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Response to Comments of Dennis Mullins, General Counsel, Tejon Ranch Company, August 26, 2004 (Letter O044) 

O044-1  
The Authority has identified the SR-58/Soledad Canyon Corridor 
(Antelope Valley) with an HST station at Palmdale as the preferred 
option for crossing the Tehachapi Mountains between the Central 
Valley and Southern California.  This alignment and station 
configuration allows for connectivity with Palmdale Airport.  Palmdale 
airport is not included in Figure 2.4.1 of the Draft Program EIR/EIR 
because it is not a part of “the existing intercity transportation 
infrastructure that currently serves the major travel markets”, as 
Figure 2.4.1 is noted.  Palmdale airport is not included in the No 
Project Alternative because it does not have identified funding for 
implementation by 2020.  

O044-2  
The co-lead agencies respectfully disagree with the commentor’s 
assertion.  The Program EIR/EIS provides sufficient information and 
analyses to satisfy legal requirements and to inform the decisions to 
be made at this phase of project development.  Extensive 
documentation supporting the PEIR/EIS is incorporated by reference, 
included in appendices, and referenced in the document.  Please see 
Standard Response 3.15.13. 

O044-3  
Section 2.6 describes the physical characteristics of the proposed 
HST Alternative.  Each section of Chapter 3 also outlines specific 
design features that will be applied to the implementation of the HST 
system to avoid, minimize, and mitigate potential impacts. 

O044-4  
The Program EIR/EIS addresses potential environmental impacts for 
the system alternatives and for alignment and station options.  Key 
differences between alternative alignment and station options are 
highlighted in each environmental section of Chapter 3 and 

summarized in Chapter 6.  Specific impacts would be addressed in 
detail in subsequent project level analysis.   

O044-5  
A discussion of general mitigation strategies for the program level of 
analysis has been included in each environmental section of Chapter 
3 in the Final Program EIR/EIS and includes 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 project level studies and the implementation of the HST system to 
avoid, minimize, and mitigate potential impacts. 

More specific mitigation measures will be addressed during 
subsequent project level environmental review, based on more 
precise information regarding location and design of the facilities 
proposed. The more detailed engineering associated with the project 
level environmental analysis will allow the Authority to further 
investigate ways to avoid, minimize and mitigate potential impacts.  
Once the alignment is refined and the facilities are more fully defined 
through project level analysis, and after avoidance and minimization 
efforts have been exhausted, specific impacts and mitigation 
measures will be addressed in more detail.   

O044-6  
The Authority has identified the SR-58/Soledad Canyon Corridor 
(Antelope Valley) with a station at the Palmdale 
Airport/Transportation Center as the preferred option for crossing 
the Tehachapi Mountains between the Central Valley and Southern 
California.  This alignment and station configuration allows for 
connectivity with Palmdale Airport.  Palmdale airport is not included 
in the No Project Alternative because it does not have identified 
funds for implementation by 2020.   

Regarding the relationship of the proposed HST Alternative to the 
SCAG Maglev project, please refer to Response AL065-1. 
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O044-7 
Acknowledged.  Please see standard response 6.23.1. 

O044-8 
Acknowledged.  Please see standard response 6.23.1 and response 
O044-1.  The Palmdale Airport/Transportation Center site has been 
identified as the preferred location for a HST station to serve the 
Antelope Valley.  This potential station location would offer a high 
level of connectivity to Palmdale airport.  The Draft Program EIR/EIS 
acknowledged that the Palmdale station site “is close to Palmdale 
Airport, with the opportunity for convenient shuttle or people-mover 
service”. 

O044-9 
Acknowledged.  The Authority and FRA believe that the Alternatives 
analysis in the Draft Program EIR/EIS meets the intent and 
requirements of CEQA and NEPA. 

See also standard response 3.15.13 and standard response O042-11. 

O044-10  
The Authority has identified the SR-58/Soledad Canyon Corridor 
(Antelope Valley) with an HST station at Palmdale as the preferred 
option for crossing the Tehachapi Mountains between the Central 
Valley and Southern California.  This alignment and station 
configuration allows for connectivity with Palmdale Airport.  The 
Program EIR/EIS traffic analysis was completed at a regional level of 
detail based on the most current available regional modeling data.  
Should the HST system move forward, site-specific intersection 
traffic analysis utilizing current traffic count data and the most 
current available land use development data would be required as 
part of subsequent project specific analysis.  The Authority would 
work closely with the local governments (cities) and others involved 
to ensure that adequate and appropriate access improvements are 
identified to minimize and mitigate potential traffic impacts.  Detailed 
traffic studies would not be appropriate until proposed stations are 

more defined in terms of location and design during subsequent 
project level studies. 

