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Response to Comments of P. S. Parkhurst, U.S. Marine Corp, May 10, 2004 (Letter AF001) 

AF001-1   
Acknowledged. 

AF001-2  
Acknowledged.  The Authority identified the both the Carroll Canyon 
and Miramar Road alignment options as preferred between Mira 
Mesa and San Diego.  These alignment Canyon options would enable 
the HST system to directly serve downtown San Diego, whereas the 
I-15 to Qualcomm option would terminate about 8-miles from the 
city center at the Qualcomm Stadium (20 minutes by light rail).  
Directly serving Downtown San Diego would provide better 
connections to the regional transit system and airport.  SANDAG, 
NCTD, MTDB, Caltrans District 11, and the City of San Diego all 
support direct HST service to downtown San Diego via the Inland 
Empire (I-215/I-15 Corridor).   

The Carroll Canyon and Miramar Road alignment options have 
similar potential for environmental impacts.  The Carroll Canyon 
option would avoid and minimize some potential impacts to Miramar 
Naval Air Station as compared to either the Miramar Road or I-15 
alignment option.  As compared to the I-15 option, one alignment 
through either Carroll Canyon or along Miramar Road would have 
less potential for impact to parklands and vernal pools, and less 
potential for growth-induced impacts, but more potential for visual, 
cultural, and floodplains impacts. 

Should the HST proposal move forward, the Authority and the FRA 
will continue to work with the United States Marine Corps throughout 
the more detailed project-specific studies that will be required to 
select a specific alignment prior to implementation. 

AF001-3   
Subsequent project level environmental reviews would include 
further analysis of the cumulative effects of related projects in the 
vicinity of the proposed segments or portions of the proposed HST 
system, should a decision be made to move forward with the 
system.   

AF001-4 
Please see standard response 6.31.4.   
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Response to Comments of Michael Honda, Zoe Lofgren, Anna Eshoo – United States Congress, June 8, 2004  
(Letter AF002) 

AF002-1 
Please see standard response 2.18.1. 
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Response to Comments of Anna Eshoo –  United States Congress, August 11, 2004 (Letter AF003) 

AF003-1 
Acknowledged. 

AF003-2 
Please see standard response 2.18.1. 
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Response to Comments of Mary Martin, Superintendent – U.S. Department of the Interior, August 13, 2004 
(Letter AF004) 

AF004-1 
Acknowledged. The Authority is aware of the Mojave National 
Preserve and Clark Mountain units; however, they are far to the east 
of any alignment options under consideration.  The Authority will 
coordinate with the Nevada Department of Transportation and other 
project sponsors that propose high speed rail and Maglev systems 
particularly with regard to proposed stations and alignments 
affecting areas in proximity to proposed HST alignments and 
stations.  Should the HST proposal move forward, project level 
studies will further consider the potential for cumulative impacts 
resulting from these other proposals. 

As the federal lead agency for this Program EIR/EIS, the FRA will 
continue to provide coordination regarding studies of high-speed rail 
and Maglev proposals in California.  In addition, the Authority will 
coordinate with the Nevada Department of Transportation and other 
project sponsors during subsequent phases of project development 
and implementation that involve California. 
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Response to Comments of Dennis Cardoza – U.S. Congress, August 31, 2004 (Letter AF005) 

AF005-1 
Acknowledged. 

AF005-2 
Acknowledged.  Please see standard response 2.31.4 regarding 
potential station stops.  The Authority has identified potential HST 
stations at Sacramento, Stockton, Modesto, Merced, Fresno, and 
Bakersfield to serve the Central Valley’s intercity travel markets. 

AF005-3 
Acknowledged.  The Authority has identified the Downtown Merced 
and Castle Airport, Aviation and Development Center as potential 
HST station sites to serve Merced County.  One of these sites would 
be selected during subsequent project-specific environmental 
studies.  Please see standard response 2.35.1 in regards to the 
selection of maintenance facilities locations. 
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Response to Comments of Tom Lantos – U.S. Congress, August 31, 2004 (Letter AF006) 

AF006-1 
Please see standard response 2.18.1. 
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Response to Comments of Aaron O. Allen, Acting Chief Regulatory Branch – U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,  
August 31, 2004 (Letter AF007) 

AF007-1

The FRA acknowledges the MOU between the FRA and cooperating 
federal agencies for this program environmental process and the 
general framework for the integration of NEPA and Clean Water Act 
Section 404 issues.   

AF007-2

The FRA acknowledges the regulatory context and expectations for 
future steps to satisfy Clean Water Act Section 404 permitting 
requirements.   

AF007-3

3a. Regarding the Northern Mountain Crossing, please see 
Standard Response 6.3.1.  The Program EIR/EIS is based on 
available data bases and information, and now further study is 
planned in a separate program EIR/EIS considering a broad corridor 
including Pacheco Pass generally in the south and Altamont pass 
generally in the north before identifying a preferred alignment for 
the proposed HST system to connect the Central Valley to the Bay 
Area.  The FRA consulted with Council on Environmental Quality 
(CEQ) on this approach and CEQ found that it appears to be 
consistent with NEPA and CEQ regulations (letter from Horst 
Greczmiel dated January 24, 2005).  The referenced designation of 
“aquatic resources of national importance” (which is not a statutory 
designation) occurred in conjunction with the approval of the first 
phase of the extensive Diablo Grande residential and commercial 
development, was based on a broad literature review, and was not 
based on field review of resources in the area, parts of which have 
been in long term ranching and grazing use. 

3b. Comment: “relevant quantitative information should be 
coalesced in the main report of the Final PEIR/EIS rather than 
relegated to appendices.”  

To represent the potential for direct impact to water and biological 
resources for the System Alternatives (Modal and HST), additional 
GIS analysis has been completed for the approximate footprint of 
the alternative facilities.  The quantifications are representative of 
the unmitigated potential for direct impacts that could occur within 
the corridor.  The analysis is included in Section 3.15 of the Final 
Program EIR/EIS with the appropriate summary information included 
in Chapter 6: HST Alignment Options Comparison and the Summary. 

