proceedings of the International Conference on Ecology and
California Program Director I'ransportation. www.itre.nesu.edu/cleficoet

Bowles, AE. 1997, Responses of wildlife to noise. /n Wildlife and recreationists: coexistence
through management and research. edited by R.L. Knight and K.I. Gutzwiller, 109-56.
Washington, D.C.: Island Press,

Buechner. LK. 1950, Life history, ecology and range use of the pronghomn antelope in Trans-
Pecos Texas. American Midland Nawralist 43:237-3535.

COST - European Co-operation in the Field of Scientific and Technical Research. 2000. Habitat
fragmentation due 1o transportation infrastructure, COST 341, French state of the art report.
fp U : c5 34108 Fen.pdl

1 pubcost-timnspon

DeSanto, RS, and D.G. Smith. 1993, Environmental auditing: an introduction to issues of habitat
fragmentation relative to transportation corridors with special reference to high-speed rail (HSR),
Environmental Management 17:111-114.

2002, Interaction between roadways and wildlife ecology: a synthesis of highway
ional Cooperative Highway Research Program Synthesis 305, Transpontation
Research Board. The National Academies. Washington, D.C.

Evink, G.L. 1990. Wildlife Cros:
National Research Council. Wash

ngs of Florida 1-75 /n Transportation Research Record 1279,
gton, D.C.. pp. 54-39.

Fay. R.R. 1988. Hearing in vertchrates: a psychophysics databook. Winnetka, lllinois: Hill-Fay
Associates,

Forman, R.T.T. and L.E. Alexander. 1998, Annual Review of Ecological Systems 29:207-31.
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Forman, R.T.T.. and R.D. Deblinger. 2000. The ecological road-cfleet zone of a Massachusetts
(USA) suburban highway. Conservation Biology 14:36-46.

Forman, R.R.T.. D. Sperling, 1A, Bissonette, A.P. Clevenger, C.D. Cutshall, V.. Dale, L.
Fahrig. R. France, C.R. Goldman, K. Heanue. LA, Jones, F. 1. Swanson, T, Turrentine, and T.C.
Winter. 2003. Road Feology: science and solutions. Island Press. Washington, D.C. 481 pp.

Gelbard, J.L., and S. Harrison. 2003. Roadless habitats as refuges for
native grasslands: interactions with soil. aspect, and grazing. Fcological
Applications 13(2): 404-415

Girard. 1. 2001. Field cost of acticity in the kit fox. Vulpes macrotis. Physiological and
Biochemical Zoology 74(21191-202.

Kreithen, M.L. and D.B. Quine. 1979. Infrasound detection by the homing pigeon: A behavioral
audiogram. Journal of Comparative Physiology (series A) 129:1-4

Leeson, B. 1996. Hishway conflicts and resolutions in BanfT National Park. Alberta. Trends in
transportation related wildlife mortality In Proceedings of the ransportation related
wildlife mortality seminar. FL-ER-38-96, Florida Department of Transportation, Tallahassee, pp.
91-96,

National Wildlife Federation. Paving Paraddise: Sprond’s fpact on Wildiife and Wild Places in

Natural Resouree Deft Couneil. 1999, End of the road: the advers
roads and logging: a compilation ol independently reviewed research.
iz nrde,ore land 1 rin.asp

ccological impaets of

OGara. 3.W.. and J.D. Yoakdum. eds. 1992. Pronghom management guides, Proceedings of the
Pronghorn Antelope Workshop 13 (supplement).

Rodriguez. A.. G. Crema. and M. Delibes. 1997, Factors affecting crossing of red foxes and
wildcats through non- wildlife passages across u high-speed railway. Ecography
20(3):287-294.

Shen, LX. 1983, A behavioral study of vibrational sensitivity in the pigeon (Columba livia).
Journal of Comparative Physiology 152:251-55.