O044-11  
Section 3.1.1 addresses general NEPA and CEQA requirements 
together with regard to the scope of the traffic analysis and 
methodology to be used to satisfy both.  No specific revisions are 
required to be noted.  The entire document was prepared to satisfy 
applicable CEQA and NEPA requirements. 

O044-12  
To include the Palmdale Airport as part of the No-Project Alternative 
would be inconsistent with the basic premise of the alternative 
(includes programmed and funded improvements only).  The airport 
improvements defined for the Modal Alternative are representative in 
nature and are not meant as an explicit or implied recommendation 
for aviation infrastructure capacity improvements to serve the future 
intercity demand.  See response O044-1.  Development of the Modal 
Alternative provided for a comparison of the overall potential for 
environmental impact of system alternatives (No Project, Modal, and 
HST).  The specific placement of these improvements is immaterial 
to the purpose and results of the study.   

The Authority has identified the SR-58/Soledad Canyon Corridor 
(Antelope Valley) with an HST station at Palmdale as the preferred 
option for crossing the Tehachapi Mountains between the Central 
Valley and Southern California, due in part to its connectivity 
benefits.   

O044-13  
It is not reasonable, practical, or appropriate to conduct localized air 
quality analyses at the program level of study.  The alternatives 
cannot be defined in sufficient detail (precise alignments, precise 
station locations, and station access configurations) to enable the 
detailed intersection level of traffic analysis necessary to support a 
localized air quality study utilizing such tools as the CALINE4 
computer model.  The differences in potential air quality impacts for 
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various HST system alignment options would be relatively small, 
although these would be differences in local background levels also, 
and the differences for the alignment would not be discernable given 
the level of analysis detail that is possible at this program level of 
study.  

Construction related air quality impacts are generally addressed in 
the Final EIR/EIS at sections 3.3 and 3.18 and would be addressed 
in more detail in subsequent project level analysis.  In the program 
environmental review, not enough information is available regarding 
location of facilities, implementation phasing, and types of 
construction required to accurately predict equipment use scenarios 
and durations that will be used to define construction emissions.  
More detailed construction staging, traffic handling plans, and traffic 
analysis can be completed when specific sites are identified and 
project level design plans are prepared.   

O044-14  
Regional planning does not suggest that development of commercial 
service at the Palmdale Airport would result in a net reduction in 
flights at LAX; instead, a new Palmdale facility would serve the 
growth in air traffic.  No significant differences in noise impacts 
would be anticipated.   

Trains in tunnels do not have ambient noise impacts to sensitive 
receptors located on above ground, unless the receptors are near 
the portal locations. 

More detailed evaluation of potential noise impacts will be included 
in subsequent studies. 

Regarding potential noise impacts on wildlife, see Standard 
Response 3.4.1. 

O044-15 
• The co-lead agencies disagree with your assessment.  Although 

differences in energy impacts between alignments were not 
included specifically in section 3.5, these were calculated for the 
various HST alignment options as part of the O & M costs 

(referenced in section 4) analysis.  Please see response to 
comment O056-4. 

In regards to determination of significance, please see Section 7.1.1 
and Table 7.3.1. 

O044-16 
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, and there would 
be little differences, if any, between alignments identifiable at the 
program level of analysis..  EMF emissions from HST vehicle passby’s 
are very low, and impacts are therefore not expected to be 
significant.  EMF/EMI emissions will be analyzed in the subsequent 
project level environmental review in more detail, as summarized in 
the DRAFT PROGRAM EIR/EIS in Section 3.6.4 and 3.6.5.  This 
analysis is not inconsistent with other areas in the EIR/EIS. 

O044-17 
Please see response to Comment AL063 – #1 and #14 regarding 
review of local and regional plans.  Please see standard response 
3.15.10 regarding use of habitat conservation plans, natural 
community conservation plans (NCCP), and other approved local, 
regional, or state habitat conservation plans.  The analysis conforms 
with applicable legal requirements. 