3c. Comment: “Additionally, supplemental data should augment 
the evaluation, particularly in areas of known sensitivity for which 
little site-specific data has been collected.”  ……..  “incorporate 
additional data to more accurately and thoroughly depict water 
resources.”    

The Authority and FRA are confident that all available and relevant 
information, commensurate with the level of decisions being made, 
has been considered in the preparation of the Final Program 
EIR/EIS. (See the following description of information sources 
applied to the analysis.)  In addition, the Authority pursued further 
research regarding additional sources of information on wetland and 
water resources as a response to this and other similar comments.  
The research included over 12 agency and organizational data 
sources.  Most of the data sources were based on or included the 
same information as the NWI and USGS databases.  One exception 
was the California Spatial Information Library’s Hydrographic 
database, which included a more comprehensive coverage of water 
resources than our previous sources.  However, the additional 
information was still only a marginal increment over the USGS 
database previously applied. 

In terms of information on wetlands resources, the co-lead agencies 
acknowledge the areas of the NWI where wetland resources have 
yet to be mapped; however, extensive attempts to obtain 
information in these areas has resulted in very little additional data.  
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In these areas of limited or no wetlands information, the co-lead 
agencies have determined that water resources are the best 
indicator of the presence of wetlands for this program level analysis.  
Comprehensive and complete information exists for the water 
resources and is readily compared in the Program EIR/EIS for each 
alignment option to determine those that have the least potential for 
impacting water resources.  Subsequent project level studies will 
provide field surveys in all areas of potential impact along the 
alignment options carried forward. 

The Final Program EIR/EIS reflects modifications to clearly identify 
where wetlands information is limited and where greater emphasis 
should be placed on the evaluation of water resources as an 
indicator of the presences of wetland areas. 

General Statewide Screening Evaluation Approach and Information 
sources used: 

Wetlands were primarily identified with data from the National 
Wetlands Inventory (NWI), depending upon NWI data availability. 
NWI coverage varied to some degree over the entire high-speed 
train study area.  To address these variations, the NWI information 
was supplemented with location information recorded in the 
California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) for specific habitats 
and species that are related to wetlands.  Other wetland location 
information from available site-specific studies was also utilized as 
described for each region of the study area below.  

Using location information about wetlands from other studies and 
the databases noted above, the screening evaluation identified 
wetlands likely to be encountered by HST alignment segments, 
quantified the number of wetland crossings and in some instances 
acres of wetlands, and recorded the potential value of the wetlands.   
The assessment of potential wetland value considered if the wetland 
was a part of a larger system of wetlands, if the wetland was a part 
of a wildlife refuge or sanctuary, and if there were institutional 
restrictions on constructing in the wetlands.  Special cases where 
wetlands are suspected which could affect the location of alignments 
or stations were noted and discussed qualitatively.  Further analysis 

of potential wetland impacts using available data and studies is 
described for alignment and station options considered in the 
Program EIR/EIS.  At the subsequent project level, after completion 
of the Program EIR/EIS, wetland delineations would be completed 
along with detailed evaluation of reasonable and practicable 
avoidance alternatives. 

Bay Area to Merced

Data from the NWI was used as the primary source of wetland 
location information.  Using this data as a guide, the regional team 
(at an appropriate time of year) performed a drive-by visual 
inspection survey of wetland resources occurring along the proposed 
alignments to verify wetland resources identified as potentially 
affected.  All alignment and station options were surveyed in this 
way and any additional potential wetland resources were recorded 
and considered in the screening analysis.   

The USGS California GAP Analysis Program Data dated June 30, 
1998 was used to fill in gaps in the National Wetland Inventory 
(NWI) database for this region.   Specifically, the GAP data was used 
to fill in gaps in the vicinity of the proposed HSR corridor for the 
following quads where NWI data was unavailable: 

Saint Teresa Hills 

Morgan Hills 

Mount Madonna 

Pacheco Peak 

The minimum mapping unit for the GAP data is 100 ha for upland 
community types and 40 ha for wetland communities.  To account 
for mosaics of communities below this resolution, each map unit was 
attributed with up to three community types, each of which had to 
be >10% of the map unit area.  The spatial locations of individual 
stands of vegetation therefore are not provided. 
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Thus, the GAP data may not have included small-scale wetlands 
along the HSR corridor where NWI data is missing, however, the 
GAP coverage is deemed suitable for the programmatic EIR/EIS. 

Sacramento to Bakersfield

Data from the NWI was used as the primary source of wetland 
location information, and were supplemented with additional data 
from Natural Heritage Division, California Department of Fish and 
Game (California Central Valley Wetlands and Riparian GIS, July, 2, 
1997), CA GAP Analysis (University of California, Biological Resources 
Division, January 29, 1996), USGS (hydrographic features and 7.5 
minute topographic quadrangle maps, and FEMA flood plain 
mapping.

Data sources for vernal pools were available in this region and used 
for the analysis including information on vernal pool complexes 
greater that 40 acres in size for 29 Counties throughout the Central 
Valley (California Department of Fish and Game, Statewide Vernal 
Pool Density Classification, June 7, 2001), specific information 
regarding vernal pools in Merced (EIP Associates, Merced County 
NCCP Wetlands Delineation, August 28, 2002), and a separate data 
base of vernal pool densities throughout the Central Valley Merced 
(California Dept. of Forestry and Fire Protection, Fire and Resource 
Assessment Program (FRAP), Vegetation Data, October 2002). 

Bakersfield-to-Los Angeles

The National Wetlands Inventory was the primary data source used 
in the regional wetlands analyses.  It was acknowledged that the 
NWI had some gaps in information.  Efforts were made to obtain 
additional data sources; however, additional information was 
available for very limited locations and was not consistent in type or 
extent.  The next best data source to research for streambeds and 
wetlands are the USGS quadrangle maps for those gap areas.  Using 
the USGS quadrangle maps is a reasonable source to determine the 
likelihood of streambed and wetland areas and provides relative 
information for each alternative considered.  The USGS maps are 
often consulted in the initial stages of environmental assessment 
research to identify the likely location of such resources as wetlands 

and streambeds.  The location of the blue-line streams were further 
researched and confirmed by the interpretation of current aerial 
photography.  This level of effort is reasonable and consistent for the 
gap areas for each alternative given the programmatic level of the 
document.