Trombulak. $.C. and C. A. Frissell. 2000. Review of ecological effects of roads on terrestrial and
aquatic communities. Conservation Biology 14(1):18-30.

White, R.W, 1969, Antelope winter kill. Arizona style. Proceedings of the Western Association
of Game and Fish Agencies 49:251-254,

=
i

White, P.A. and M. Emst. 2003, Second nature: improving transportation without putting nature
second. Delenders of Wildlife and Surface Transportation Project report. 70 pp.

Yanes. M., LM, Velasco and . Suarez. 1995, Permeability of roads and railways fo
vertehrates: the importance of enlverss. Biological Conservation. 71: 217-222.

Van der Grift. E.A. 2001, The Impacts of Railroads on Wildlife. Bibliography Notes from the
Road RiPorter. Volume 6.6 (hitp://www.wildlandsepr.org/databases/biblionotesbiblio6.6.html)

Van Riper, C.. lIL and R.A. Ockenfels. 1998, The influence of transporiation corridors on the
movement of pronghorn antelope over a fragmented landscape in northern Arizona. Pp. 241-248
In Proceedings of the 2™ International Conference on Transportation and Wildlife Ecology. D.
Zeigler, ed. Fort Meyers, Florida.

Van Riper, C.. I1L, J. Hart. J. Bright. 2001, Effects of fenced transporiation corridors on
pronghormn antelope movement. Jn Petrified Forest National Park, Arizona. Crossing Boundaries
in Park Management: Proceedings of the 11" Conference onResearch and Resource Management
in Parks and on Public Lands. D. Harmon {ed.). Michigan: The George Wright Society.

Yanes, M., LM. Velasco and F. Suarez. 1995, Permeability of roads and railways 1o
vertebrates: the importance of culverts. Biological Conservation. 71: 217-222,
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Response to Comments of Kim Delfino, California Program Director, Defenders of Wildlife, August 30, 2004

(Letter O034)

0034-1

The Co-lead Agencies believe that the data used and the level of
analysis presented in the PEIR/S is appropriate and sufficient to
make a decision on whether or not to proceed with the HST
Alternative and to identify various corridor alignments to continue to
study at the project level. Please also see standard response 3.15.7,
and standard response 3.15.13.

0034-2

More detailed resource data, including that cited in the comment and
data collected through field-work, will be used in subsequent studies
including review of the northern mountain crossing corridor (Bay
Area to Central Valley Corridor) and project-level environmental
reviews. The Program EIR/EIS recognizes the limitations of these
databases. Please see response to Comment O034-1 and response
to Comment 0034-3. Please also see response to Comment AF007-
3C.

0034-3

The following text (similar to text suggested in the comment) has
been added to the PEIR/S in Section 3.15.3: In general, railroad
corridors have been found to have the following environmental
advantages over highways: 1) Water drains away from the track-
bed, maintaining a dry environment that prevents unwanted
vegetation from establishing. 2) The track-bed has a porous, stable
base that prevents runoff from concentrating, keeps slope erosion to
a minimum, and filters out particulates and chemical pollutants. 3) A
service road or other narrow access strip running alongside the
track-bed prevent spoils from shifting beyond the toe of the track-
bed slope. 4) Drainage ditches parallel to the track-bed prevent
uncontrolled erosion, act as sediment traps, filter railway runoff, and
insulate adjoining land from uncontrolled channel flow. 5) High
Speed Rail (HSR) construction usually has a significantly smaller

footprint than road construction, so it has less long-term and short-
term impacts. 6) HSR corridors are narrower than roads, so animals
are more willing to cross under them. This is a significant
advantage. 7) Itis more feasible to elevate an HSR system on pile-
supported structures than to elevate a road.