O044-18 
The evaluation of environmental justice impacts is described on 
pages 3.7-4 and 3.7-5 of the PEIR/S.  This evaluation looked at 
study areas through which the Modal and HST Alternatives would 
pass – i.e., the areas that could be potentially affected by the 
alternatives and their alignments.  An evaluation was made as to 
whether these areas where impacts could occur, contain high levels 
of minority or low-income residents.  Each of the sections in Chapter 
3 discusses the potential impacts that could occur along these 
alignments according to environmental subject area (e.g., noise, 
land use, etc.).  The review of the presence of low-income and 



California High-Speed Train Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments 

 

 
CALIFORNIA HIGH SPEED RAIL AUTHORITY 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 5-226

 

minority populations in the environmental justice section in 
combination with other sections of Chapter 3 is therefore sufficient, 
particularly to draw program level conclusions for the proposed 
system as a whole regarding the potential for disproportionate 
impacts. 

O044-19 
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.  Further discussion 
of possible mitigation strategies for potential impacts to farmland 
has been included in section 3.8 Specific impacts and potential 
mitigations will be addressed in more detail during subsequent 
project level environmental review, based on more precise 
information regarding location and design of the facilities proposed.  
The more detailed engineering associated with the project level 
environmental analysis will allow the Authority to further investigate 
ways to avoid, minimize and mitigate potential impacts to farmland 
resources.  The case cited as possibly limiting mitigation for impacts 
to agricultural lands has been depublished and cannot be cited as 
authority.  In other cases, the use of easements for mitigation has 
been found to be appropriate. 

O044-20  
As stated in the Draft Program EIR/EIS, while both alignment 
options have potential for high contrast and shadow impacts, the 
SR-58 alignment option would have a greater extent of cut and fill 
slopes resulting in greater potential for visual impacts than the I-5 
alignment option.  The relatively large portion of tunneling would 
reduce the I-5 alignment option’s potential for visual impacts as 
compared to the SR-58 alignment option.  

O044-21  
The conclusion that the SR-58 alignment option would have less 
potential for utility conflicts is based on the number of potential 
utility crossings estimated for each alignment option.  For more 

details of the conflict types see the Bakersfield to Los Angeles Public 
Utilities Technical Evaluation, January 2004.  Refer to discussion 
about potential utility conflicts and likely avoidable through 
alignment and design variations with more detailed study at the 
project level environmental review. 

O044-22  
Hazardous materials impacts are highly site-specific in nature.  These 
issues will be addressed during subsequent project level 
environmental review, based on more precise information regarding 
location and design of the facilities proposed and the construction 
and operation activities that are likely to occur near any potentially 
impacted sites. The more detailed engineering associated with the 
project level environmental analysis will allow further investigation to 
avoid, minimize and mitigate potential impacts.  Once the alignment 
is refined, the facilities are fully defined through project level 
analysis, construction and operational plans are refined, and after 
avoidance and minimization efforts have been exhausted, specific 
impacts and mitigation measures will be addressed.   

The generation of solid waste materials (from construction and 
operations) will be addressed in subsequent project level 
environmental review.  It is appropriate to consider the potential for 
impact at the project level of analysis when accurate quantities of 
waste can be determined.  The methods of construction including 
excavation and disposal/use of excavated materials are generally 
discussed in Section 3.18 of the Final Program EIR/EIS. 

O044-23 
Please see standard response 3.15.2, standard response 3.15.13, 
and standard response 3.16.1 for more information on the intended 
uses of the PEIR/S and anticipated subsequent studies including 
project-level evaluations that would be prepared for selected HST 
alignment options. These studies would provide a detailed evaluation 
of cultural resource data.  The analysis of cultural resources was 
based on literature review as described in section 3.12.  This level of 
detail is appropriate for this programmatic review to produce a 
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general comparison of potential resources/impacts between 
alignment options. 

O044-24 
The APE for cultural resources is described in subheading 3.12.2 of 
the PEIR/S.  This program level, Tier 1 study used existing 
information regarding cultural resources (see section 3.12.1B) and 
did not provide a “gap analysis” identifying portions of the 
alignments that have not been surveyed.  The existence of previous 
surveys and any need for additional information will be addressed in 
the project-level, Tier 2 studies when potential tunnel impacts can 
also be considered in greater detail. 

O044-25 
The Co-Lead agencies respectfully disagree with the commentor’s 
assertions regarding the use of length of potential impact as an 
indicator for comparing alignment options.  The use of length or 
proportion of alignment options with similar constraints or types of 
impacts is appropriate to allow the comparison of two alternative 
alignment options in the same segment. This is an appropriate 
methodology for program-level environmental review.  The 
methodology used is also appropriate for considering slope 
instability.  More detailed analyses will be included in project-level 
environmental review. 