A program-level environmental document should provide sufficient 
relative detail for each alternative for comparison purposes in 
determining the potential environmental consequences of each 
considered.  A program-level document is not used to permit a 
project and is not a project EIR or construction-level EIR.  Detailed 
protocol survey or delineations are not appropriate at this level of 
analysis, particularly considering the specificity and certainty of the 
engineering and project description information available.  It is 
anticipated that the program-level document provides decision 
makers with a comparative evaluation with the understanding that a 
subsequent document will address the proposed project to a level of 
detail consistent with the protocol needed to obtain relevant permits 
from state and federal agencies.  The methods used for the 
California High Speed Rail Project were defined with this in mind. 

Los Angeles-to-San Diego via- Inland Empire Corridor

Using the NWI GIS database as a guide, a two-day drive-by visual 
inspection survey (at an appropriate time of year) of the wetland 
resources occurring along the proposed alignments to verify wetland 
resources identified as potentially affected.  Relevant wetlands were 
photographed.  Because vernal pools are not indicated on the NWI 
database, prior to initiating the field survey, the team reviewed 
relevant maps noted below to obtain information about potential 
vernal pools occurring in the project area, particularly in western 
Riverside County and in MCAS Miramar.   

The following are supplementary sources of information that were 
used in the screening evaluation: 

Previous project evaluations including Parsons-Brinckerhoff 
(1996, 1999, 2000) 

The California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) 
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The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) Map of 
Vernal Pool locations in Western Riverside County 16 

MCAS Miramar’s Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan 

The Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat 
Conservation Plan (MSHCP) 17 

Review of general plans for several cities 

Review of aerial photography 

The evaluation focused on identifying natural wetlands resources 
(unchannelized wetlands) within or directly adjacent to the areas of 
potential rights-of-way for alignments and station areas under 
consideration.  These natural wetlands include riparian wetlands 
(associated with rivers, streams, creeks, etc.), vernal pools, and 
freshwater marsh habitats.   

Los Angeles-to-San Diego via- Orange County

Data from the NWI and CNDDB were used as primary sources of 
wetland location information, and were supplemented with the 
following data sources:

Browne and Vogt.  1982.  Buena Vista Lagoon Watershed 
Enhancement Program, Draft Report on the Engineering Analysis of 
the Buena Vista Lagoon Watershed. Technical Report submitted to 
City of Carlsbad (Carlsbad, CA) and State Coastal Conservancy 
(Oakland, CA). 

Buena Vista Lagoon Foundation.  1983.  Buena Vista Lagoon 
Stewardship Plan.   

Buena Vista Lagoon JPC.  1996.  Buena Vista Lagoon Joint Powers 
Committee – Strategic Plan. 

California Department of Fish and Game.  1991.  Interim 
Management Plan: Buena Vista Lagoon Ecological Reserve. 

California Department of Fish and Game.  2002.  California Natural 
Diversity Database Rare Find 2.  October 2002.

California Native Plant Society. 2000. California Native Plant Society’s 
Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of California.  Special 
Publication #1 Sixth Edition.   

City of Carlsbad and Port of Los Angeles. 1989.  Sediment Load 
Study for Batiquitos Lagoon – Draft Technical Memorandum for the 
Batiquitos Lagoon Enhancement Project. 

Coppock, D. et al.  1985.  Los Penasquitos Lagoon Enhancement 
Plan and Program.  Prepared for the Los Penasquitos Lagoon 
Foundation and State Coastal Conservancy.   

County of Orange.  1996.  Natural Community Conservation Plan and 
Habitat Conservation Plan.  Final Administrative Record.  July 17, 
1996.

County of San Diego Department of Parks and Recreation.  1995.  
San Elijo Lagoon Area Enhancement Plan Draft.  August 1995. 

Cowardin, Lewis M., Virginia Carter, Francis C. Golet, and Edward 
LaRoe.  1979.  Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of 
the United States.  U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife 
Service.

Enriquez, Jake.  County of San Diego Department of Parks and 
Recreation.  2003.  Personal Communication.  January 3, 2003.   

Hastings, Mike.  2000.  A Summary Analysis of Existing Conditions 
Affecting Los Penasquitos Lagoon and Watershed.  September 8, 
2000.

Hastings, Mike.  Los Penasquitos Lagoon Foundation.  2003.  
Personal Communication.  January 15, 2003. 

Merckel, & Associates, Inc.  1999.  Batiquitos Lagoon Enhancement 
Project Long Term Monitoring and Pilot Revegetation Program.  1999 
Annual Report Executive Summary.   

San Dieguito River Park Joint Powers Authority.  2000.  
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement for 
the San Dieguito Wetland Restoration Project.  September 2000. 
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Soczka, Ernie.  NRG Cabrillo Power.  2002.  Personal communication. 
November 1, 2002. 

Soczka, Ernie.  NRG Cabrillo Power.  2003.  Personal communication. 
January 6, 2003. 

State Coastal Conservancy and the City of Del Mar.  1979.  San 
Dieguito Lagoon Resource Enhancement Program.   

Wootten, Ron. 2002. Buena Vista Lagoon Restoration Feasibility 
Analysis – Request for Proposals. Prepared for the Buena Vista 
Lagoon Foundation.  April 8, 2002.  

www.ceres.ca.gov/wetlands/geo_info/so_cal/agua_hedionda.  2002.  
Obtained information on Agua Hedionda Lagoon.  October 29, 2002 

www.epa.gov/owow/wetlands/restore/5star/fy02grants.  2002.  
Obtained information on lagoon restoration activities.  October 29, 
2002.

www.nwi.fws.gov.  2003.  National Wetlands Inventory.  U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service. 

www.torreypine.org/tplagn.  2002.  Los Penasquitos Marsh Natural 
Preserve and Lagoon.  Written by Carl L. Hubbs, Thomas W. 
Whitaker, and Freda M. H. Reid.  Torrey Pines Association.  Website 
visited October 28, 2002. 