“Elevated corridors on bridges or viaducts undoubtedly have the less
disruptive impact on wildlife movement and migration passageways.”
(DeSanto, R.S. and D.G. Smith; Environmental auditing: an
introduction to issues of habitat fragmentation relative to
transportation corridors with special reference to high-speed rail
(HSR); Environmental Management 17:111-114; 1993)

0034-4

Please see standard response 3.15.2 and standard response 3.15.13
for more information on subsequent studies and the project-level,
Tier 2 evaluations that would be prepared on HST corridor
alignments identified as preferred. The project-level, Tier 2 studies
would provide a more detailed evaluation of potential impacts of
habitat fragmentation on specific species. The analyses would be
prepared as part of these subsequent studies once design has
progressed to a point where details regarding fencing, grade
separations, aerial section, and culverting are available. The
information provided in this comment regarding (among other
things) appropriate fencing strategies, will be used in these
subsequent studies to consider design options for the proposed ralil
alignments and appropriate mitigation for project impacts. The Co-
lead agencies believe that the PEIR/S provides sufficient information
to support selection of a system alternative and identification of
various preferred HST corridor alignments, but acknowledge that
much additional analysis will be necessary at a project level.
Because of the large amount of technical data generated during the
preparation of the PEIR/S, the impact analysis sections contained in
the PEIR/S are, of necessity, summaries of information found in the
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technical reports. The comment is correct that additional details
regarding fencing and its effects on habitat fragmentation can be
found in those technical studies. Technical Evaluations for Biological
Resources for each region are available for review on the California
High Speed Ralil Authority website
(http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/eir/regional_studies/
default.asp) and have been incorporated by reference. The analyses
requested in the comment will be conducted at a project-specific
level, and will include an analysis of fragmentation impacts on both
special-status species and wildlife species such as mountain lions,
coyotes, bobcats, and bears. Details of fencing and wildlife
movement mitigation will also be developed at the project level. The
information provided in the comment regarding appropriate height
and design of fences is appreciated. The Final PEIR/S has an
expanded description of the overall approach to fencing, culverts,
and overpasses as they relate to wildlife movements — Please see
standard response 3.15.9 and Section 3.15.5 and Section 3.15.6 of
the Final PEIR/S. The comment has provided valuable references to
information regarding effects of transportation facilities on habitat
fragmentation, and these reference sources will be used in the
project-level, Tier 2 evaluation of impacts.

0034-5

Please refer to Response to Comment AS004-45 regarding potential
spread of exotic species of plants.

0034-6

Please see response to Comment 0034-4. The type of impacts listed
in this comment cannot be further evaluated until more detailed
project level designs are developed for the alignment options. These
potential impacts will be fully evaluated in the project-level, Tier 2
studies. Please see standard response 3.4.1 regarding noise impacts
to wildlife. Please see response to Comment AS004 — 49 regarding
EMF/EMI levels associated with the HST Alternative. Lighting of the
entire length of the HST alignment is not needed or anticipated.
Lighting will be provided for station areas and maintenance and
storage facilities. Other facilities such as roadways crossing over or

Response to Comments

under the HST alignment will also be lit as appropriate for safety and
according to Caltrans/FHWA requirements. Please see standard
response 3.15.13 regarding intended uses of this PEIR/S.

0034-7

The Authority acknowledges your concerns regarding potential
hazards for birds interacting with overhead catenary power supply
lines on the HST alignments. In the Final Program EIR/EIS, each
environmental sections of Chapter 3 has been modified to include
mitigation strategies that would be applied in general for the HST
system. Each section of Chapter 3 also outlines specific design
features that will be applied to the project level studies and
implementation of the HST system to avoid, minimize, and mitigate
potential impacts. The design and mitigation suggestions in the
comment, as well as other measures, will be given full consideration
in subsequent project level analysis.

Overall, it can be expected that the HST Alternative would introduce
additional EMF exposures or EMI at levels for which there are no
established adverse impacts on humans or wildlife. EMF emissions
from HST vehicle passby’s are very low, and impacts are therefore
not expected to be significant. EMF/EMI characteristics will be
analyzed in the subsequent project level environmental review, as
summarized in the Program EIR/EIS in Section 3.6.4 and 3.6.5.

