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Response to Comments of Elizabeth Goldstein, President, California State Parks Foundation, August 30, 2004  
(Letter O051) 

O051-1 
The Authority’s objectives include planning for a cost effective, 
prompt and reliable high-speed train service, but in a manner 
sensitive to and protective of natural resources, including those in 
our State Parks.  Please see the Purpose and Need Statement, 
Section 1.2.1 of the Final Program EIR/EIS and objectives used to 
describe alternatives for study (Section 2.3.2C).     

The Authority has identified a preferred HST alignment extending 
over 700-miles long.  Of the 278 State Parks, five State Parks would 
be within 900 feet of the preferred high-speed train alignment1, and 
no State Parks would be crossed or bisected by the preferred 
alignment for the proposed system.  While the Program EIR/EIS has 
identified these five State Parks as being potentially impacted by the 
proposed HST system, it is an objective of the Authority for the HST 
system to avoid impacts to State Parks to the extent feasible.   

A high-speed rail system is needed to help meet California’s future 
travel and commerce demands while reducing energy consumption 
and pollution and could positively influence community growth 
patterns which otherwise may increasingly reduce open space, 
wildlife habitat and public park opportunities.  Some of the numerous 
steps the Authority has taken to avoid impacts to State Parks are 
described below. 

The development of high-speed train alignment and station options 
for the Draft Program EIR/EIS included an extensive screening 
analysis in which many alignment and station options were 
eliminated from further consideration due to several criteria, 
including high potential for impacts on park and recreational 
                                                 
1 The distance 900 feet on each side of centerline of the alignment option is 
based on the approximate extent of indirect impacts due to noise generated 
by the proposed HST operations (see Section 3.16.1.B of the Final Program 
EIR/EIS regarding the methods of evaluation). 

resources.  Avoidance of potential impacts on park and recreational 
resources was a consideration throughout the preparation of the 
Draft Program EIR/EIS and the recent public process to identify 
preferred alignments for the proposed system that has been 
included in this Final Program EIR/EIS.  Future project-level 
environmental review will provide further opportunities to avoid and 
minimize the potential effects to parks, as more specific alignments 
and facilities are considered.   

Explicit actions the Authority has taken to date to further reduce 
potential impacts to State Park units include: 

• The Authority is not pursuing any extension of the high-speed 
rail system south of Irvine in the existing coastal corridor, 
primarily due to the great potential for impacts to coastal 
environmental resources, including ten State Beaches and a 
State Reserve.  This action was taken in 2002 and was 
documented in the Draft Program EIR/EIS. 

• The two potential high-speed train alignments crossing through 
Henry Coe State Park have been dropped from further analysis.   

• Three state park units identified as potentially impacted in the 
Draft Program EIR/EIS are located along the I-5 alignment 
option between Bakersfield and Sylmar, which was not identified 
as the preferred alignment option through the southern 
mountain crossing.  The alignment via the Antelope Valley was 
chosen as the preferred alignment in part because it avoids 
parklands, including Hungry Valley, Castaic, and Fort Tejon State 
Parks as well as Pyramid Lake and Angeles National Forest. 
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• The Authority has identified the MTA/Metrolink alignment, which 
avoids the Cornfields property, as the preferred alignment from 
Sylmar to Union Station2. 

Of California’s 278 State Parks, the five State Parks that are within 
900 feet of the over 700-mile long preferred high-speed train system 
of alignment are: San Luis Reservoir State Recreation Area, Old 
Town San Diego, Colonel Allensworth, Taylor Yard, and McConnell 
State Recreation Area.  The San Luis Reservoir State Recreation Area 
is within a broad corridor between the Bay Area and the Central 
Valley identified for further investigation.  This corridor is generally 
bounded by the Pacheco Pass (SR-152) to the South and the 
Altamont Pass (I-580) to the North.  The high-speed rail alignments 
studied as part of the Program EIR/EIS did not go through San Luis 
Reservoir State Recreation Area and any further analysis in this area 
will focus on alignment options that avoid this, and other State 
Parks.  For the other four State Parks, the proposed high-speed rail 
alignment would be within existing, heavily used rail corridors, 
adjacent to the State Parks.  The addition of high-speed rail in these 
corridors is not expected to greatly alter the environmental effects of 
these existing rail lines and we strongly believe that using existing 
rail corridors minimizes environmental impacts. 