3d. To represent the potential for direct impact to water and 
biological resources for the System Alternatives (Modal and HST), 
additional GIS analysis has been completed for the approximate 
footprint of the alternatives to clarify the information concerning 
potential impacts.    For the HST Alternative this analysis identified 
and quantified potential direct impacts based on the representative 
Draft Program EIR/EIS alignments within the broader GIS envelopes 
used to identify the potentially affected resources.  For the Modal 
Alternative this analysis identified and quantified potential direct 
impacts for the highway improvements only.  Airport improvements 
represented a relatively minor portion of the additional right of way 
required and were not included for this additional analysis. The 
quantifications are representative of the unmitigated potential for 

direct impacts that could occur within the corridor.    Subsequent 
project level engineering and environmental studies would focus on 
avoidance and minimization of potential impacts.  The analysis is 
included in Section 3.14, Section 3.15, Chapter 6 and the Summary 
of the Final Program EIR/EIS. 

3e. Comment: “to the extent practicable for this programmatic 
document, the Final PEIR/EIS should quantitatively and/or 
qualitatively address the anticipated indirect effects to aquatic 
ecosystems in terms of sedimentation (e.g., sediment transport, 
aggradation, degradation), erosion, hydrologic regime, water quality, 
floodplain encroachment, and habitat integrity.”   

Section 3.17 of the Final Program EIR/EIS addresses the anticipated 
indirect effects to aquatic ecosystems in general qualitative terms as 
they relate to the construction and operation of the facilities 
proposed in the HST and Modal Alternatives.  The description of 
design practices addresses features included in the proposed HST 
system to reduce and avoid potential adverse environmental impacts 
and how the proposed HST system design would be further refined 
and developed to minimize and avoid direct and indirect impacts to 
aquatic and biological resources has been added to Section 3.14.5, 
and Section 3.15.5 of the Final Program EIR/EIS. 

AF007-4

Each environmental area (sections of Chapter 3) has been modified 
to include more specific mitigation strategies that would be applied 
generally 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.   

AF007-5

Please see response AF007-3d.  Inclusion of more detailed mapping 
in the Program EIR/EIS is not feasible because of the vast 
geographic scale of the alternatives at this point in the planning 
environmental process.  Please see the Final Program EIR/EIS 
Section 3.14.3 and Section 3.15.3 regarding a discussion of the 
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representative levels of impacts to waters of the U.S. from the HST 
Alternative.  Moreover, additional mitigation measures for 
minimization of impacts to waters of the U.S. have been added to 
Section 3.14.6 and 3.15.6. 

The Co-lead agencies agree with the list of information and analyses 
that would be needed for the project-level or Tier 2 environmental 
evaluation.  
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Comment Letter AF008 



California High-Speed Train Program FEIR/EIS Response to Comments 

CALIFORNIA HIGH SPEED RAIL AUTHORITY

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration

Page 2-27

Comment Letter AF008 Continued 
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Comment Letter AF008 Continued 
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Comment Letter AF008 Continued 
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Comment Letter AF008 Continued 
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Comment Letter AF008 Continued 
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Comment Letter AF008 Continued 
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Comment Letter AF008 Continued 
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Comment Letter AF008 Continued 
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Comment Letter AF008 Continued 
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Response to Comments of Enrique Manzanilla, Director – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, August 31, 2004 
(Letter AF008) 

AF008-1 
Acknowledged. 

AF008-2  
The FRA acknowledges the interagency MOU among cooperating 
federal agencies in this NEPA program environmental process, the 
general framework for the integration of NEPA review and Clean 
Water Act Section 404 issues, and expectations for future steps to 
satisfy NEPA, Section 404 and other permitting requirements. 

AF008-3  
The lead agencies are continuing to cooperate with US EPA to 
address Clean Water Act Section 404 issues.  The Program EIR/EIS 
is based on available data bases and information, and a selection of 
a preferred alignment between the Bay Area and Merced has been 
deferred.  Further study of this area is planned in a separate 
program EIR/EIS considering a broad corridor including Pacheco 
Pass generally in the south and Altamont pass generally in the north 
before identifying a preferred alignment for the proposed HST 
system to connect the Central Valley to the Bay Area.  The 
referenced designation of “aquatic resources of national importance” 
(which is not a statutory designation) occurred in conjunction with 
the approval of the first phase of the extensive Diablo Grande 
residential and commercial development, was based on a broad 
literature review, and was not based on field review of resources in 
the area, parts of which have been in long term ranching and 
grazing use. Please see Standard Response 6.3.1.   

AF008-4  
See response to Comment AF008-12. 

AF008-5  
See response to Comment AF008-13. 

AF008-6  
To represent the potential for direct impact to water and biological 
resources for the System Alternatives (Modal and HST), additional 
GIS analysis has been completed for the approximate footprint of 
the alternatives.  For the HST Alternative this analysis identified and 
quantified potential direct impacts based on the representative Draft 
Program EIR/EIS alignments within the broader GIS envelopes used 
to identify the potentially affected resources.  For the Modal 
Alternative this analysis identified and quantified potential direct 
impacts for the highway improvements only. Airport improvements 
represented a relatively minor portion of the additional right of way 
required and were not included for this additional analysis.  The 
quantifications are representative of the unmitigated potential for 
direct impacts that could occur within the corridor. Subsequent 
project level engineering and environmental studies would focus on 
further avoidance and minimization of potential impacts.  The 
analysis is included in Section 3.14, Section 3.15, Chapter 6, and the 
Summary of the Final Program EIR/EIS. 

AF008-7  
Acknowledged. 

AF008-8  
The FRA acknowledges the regulatory context and expectations for 
future steps to satisfy Clean Water Act Section 404 permitting 
requirements.  The FRA has concurred with the preferred alignments 
and stations and has consulted with the USEPA and USACE regarding 
their concurrence for compliance with the requirements of Section 
404 of the Clean Water Act.  Although no permit is being requested 
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at this time under the Clean Water Act, FRA has committed to 
obtaining USEPA and USACE concurrence that the selection of the 
preferred corridor and route (alignment) is likely to contain the “least 
environmentally damaging practicable alternative,” consistent with 
the USACE’s permit program (33 CFR Part 320-331) and USEPA’s 
Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines (40 CFR 230 – 233).  The FRA, FHWA, 
EPA, USACE, and FTA executed a memorandum of understanding 
(MOU) outlining roles and responsibilities for preparation of the 
Program EIR/EIS and the integration of Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act (July 2003 Federal Agency MOU for the California HST 
Program EIR/EIS). 