0034-8

The Co-lead agencies are aware that Section 7 of the Endangered
Species requires consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
and this consultation will be conducted as part of the project-level,
Tier 2 environmental evaluations. The project-level evaluation
(outlined in response to Comment 0034-4) will consider both
designated and proposed critical habitat in the project area. The
project-level studies will consider potential overlap with critical
habitat for all species of concern within the project area, including
those listed in the comment: arroyo toad, California gnatcatcher,
California red-legged frog, Least Bell's vireo, Quino checkerspot
butterfly, Riverside fairy shrimp, San Bernardino kangaroo rat,
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southwestern willow flycatcher, vernal pools species, California tiger
salamander, California red-legged frog, Alameda whipsnake, Valley
elderberry longhorn beetle, Central California coast coho salmon,
Central Valley steelhead, Central California coast steelhead, southern
steelhead, Sacramento river winter-run Chinook salmon, Central
Valley spring-run Chinook salmon, Central Valley fall/late fall-run
Chinook salmon, delta smelt, and tidewater goby.

0034-9

Section 7 Consultation with U.S. Fish and Wildlife will be conducted
as part of the project-level environmental evaluation, and will include
an evaluation of project impacts on species recovery plans within the
project area or affected by the project. The final selection of
alignments and the design of facilities will include consideration of
design options that would have the least impact on threatened and
endangered species. The project-level studies will evaluate
consistency of the project with recovery plans.

0034-10

It is agreed that past experience provides considerable information
about effects of transportation corridors on ecological systems, and
provides guidance on mitigating those effects. A preliminary
literature review has been conducted and used to provide further
guidance regarding the description of potential impacts and design
options for wildlife passages in the final PEIR/S. Please refer to
Responses to Comments AS004-47 and AS004-51. Literature
reviews will be continued as part of the project-level, Tier-2
environmental evaluation, and as input to the design of mitigation
measures.

0034-11

Please see response to Comment ALO63 — #1 and #14 regarding
review of local and regional plans. Please refer to standard response
3.15.10 regarding evaluation of conservation plans. More detailed
review of these plans will be included as part of the project-level
environmental documentation. Please see Chapter 6B of the Final

Response to Comments

Program EIR/EIS for a discussion of transit-oriented development
measures.

0034-12

The Co-lead agencies appreciate this information and understand the
importance of possible conflicts and accidents between high-speed
trains and wildlife, including costs to the rail system and adverse
affects to wildlife.

0034-13

Please refer to standard responses 3.15.3, standard response 3.15.9
and response to Comment AS004-51 regarding evaluation of impacts
on movement corridors. Additional analysis will be conducted in
project-level environmental reviews which will include consideration
of more detailed alignments and facility design information.

0034-14

The Co-lead Agencies believe that the level of analysis presented in
the PEIR/S is appropriate and sufficient to make a decision on
whether or not to proceed with the HST alternative and to identify
preferred corridor alignments for more detailed study at the project
level — please see standard response 3.15.13. The project-level
studies that would be completed for selected HST alignment options
will include detailed field analysis of potential impacts to vernal pools
and wetlands. This information will be used at the project level to
look for ways to avoid impacts, e.g., though track/alignment
adjustments or use of structures), and, if adverse impacts are
identified, the Co-lead agencies will pursue other possible mitigation
measures.Completing a planning level analysis of corridors using
consistent methodology and data (as has been done in the PEIR/S)
is an appropriate, reasonable, and practical way of considering
decisions on whether to proceed with the HST Alternative and
identifying alignment options to study further.
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0034-15