The analysis methodology applied in the Program EIR/EIS was 
developed to identify and highlight areas of potential impact to be 
avoided and/or considered further during subsequent project level 
environmental review.  If this proposed project is carried to a project 
level of environmental review, preliminary engineering will be 
conducted allowing for a greater precision in the location of the 
proposed HST facilities and their associated impacts.  The project 
level analysis will provide a more detailed analysis of the 4(f) and 
6(f) potential direct and indirect affects.  The detail of engineering 
associated with the project level environmental analysis will allow 
the Authority to further investigate ways to avoid, minimize and 

                                                 
2 Between Burbank and Los Angeles Union Station, the MTA/Metrolink 
alignment refers to a relatively wide corridor within which alignment 
variations will be studied at the projecat level. 

mitigate potential affects to 4(f) and 6(f) resources.  Please see 
additional discussions of “design practices” commitments and 
mitigation strategies in Chapter 3 of the Final Program EIR/EIS, and 
construction methods in Section 3.18.   

Deferment of identification of specific impacts to project level 
analysis is appropriate given the level of specificity that can be 
achieved at this program level.  The subsequent preliminary 
engineering and project level environmental review will provide 
further opportunities to avoid and minimize the potential effects to 
4(f) and 6(f) resources, as more specificity is defined for proposed 
alignments and facilities.   

Your comment letter stated, “we believe upwards of 40 and perhaps 
many more State Parks are either directly or indirectly impacted” and 
and 35 are listed in your attached Appendix I “State Park Units, 
Alignment Routes, Impacts”.  However, when considering the 
preferred HST alignment, this appendix includes: 11 coastal State 
Park Units south of Irvine that would not be impacted by the HST 
system; 3 State Park Units along the I-5 alignment option between 
Bakersfield and Sylmar that was not identified as part of the 
preferred alignment (Castaic Lake SRA, Fort Tejon SHP, and Hungry 
Valley SVRA); “Cornfields” where the alignment option that bisected 
this park was not identified as part of the preferred HST alignment; 
8 State Park Units in heavily urbanized areas where the HST system 
would operate at reduced speeds and have no negative direct 
impacts, no expected indirect impacts, and could be beneficial for 
park visitation; 2 properties that are not State Park Units (Tomo-
Kahni and Loop Ranch Project); and 4 State Park Units that are 1-5 
miles from the proposed HST alignment. 

The list of State Parks attached as Appendix I noted 15 of the 35 
State Parks as having the HST alignment “intersect” the State Park.  
However, when considering the preferred HST alignment, this list 
includes: 6 coastal State Park Units south of Irvine that would not be 
impacted by the HST system; Henry Coe State Park where 
alignments through this State Park have been eliminated from 
further investigation; 1 State Park Unit along the I-5 alignment 
between Bakersfield and Sylmar that was not selected as part of the 
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preferred HST alignment (Hungry Valley SVRA); 2 properties that are 
not State Park Units (Tomo-Kahni and Loop Ranch Project); 
“Cornfields” where the alignment option that bisected this park was 
not identified as part of the preferred HST alignment, and the 
remaining 4 State Parks (Old Sacramento SHP, Old Town San Diego 
SHP, San Luis Reservoir SRA, and Taylor Yard) are adjacent to the 
HST alignment rather than “intersecting” the State Park.  

The following is some additional detail regarding 8 of the urban 
State Parks listed in Appendix I: 

Candlestick Point SRA: this State Park is located about 6 miles north 
of SFO along the Bay side of the SF Peninsula.  Not only is this State 
Park about 2,400 ft from the proposed HST service on the existing 
Caltrain  alignment, HST trains operating at speeds less than 100 
mph would make less noise than existing Caltrain and freight trains 
and US 101 is between the State Park and the Caltrain alignment. 

East Shore Park: this State Park is located just north of the Oakland 
side of the existing Bay Bridge along and in the bay.  Not only do the 
HST design options terminate south of the State Park (at the West 
Oakland or 12th Street/City Center BART Station locations) where all 
trains would stop (1-2 miles from the State Park), but the State Park 
is also bounded by one of the busiest freeways in Northern 
California, Interstate 80.   

Leland Stanford Mansion SHP: this State Park is located about 1 mile 
from the proposed HST terminus station in Sacramento where all 
trains would stop and would be running at very slow speeds.  This 
State Park is less than a mile from Interstate 5/SR-99. 