AF008-9 thru 11  
Please see standard response 6.3.1. 

AF008-12  
First, it should be noted that the length (835,296 linear feet) of 
potential impacted waters in the SR-58/Soledad Canyon Corridor that 
was listed in Section 6.4.1 of the Draft Program EIR/EIS was in 
error.  The correct length of potentially impacted waters for this 
segment (Antelope Valley) is 64,562 linear feet. This has been 
corrected in the Final Program EIR/EIS.  

Based on the data analyzed in the Draft Program EIR/EIS and 
additional footprint analysis described in the Final Program EIR/EIS, 
an alignment option more closely aligned with SR 14 to avoid 
impacts in Soledad Canyon would result in similar levels of direct 
impact to water resources overall.  However, indirect impacts would 
be greater for the Soledad Canyon alignment option due to its 
proximity to the Santa Clara River.  In the Final Program EIR/EIS the 
Authority has recommended that an alignment more closely 
following SR 14 be considered further in subsequent project level 
studies.  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. See also 
responses regarding tunnel construction practices (AF008-25) and 
cumulative impacts (AF008-19-22).  

Please also see standard response 3.15.6. 

AF008-13  
The Authority has identified a preferred alignment through the 
Central Valley, which maximizes the use of existing rail corridors, 
which is consistent with the Authority’s stated objectives (see page 
1-4, Draft Program EIR/EIS). The Authority has identified preferred 
alignments that include potential “loop” lines at Stockton, and Castle 
AFB (for a potential Merced HST station).  A new alignment is also 
proposed around Hanford, but no alignment is recommended 
through the city and no station is proposed for Hanford.  Further 
evaluation of these three potential “loop” lines would occur at the 
project level.  Although the Draft EIR/EIS also considered potential 
loop alignments at other Central Valley locations, as EPA has noted, 
the analysis indicated that such alignments would generally result in 
increased noise and visual impacts and increased impacts to water 
resources and agricultural lands, except at Hanford which would 
have only a loop alignment avoiding the town and not two 
alignments (i.e., one through and one around the town).  

The concept of running HST express trains through Stockton was 
considered but rejected as part of the screening evaluation.  As 
noted on page 2-63 of the Draft Program EIR/EIS, “Because of tight 
curves on the existing rail line through downtown Stockton that 
would limit maximum speeds, an express track outside of the urban 
area would be needed to provide high-speed service.”  Such an 
express “loop” would reduce express travel times by over 7 minutes 
as compared to an alignment along the existing rail line through 
downtown Stockton. Due to existing curves and urban land use 
development, express trains on an alignment through downtown 
Stockton would require an impracticable level of new infrastructure 
and rights of way for dedicated service; otherwise, the express 
service would be subject to substantial delays by existing constraints 
and services.   

The Castle AFB station site which has been identified as one of two 
preferred potential station sites to serve the Merced area, is located 
near, but not adjacent to the BNSF rail right-of-way.  Further 
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analysis at the project level would lead to selection of one of these 
two sites for a Merced area station.  In order to serve a potential 
HST station at the Castle AFB station site, a new “loop” alignment 
would (please see Figure 6.3-2B the Draft Program EIR/EIS) serve 
this site.  However, a Castle AFB station option along the BNSF that 
does not include a new “loop” and a downtown Merced station 
option (which does not include a new loop) will also be investigated 
at the project specific level of study.   

The HST alignment between Fresno and Bakersfield would diverge 
from the BNSF alignment on a new alignment around Hanford in 
order to maintain high-speeds because of the tight, speed restricting 
curves south of Laton, through Hanford, and to the south of Hanford 
(see Figure 2.7-6B of the Final Program EIR/EIS).  An alignment 
through Hanford as described would add approximately 11 minutes 
to the estimated express travel time through the Central Valley as 
compared to the new alignment west of Hanford. 

The Draft Program EIR/EIS did evaluate a few potential “loop” 
alignments not intended to maintain high-speeds, but potentially to 
reduce environmental impacts (Fresno, Merced, and Tulare).  The 
Authority has not included these express loops as part of the 
preferred alignment.  Please see standard response 6.20.5 regarding 
the “loop” line concept around Fresno. 

Foreign HST experience (e.g., in France and Japan), the experience 
of the Northeast Corridor (Boston to New York to Washington D.C.), 
HST studies done elsewhere in the U.S., and the Authority’s 
feasibility studies have all shown that to compete with air 
transportation and generate high ridership and revenue, the intercity 
HST travel times between major transportation markets must be 
below 3 hours (please also see standard response 2.9.1 and 
standard response 2.9.2).   In order to operate HST services at high-
speeds, very straight alignments with only mild curves are required.  
In the Bay Area, Sacramento, Los Angeles area and San Diego, 
existing transportation corridors are generally not straight enough 
over long enough distances to permit high-speed operations.  
Moreover, in these areas, there is generally no undeveloped land 
available that would allow for the development of a new “high-

speed” alignment through these areas.  Serving these large urban 
areas is essential to the purpose and need of the HST system, 
therefore “bypassing” these areas is not a viable solution.  New 
corridors through heavily urbanized areas were not considered to be 
practicable alternatives in this Program EIR/EIS.  In California, the 
best opportunities for high-speed operations are primarily through 
the Central Valley, and through the mountain passes (please see 
Figure 4.3-2 in the Final Program EIR/EIS).  Please see the 
Engineering Criteria technical report (January 2004) referenced in 
the Program EIR/EIS for more information regarding HST design 
criteria assumptions.  

As noted, the Authority has identified a preferred alignment that 
maximizes the use of existing rail corridors, based upon the analysis 
in this Program EIR/EIS.  For those few areas of the preferred 
alignment in the Central Valley which include a bypass loop (noted 
above), except for Hanford, further study during project-level (Tier 
2) review would consider additional mitigation measures to reduce 
potential impacts and would consider alignment variations with and 
without bypasses.  If a decision were made to move forward with 
the HST system, the Authority would seek agreements with freight 
operators to utilize portions of the existing rail right-of-way to the 
greatest extent feasible (Final Program EIR/EIS, Summary and 
Chapter 6A). 