O044-26 
Please see standard responses 3.15.2, 3.15.6, 3.15.7, 3.15.8, and 
response to Comments AF007 – 2, AF007 – 5, AS004 – 41, and 
AS012 – 12.  Currently, 23 miles (37 km) of the I-5 Tehachapi 
alignment option between Bakersfield and Sylmar are anticipated to 
be in tunnel, representing about 27 percent of the total alignment.  
13 miles (21 km) are anticipated to be in tunnel for the Antelope 
Valley alignment option through the same geographic segment, 
representing about 18 percent of the alignment.  Impacts to 
groundwater are more likely to occur for tunnel portions of the HST 

alignments.  Please see standard response 3.15.5 regarding 
groundwater evaluations and mitigation. 

O044-27 
The purpose of the program level environmental analyses were to 
identify potentially impacted resources and impact areas to provide a 
basis for evaluation and comparison of system alternatives and HST 
alignment options within the same segment and to focus subsequent 
project level environmental review.  The HST alignment options 
between Bakersfield and Sylmar were compared using consistent 
envelope widths.  Additional analysis is included in the Final Program 
EIR/EIS to describe representative direct impacts of the Modal and 
HST Alternatives and HST alignment options based on the likely 
footprint of the facilities proposed.  Please see Section 3.15.3.  
Please see standard response 3.15.2 and standard response 3.15.13 
regarding the level of detail used for the evaluations in this PEIR/S 
and the intended uses of this PEIR/S.In evaluating alternatives, 
every effort has been made to carry forward those options that are 
likely to be the least environmentally damaging practicable 
alternative (LEDPA).  The nature and large geographic extent of the 
proposed HST system precludes total avoidance of jurisdictional 
resources.  Even at this stage, every effort has been made to avoid 
wetland resources.  As the Project progresses through subsequent 
design and environmental reviews, more detailed analyses will be 
possible, and additional avoidance and mitigation techniques can and 
will be applied.  For example, one mitigation strategy identified in 
the Draft PEIR/S is the adjustment of alignment plans and profiles 
and construction of structures above grade or in tunnels to avoid 
impacts.  Please see response to Comment AF007 – 2, and standard 
responses 3.15.6, 3.15.7, and 3.15.11 for additional discussion of 
the LEDPA. 

O044-28 
See Standard Response 3.17.1. 
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O044-29 
Consistent combinations of alignment options have been used for all 
comparisons.  Please see standard response 5.2.2. 

O044-30 
Please see response 5.2.4 for issues related to the geographic scale 
and subregional designations of the analysis.   

Please see standard response to comment O044-1 in regards to 
Palmdale Airport and potential intermodal connections.  

O044-31 
Please see standard response 5.2.4 for issues related to the 
geographic scale of the analysis and availability of the technical 
report on economic growth effects. 

O044-32 
The comparison of alignment options in Chapter 6 focuses on the 
key differences.  All information presented in Chapter 6 is drawn 
from the information presented in the other Chapters of the Program 
EIR/EIS; primarily Chapter 3. 

O044-33 
The Authority and FRA believe that the Unavoidable Adverse 
Environmental Impacts chapter in the Draft Program EIR/EIS meets 
the intent and requirements of CEQA and NEPA. 

See response O042-11 regarding identification of the proposed HST 
system as the environmentally superior alternative and the 
identification of various preferred alignments and station options for 
further study.  This satisfies CEQA requirements for the program-
level analysis and environmentally superior alternatives among  

specific alignments will be identified during future project-level 
environmental reviews. 

O044-34 
The technical studies are available for public review at the 
Authority’s office in Sacramento.  The technical studies were made 
widely available to the public by placing them on the Authority’s 
website at www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov.  Pleas see standard 
response 10.1.1. 
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Comment Letter O045 
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Response to Comments of Robert Gilleskie, Torrey Pines Community Planning Board, August 28, 2004 (Letter O045)

O045-1 
The LOSSAN Conventional Rail Improvements are not considered 
part of the proposed HST system in the Final Program EIR/EIS.  
However, these improvements are the subject of the Caltrans 
LOSSAN Rail Improvements Program EIR/EIS (Draft PEIR/EIS SCH # 
2002031067).  These comments have been forwarded to Caltrans for 
consideration.  See standard response 6.42.1 and Section 2.6.9 and 
Chapter 6A of the Final Program EIR/EIS. 
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Response to Comments of Mike Cully, President, Visalia Chamber of Commerce, August 25, 2004 (Letter O046) 

O046-1 
Acknowledged.  Please see standard response 6.15.4 and standard 
response 6.21.1.  See also responses to Comments AL066 (City of 
Visalia). 
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