Old Sacramento SHP: this State Park is very near the existing Amtrak 
Sacramento Station (SP Depot) which is the site for the HST 
Sacramento terminus station where all HST trains would stop.  
However, not only would HST trains be traveling at very slow 
speeds, Old Sacramento is separated from the existing rail station by 
Interstate 5/SR-99 (the busiest freeway in the Sacramento region) 
on an aerial structure.  

San Bruno Mountain SP: this State Park is located this State Park is 
located about 3 miles north of SFO along the Bay side of the SF 
Peninsula.  HST service on the existing Caltrain alignment would 
operate at reduced speeds (100 mph or less in this segment) and 
HST trains would make less noise than existing Caltrain and freight 
trains.  Moreover, US 101 is between this State Park and the Caltrain 
alignment. 

San Pasqual Battlefield SHP: this State Park is located several miles 
from the proposed HST alignment which would be in the I-15 
freeway corridor where trains would be running at reduced speeds 
(100-150 mph). 

State Indian Museum SHP: this State Park is located about 1 mile 
from the proposed HST alignment, near the terminus station in 
downtown Sacramento where the HST trains would be traveling at 
very slow speeds.  Moreover, this State Park is one block from 
Interstate 80 (a very busy elevated freeway).   

Sutter Fort SHP: this State Park is located about 1 mile from the 
proposed HST alignment, near the terminus station in downtown 
Sacramento where the HST trains would be traveling at very slow 
speeds.  Moreover, this State Park is one block from Interstate 80 (a 
very busy elevated freeway). 

O051-2 
The analysis methodologies applied in the Program EIR/EIS were 
developed based on the level of specificity of the location and design 
of proposed facilities.  For Section 4(f) and 6(f) resources all 
resources within 900 feet on either side of the centerline of each 
alignment option were identified.  Section 2.6, Section 2.7.3, Chapter 
6, and Chapter 6A of the Program EIR/EIS clearly defines the 
alignment and station options considered and preferred alignment 
and station options, respectively.  Further detail regarding the 
configuration of the proposed facilities is illustrated in the “Alignment 
Configuration and Cross Sections” technical report, January, 2004.  
Please also see response to Comment O051-1 and standard 
response 3.15.13. 



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  5-356

 

O051-3 
In the Final Program EIR/EIS, each environmental area (sections of 
Chapter 3) has been modified to include specific 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 implementation of the HST system to avoid, minimize, and 
mitigate potential impacts.    At this level of design it is premature to 
develop more specific mitigation measures for specific potential 
effects.  Only once there is a more detailed analysis of the alignment 
and avoidance and minimization efforts have been exhausted, will 
specific mitigation be addressed.  Also see comment O029-4 
regarding the further examination of alignment options. 

Because the proposed HST system would not be operational until the 
year 2020, the affected environment discussions describe both the 
existing conditions as of 2003 and, where appropriate and not overly 
speculative, the anticipated 2020 conditions that would pertain when 
the project becomes operational.  For disciplines where projections 
of future changes in existing conditions would be overly speculative, 
the existing 2003 conditions were used as a proxy for the 2020 
conditions.  For some disciplines—such as transportation, energy, air 
quality, and land use—future conditions are routinely projected in 
adopted regional or local planning documents or are forecast by 
public agencies.  In these cases, the existing conditions and the 
projected 2020 conditions were used as the basis for impact 
analysis.  The technical studies prepared for each region and 
addressing each resource area provided key information for the 
preparation of the affected environment discussions. 

The environmental consequences discussions describe the potential 
environmental impacts (both adverse and beneficial) of the Modal 
and HST Alternatives in comparison to the No Project Alternative and 
compared to each other.  Each discussion begins by comparing 
existing conditions with 2020 No Project conditions to describe the 
consequences of No Project and how environmental conditions are 
expected to change during the timeframe required to bring the 
proposed HST system online.  As described above, existing (2003) 
conditions were used as a proxy for 2020 No Project conditions 

where 2020 baseline information was unavailable, could not be 
projected, or would be overly speculative.  Using 2020 No Project 
conditions as a basis for comparison, the analysis of impacts then 
addresses direct and indirect impacts for the proposed HST and 
Modal Alternatives, as well as potential cumulative impacts.   