AF008-14 
14a.   Both the Program EIR/EIS and the regional technical 
reports identify and describe the sensitive areas in each region and 
corridor as part of the affected environment sections.  The Program 
EIR/EIS includes maps illustrating general resources of concern and 
other sensitive areas.  However, detailed maps depicting sensitive 
areas and specific corridor study widths are not included in the 
Program EIR/EIS due to the impracticality of presenting mapping 
over 2500 miles of HST alignment options and nearly 3000 lane 
miles of highway improvements in the Modal Alternative.  In general, 
sensitive areas were identified and the envelope widths were defined 
to gauge impact potential and sensitivity between alignment options 
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considered at the regional level.  Representative impacts estimated 
using envelops that more closely reflect the actual footprint of the 
infrastructure proposed (as described in Response AF008-6 above) 
are compared in the Final Program EIR/EIS at the regional and 
system-wide level for consistency purposes.  Also refer to response 
to Comment AF007-3 regarding the information included in the 
analysis. 

14b. See Response AF008-6 above.  The analysis of 
representative impacts indicates the approximate level of potential 
direct impacts in relation to the larger area where indirect effects are 
possible.  However, due to the general nature of alignment location 
in this program level analysis it is not possible to quantify anticipated 
indirect impacts.  The Final Program EIR/EIS discusses and describes 
potential direct and indirect impacts to water and biological 
resources in Sections 3.14 and 3.15, respectively, as well as Chapter 
6 and the Summary. 

AF008-15  
See standard response 3.15.7 and standard response 3.15.1. 

AF008-16  
Along the I-215/I-15 alignment option, the HST alignment is 
proposed to be within the median of I-215.  A portion of the Santa 
Margarita Ecological Reserve is located adjacent to the west side of 
the I-215 freeway. The HST alignment would not encroach upon the 
reserve. Potential for noise impacts and indirect impacts would be 
evaluated at the project level.  See Section 3.14 for a description of 
the potential for impact.  The I-215/I-15 alignment option crosses 
the Temecula Creek (an upstream tributary of the Santa Margarita 
River). The sensitivity of this watercourse is acknowledged and will 
be considered in subsequent project level environmental review. 
Thoughtful design practices (as described in Chapter 3 of the Final 
Program EIR/EIS) would avoid impacts to Temecula Creek at the 
crossing.  Potential for wildlife movement would also be considered 
in the design of this crossing. 

AF008-17  
Acknowledged.  The Authority has identified both the Carroll Canyon 
and Miramar Road alignment options as preferred for further project 
level analysis between Mira Mesa and San Diego.  Either the Carroll 
Canyon or Miramar Road options would enable the HST system to 
directly serve downtown San Diego, whereas the I-15 to Qualcomm 
option would terminate about 8-miles from the city center at the 
Qualcomm Stadium (20 minutes by light rail).  The Carroll Canyon 
and Miramar Road options would directly serve Downtown San Diego 
would provide better connections to the regional transit system and 
airport.  SANDAG, NCTD, MTDB, Caltrans District 11, and the City of 
San Diego all support direct HST service to downtown San Diego via 
the Inland Empire (I-215/I-15 Corridor).   

The Carroll Canyon and Miramar Road alignment options would have 
similar potential environmental impacts.  However, the Carroll 
Canyon option could avoid and minimize potential impacts to 
Miramar Naval Air Station as compared to either the Miramar Road 
or I-15 alignment option.  As compared to the I-15 option, the 
Carroll Canyon and Miramar Road options would have less potential 
impacts to parklands, and vernal pools (U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, 
‘Vernal Pools of Southern California, Draft Recovery Plan”, 1997) and 
less potential for growth-induced impacts, but more potential visual, 
cultural, and floodplains impacts. 

The United States Marine Corps has raised concern regarding the 
Miramar Road option which is directly adjacent to the Miramar 
housing complex and “sensitive habitats” and has noted that any 
efforts related to the proposed HST system that would limit or 
impact on the Marine Corps ability to perform its mission would be 
opposed.  The City of San Diego commented that building the 
alignment below grade should be considered from Old Town to 
Downtown San Diego, which would be considered in subsequent 
project level environmental review.   

Determining the number and location of individual vernal pools and 
larger vernal pool complexes that would be affected by each 
remaining alignment is beyond the scope of this program level 
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environmental process.  Subsequent project level engineering and 
environmental studies would focus on further avoidance and 
minimization of potential impacts to specific vernal pools and larger 
vernal pool complexes. 

AF008-18  
See Standard Response 3.15.8. 

AF008-19 – 22 
Please see standard response 3.17.1.  

AF008-23   
Please see standard response 5.2.1 and Chapter 6B. 

AF008-24 
Please see standard response 5.2.2 

AF008-25 
The co-lead agencies recognize that the mountain crossings, through 
which extensive tunneling is proposed for the HST system, are 
primarily undeveloped and contain many sensitive resources and 
areas.  Therefore the Program EIR/EIS recommends the Authority 
consider the least unobtrusive construction methods suitable and 
available to avoid and/or minimize impacts in these areas.  In 
summary, the strategy for avoiding impacts to resources through 
sensitive mountain areas includes these basic elements: (1) place 
trains in tunnels to avoid resources; (2) design the tunnels so that 
the need for surface access is reduced and consider the placement 
of that access to avoid resources and to be near existing roads; (3) 
build the tunnels using in-line construction techniques to reduce 
surface disturbance and the need for access roads; and (4) use small 
sites (to be restored after use) and helicopter transport of equipment 
for needed geological exploration and small pilot tunnels where more 
extensive subsurface geological information is needed.  Information 
regarding tunneling design features and construction methods has 

been included in the Summary and Sections 3.14.5, 3.15.5 and 
3.18.5, respectively, of the Final Program EIR/EIS. 

AF008-26  
See standard response 3.15.9.  However, project-level 
documentation will be required to show that mitigation would be 
effective to sustain regional wildlife populations and movement 
corridors. 