Please refer to standard response 3.15.2 regarding the level of detail
of habitat analysis. Detailed field surveys will be performed for the
project-level, Tier 2 studies, allowing for the evaluation of relative
quality of specific habitats. As noted in the comment, impacts to
wildlife have been documented to occur at varying levels. To
represent the potential for direct impact to water and biological
resources for the System Alternatives (Modal and HST) in the Final
Program EIR/S (see Section 3.15.2), a GIS analysis was completed
for the approximate footprint of the alternative facilities. For the
HST Alternative, this analysis identified and quantified potential
direct impacts based on the HST alignment options within the
broader GIS envelopes used to identify the potentially affected
resources. For the Modal Alternative, this analysis identified and
qguantified potential direct impacts for the highway improvements
only. The quantifications are representative of the unmitigated
potential for direct impacts that could occur within the corridor. The
envelope widths were applied in a uniform basis across the
alternatives to allow for an objective and uniform comparison of
alternatives and alignments. An evaluation of site-specific impacts
at the project-level will take into account relevant findings regarding
the physical extent — the appropriate distances from the alignments
— within which impacts to wildlife habitat might occur. Please also
see standard response 3.15.7 regarding a discussion of analysis
envelopes.

0034-16

Please see response ALO72-9 regarding the Grasslands Ecological
Area. The project-level studies will include a detailed analysis of
impacts at each HST station. These impacts will include growth-
inducing impacts and impacts on sensitive lands (e.g. biological
resources, wetlands, agriculture, etc.). Please also see Section 5 of
the PEIR/S regarding economic growth and related impacts. Please
note that the Authority has dropped the Los Banos station option
from future evaluation. Please see standard response 5.2.6
regarding the anticipated growth inducement potential of each of the
system alternatives and the HST station areas, including Merced and

Response to Comments

Gilroy. Potential impacts to the GEA will also be reviewed in the
future program-level northern mountain crossing studies (Bay Area
to Central Valley).

0034-17

As the comment notes, the Modal and HST alternatives would
potentially affect numerous species. Please refer to standard
response 3.15.2 regarding the level of detail and analysis of species
of concern. Additional evaluation will be performed project-level
environmental reviews, at which time alignments can be adjusted to
minimize impacts to species such as burrowing owl. It should be
noted that the detailed alignments prepared for project level
environmental reviews can be shifted within the corridor alignments
identified in the PEIR/S. Please see standard response 3.15.7
regarding the evaluation “envelopes” (bandwidths) used for analysis
in the PEIR/S.

0034-18

The Draft PEIR/S should have listed the desert tortoise as a
potentially affected species. The list of sensitive wildlife species on
page 3.15-10 of the Draft PEIR/S is revised in the Final PEIR/S as
follows: San Diego horned lizard (Phrynosoma coronotum blainvillii),
desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii), arroyo toad (Bufo californicus).
However, the Tehachapi alignment option was considered during the
screening evaluation and has been dropped from further
consideration. The proposed alignment through the Palmdale area
will be evaluated in greater detail as part of the project-level, Tier 2
environmental documentation. Potential impacts on desert tortoise
and pronghorn antelope will be considered in those future studies
should the HST proposal move forward. Please refer to standard
response 3.15.2 regarding level of detail of analyses and standard
response 3.15.13 regarding the intended uses of this PEIR/S.

0034-19

Please see response to Comment AFO08 — 25 and standard response
3.15.9 regarding wildlife corridors. The information provided by the
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Defenders of Wildlife is now incorporated in the Final PEIR/S —
Section 3.15 and will receive further consideration in future studies.

0034-20 and 21

The information provided by defenders of wildlife has been
considered and included, where applicable and appropriate, in
discussions of mitigation strategies and design features in Section
3.15.5 and Section 3.15.6 of the Final Program EIR/EIS, and will
receive further consideration in future studies.

0034-22

Acknowledged. The Authority and the FRA respectfully disagree with
your assessment of the Draft Program EIR/EIS.

Response to Comments

U.S. Department
_& ‘ of Transportation
‘ Federal Railroad

CALIFORNIA HIGH SPEED RAIL AUTHORITY Administration

Page 5-170