O051-4 
Section 3 of the PEIR/S programmatically evaluates the potential for 
direct and indirect impacts of the No Project, HST and Modal 
Alternative.  Please see standard response 3.15.2 and standard 
response 3.15.13 regarding the level of analysis and the intended 
uses of the PEIR/s.  Please see responses to Comments AS004 – 45 
regarding the addition of a construction section and response to 
Comment AS004 – 46 regarding the addition of a discussion of HST 
support facilities to the PEIR/S. Please see response to Comment 
AS004 – 50 regarding privately owned conservation lands.  Please 
see response AF009 – 26 regarding threatened vs. endangered 
species.  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.  Please see responses to Comments AF007 – 5, 
AS012 – 12, and AL072 – 8 and standard response 3.15.7 regarding 
impacts to wetlands.  Please see standard responses 3.15.2, 3.15.3, 
3.15.4, 3.15.9, and 3.15.11 and response to Comments AS004 – 46, 
47, 48, 49, & 51, AS012 – 7, 8, 9, 12, & 17 and O034 – 3 & 4 
regarding impacts to wildlife and wildlife corridors and habitat 
fragmentation.  The Co-lead agencies acknowledge the importance 
of detailed comments regarding biological resources that are 
embodied in this comment.  These issues will be addressed in the 
subsequent studies and project-level, Tier 2 studies for selected HST 
alignment options. 

O051-5 
Please see standard response 3.15.13.  Please see response to 
Comment O015 – 4 and standard response 3.15.7 regarding the land 
use impact evaluation envelope.  Please see response to Comment 
AL063 – 1 and 14 regarding review of local and regional plans.  
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Please note that the Authority has dropped from future consideration 
the previous alignment options passing through Henry Coe State 
Park and the Orestimba State Wilderness.  The scope of study, 
extent of study area and localized impacts to specific properties will 
be addressed in the subsequent studies and project-level, Tier 2 
studies to be completed for selected HST alignment and station 
options.   

O051-6 
See response to Comment O051-1. 

O051-7 
The Public Park Preservation Act of 1971 is addressed in section 
3.16.1 subsection A. “Regulatory Requirements.”  Since the Public 
Park Preservation Act and Section 4(f) and 6(f) involve similar 
resources, further project-level analysis of potential impacts to the 
resources identified in this section would address both laws. 

O051-8 
All of the potentially impacted coastal state park units occur along 
the LOSSAN rail corridor between Irvine and San Diego.  The 
Authority is not pursuing any extension of the high-speed rail system 
south of Irvine in this corridor, primarily due to the potential for 
considerable impacts to environmental resources, including state 
parks.  Conventional rail infrastructure improvements are being 
pursued by others.  See Standard Response 6.42.1. 

For the program level analyses, the resources identified under the 
Section 4(f) and 6(f) section which also are State Park seashore 
properties would also be subject to the Public Code § 5001.6(b) (11) 
(A).  Project level environmental analysis will examine these 
resources in detail and apply federal and state laws to address the 
potential impacts and appropriate actions regarding California State 
Beaches. 

O051-9 
See Standard Response 3.17.1. 

O051-10 
See Response O051-3 

O051-11 
The Program EIR/EIS describes the extensive procedures used to 
identify alternatives for study.  This process satisfied/s CEQA and 
NEPA requirements (see Response O051-1).  The Draft Program 
EIR/EIS identified a preferred system alternative (HST), however, 
identification of a preferred system of HST alignment and station 
options was deferred to the Final Program EIR/EIS in order to 
consider public and agency comment.  Chapter 6A defines the 
preferred system of HST alignment and station locations.  The 
environmentally superior alternative is identified in Section 7.3.3.  
Specific environmentally superior alignment options will be identified 
at the subsequent project level environmental review, when precise 
alignments would be defined. 

O051-12 
Regarding a reasonable range of alternatives, the Authority has 
considered hundreds of HST alignment and station options through 
the screening process and program level analysis (see response to 
Comment O051-1 and response to Comment O051-11).   

Regarding the Altamont Pass, see Standard Response 2.18.1 and 
6.3.1. 

O051-13 
The co-lead agencies respectfully disagree that recirculation of the 
Draft Program EIR/EIS is required.  The State Parks Foundation will 
be kept on the distribution list for future information and 
announcements regarding the project. All notices and information 
will be sent to: 

 
Elizabeth Goldstein, President 
And  
Barbara Hill, Vice-President 
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California State Parks Foundation 
800 College Avenue 
P.O. Box 548 
Kentfield, California 94914 
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