AF008-27  
Most of the tunnel lengths are in the vicinity of water-bearing ground 
with the potential for high groundwater inflows and pressures in 
localized areas.  The assumption in the Draft Program EIR/EIS that 
the proposed tunneling would “not substantially affect groundwater 
resources” was predicated on application of design features and 
construction methods outlined in the Tunneling Issues Report, 
January 2004.  Measures to control water include inflow grouting, 
waterproof membrane installation, and full concrete lining.  These or 
similar measures would be incorporated in the tunnel design and are 
included in the capital cost estimates.  Design features such as these 
are addressed in the Summary and Section 3.14.5 of the Final 
Program EIR/EIS. 

AF008-28  
See Standard Response 3.15.9. 

AF008-29  
The Authority is no longer considering a station at March Air Force 
Base.  

AF008-30   
Please see standard response 3.4.1.  Identification of anticipated 
noise and vibration impacts to nocturnal and diurnal wildlife would 
require project-level documentation.  
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AF008-31  
Measures to mitigate potential impacts have been added to the Final 
Program EIR/EIS in each section of Chapter 3: Environmental 
Consequences.  Further clarification and description of the design 
features of the proposed project have been added to the Summary 
of the Final Program EIR/EIS and each section of Chapter 3.  
Discussion of transit-oriented development is found in Chapter 6B of 
the Final Program EIR/EIS. 

AF008-32  
See Standard Response 6.41.1. 
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Comment Letter AF009 Continued 
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Comment Letter AF009 Continued 



California High-Speed Train Program FEIR/EIS Response to Comments 

 

 
CALIFORNIA HIGH SPEED RAIL AUTHORITY 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 2-46

 

Response to Comments of Gene K. Fong, Division Administrator – U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal 
Highway Administration, September 7, 2004 (Letter AF009) 

AF009-1  
In general, the content of an EIS prepared under NEPA differs very 
little from an EIR prepared under CEQA.  Both documents must 
include a description of the proposed activity, the environmental 
setting, and analysis of significant environmental impacts (direct, 
indirect and cumulative), and a discussion of mitigation measures to 
reduce or avoid those impacts. (40 C.F.R. secs. 1502.11-1502.25) 
“Mitigation” is defined exactly the same way under NEPA and CEQA.  
The key difference is the treatment of alternatives, where NEPA 
requires a more rigorous evaluation and comparison of all 
alternatives that is substantially equal to the proposed action 
evaluation.  Under CEQA the comparative merits of the alternatives 
must be evaluated, however, in less detail than the proposed 
project.  Another key difference is that CEQA requires a separate 
analysis of growth inducing impacts and mitigation, but does not 
require an analysis of economic or social effects of the project or 
alternatives, where NEPA does.  Thirdly, CEQA requires avoidance or 
mitigation for significant impacts if feasible, where NEPA 
requirements for discussion of mitigation measures are more general 
and the justification for mitigation decisions appear in the record of 
decision.  This document is intended to satisfy the content 
requirements of both NEPA and CEQA, and all of these topics are 
addressed in the document. 

AF009-2  

The document uses both NEPA and CEQA terms where appropriate.  
Each environmental topic describes and defines the method of 
analysis, including any thresholds used for determining the 
significance of a potential impact.  Please also see response to 
Comment AF009-1. 

AF009-3  
To describe the relationship between context and intensity, in 
general, the more sensitive the context (i.e., the specific resource in 
the project area, or area of potential impact) the less intense an 
impact needs to be in order to be considered significant.  This 
relationship is described in the method of evaluation of impacts in 
each of the topic areas.  Discussions of the differences in magnitude 
of potential impacts for this Program Level Tier I document generally 
err on the conservative side for the broad comparison of alternative 
corridors. 

AF009-4 
The responses to the first two general comments, above, will be 
added as a brief introduction to Section 3.0.  The rationale used to 
determine the significance criteria for specific resource topics are 
already included under ‘methods used for analysis’ in each section of 
Chapter 3.0.  

AF009-5 
All figures in the Final Program EIR/EIS have been examined for 
clarity and accuracy.  The title for Table 3.16-1 has been revised. 

AF009-6 
The summary section presents information appropriate to each 
environmental topic to distinguish key differences between 
alternative corridors that describes the relationship between context 
and intensity of potential impacts.  The method of analysis was 
developed in consultation with cooperating and responsible agencies 
who will use this information in selecting a preferred corridor for 
HSR. 
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AF009-7   
Acknowledged.  The Draft Program EIR/EIS states, “CEQA requires 
that an EIR identify the project sponsor’s objectives, which are 
similar to the purpose required by NEPA (CEQA Guidelines, C.C.R., 
Title 14, & 15124 [b]).  The objectives provide benchmarks for 
selecting a reasonable range of alternatives for analysis, as required 
by CEQA.” (page 1-3) 

AF009-8   
Acknowledged.  The terms “Alternative”, “design option” and 
“alignment option” are defined in Section 2.1 and described in more 
detail in subsequent sections of Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. 

AF009-9 
See responses which follow regarding to specific issues raised in the 
letter, identified as AF009-10 through AF009-34. 

AF009-10 
The subheading headings provided in Section 3.12 separate these 
major resource types (Cultural and Paleontological).  The Cultural 
resources are further subdivided into subheadings for the historical 
built environment and the archeological resource types.  The overall 
organization of the document remains the same. 

AF009-11 
Section 3.12 of the PEIR/S has been edited and redrafted consistent 
with this comment.  

AF009-12 
Moving Section 3.12 closer to the sections regarding 4(f) and 6(f) 
would require major document reorganization and renumbering and 
cannot be readily accomplished.   

AF009-13 
Section 3.12 of the PEIR/S has been edited and revised.  Revisions 
also considered other terms such as the use of “impacts” and 
“effects,” as well as “resources” and “properties.” 

AF009-14 
The Draft PEIR/S and Final PEIR/S indicate “on federal land” in two 
locations in the Paleontology Section, where this act is referenced. 

AF009-15 
Section 3.12.3 has been edited consistent with this comment. 

AF009-16 
New subsections have been created in the PEIR/S.  A header has 
been added to 3.12.1.b called “Traditional Cultural Properties and 
Native American Consultations” to discuss methods.  A header has 
been added to 3.12.2.c called “Traditional Cultural Properties” to 
present results. 

AF009-17 
This section of the PEIR/S has been edited per this comment. 

AF009-18 
The section has been edited.  The section now provides a more 
consistent approach to the history of each region within a general 
context commensurate in detail to the nature of this sensitivity 
study. 

AF009-19 
Section 3.12.16 has been edited to discuss when phased approach is 
appropriate and allowed under Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act. 
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AF009-20 
Section 3.12.6 has been edited and augmented.  Requirements are 
addressed separately for CEQA and NHPA, and terminology in 36 
CFR 800 has been integrated into the text. 

AF009-21 
The Co-lead agencies understand the relationship between water 
resources and biological resources and wetlands.  Although for 
purposes or organizing the information in the PEIR/S there are two 
separate sections on Hydrology and Water Resources and Biological 
Resources and Wetlands, it is recognized that the two are intimately 
related.  Development of impact analyses and mitigation measures 
at a project level will reflect this relationship. 

AF009-22 
Please refer to response to Comment AF009-21.  Wetlands are 
discussed in the section on biological resources because of the 
importance of wetlands as wildlife habitat. 

AF009-23 
The Co-lead agencies have produced the environmental analyses to 
enable a reasonable comparison of project alternatives and HST 
alignments and their respective potential for environmental effects.  
While this overall approach tends to generalize some of the impacts, 
it does provide information critical to making overall alternative and 
alignment decisions leading to subsequent more detailed analyses in 
project-level, Tier 2 review.  Please see standard response 3.15.2 for 
a discussion of level of detail in the PEIR/S and standard response 
3.15.13 for a discussion of the overall purposes of the PEIR/S and 
the planned project-level, Tier 2 evaluation. 

AF009-24 
As noted in standard response 3.15.13, the data in Table 3.15.1 
allow for a reasonable comparison of project alternatives and HST 
alignments and their respective potential for environmental effects.  
This approach provides information critical to making overall 

alternative and alignment decisions leading to subsequent more 
detailed analyses in the project-level, Tier 2 environmental review.  
Please also see standard response 3.15.7 regarding the use of wide 
“envelopes” for this programmatic evaluation. 

AF009-25 
Consistent with this comment, the Co-lead agencies anticipate 
reviewing ecosystem impacts in site-specific detail and at the 
watershed level in the project-level, Tier 2 analyses. 

AF009-26 
A list of potentially affected threatened and endangered species and 
their federal and state individual status are provided in each of the 
regional technical studies that were used as the basis for the PEIR/S.  
The technical studies were not circulated as appendices to the Draft 
PEIR/S given their size and detailed technical content.  The detailed 
content of the studies was rather summarized and synthesized into 
their respective topic area sections of the Draft PEIR/S.  The 
technical studies (and screening reports) for each of the five HST 
corridors were made available on the California High Speed Rail 
Authority website  

(http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/eir/regional_studies/default.asp)
, and the Final PEIR/S incorporates these technical studies (and 
screening reports) by reference.  Use of terms such as “sensitive 
species” and “special status species” reflects the fact that the PEIR/S 
summarized and consolidated information in the technical studies.  
Use of these terms does not diminish the adequacy of the 
information provided in the PEIR/S, which enables general 
evaluation and comparison of major project alternatives and general 
HST alignments.  More detailed evaluations of threatened vs. 
endangered, for example, will occur during the project-level, Tier 2, 
evaluations. 
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AF009-27  
There may be potential for localized wildlife barotrauma associated 
with the construction of the proposed HSR project.  This issue would 
be addressed during subsequent project level environmental review, 
based on more precise information regarding location and design of 
the facilities proposed (e.g., bridge pier locations and foundation 
design options) and field data for wildlife species. 

AF009-28  
Section 3.16 of the Final Program EIR/EIS has been renamed 
“Section 4(f) and 6(f) Resources (Public Parks and Recreation, 
Waterfowl Refuges and Historic Sites).” 

AF009-29  
Section 3.16 will remain in the same sequence in the Final Program 
EIR/EIS, due to its relationship to multiple environmental areas. 

AF009-30  
While this section is titled Section 4(f) and 6(f) resources, which is a 
federal requirement, it also covers possible effects on state, regional 
and local parks and addresses other related state laws. 

AF009-31  
This methodology 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 advanced to project level of environmental review, 
preliminary engineering will be prepared allowing for a greater 
precision in the location of the proposed HST facilities and their 
associated right–of-way (ROW) requirements.  The project level 
review will provide a more detailed analysis of the 4(f) and 6(f) 
potential direct and indirect effects.  The greater engineering detail 
associated with the project level environmental analysis will allow 
the Authority to further investigate ways to avoid, minimize and 
mitigate potential effects to 4(f) and 6(f) resources.   

The Authority followed FRA guidance when the analysis was initiated 
that specified a screening distance of 900 feet for new rail corridors 
in rural areas.  The Authority and FRA believe that this screening 
distance of 900 feet is sufficient to estimate the number and extent 
of potentially noise affected parks and recreation areas at a program 
level of analysis.  It is unlikely that potential indirect impacts would 
extend beyond this distance; however, subsequent project specific 
studies would consider potential noise related impacts related to 
specific sensitive receptors based on specific alignment and 
operating characteristics, as the proposed HST facilities and 
operation are further defined.  The purpose of the screening analysis 
undertaken is to provide a measure of noise-sensitive receivers that 
are close enough to the proposed alignments for noise impact to be 
possible.  Specific HST noise levels will be determined during the 
project level noise assessment.  

AF009-32  
Acknowledged.  A new table with all the potentially affected parks, 
recreation areas and waterfowl refuges and their relative proximity 
to the HST alignment options has been added to the Appendix 3.16-
A.   

AF009-33 
See Standard Response 3.17.1. 

AF009-34 
See Standard Response 3.17.1. 

AF009-35 
The High-Speed Train Alignments Comparison chapter is intended to 
provide a summary of the key differences between alignment and 
station options.  Alternatives are systemwide improvement scenarios 
(No Project, Modal, and HST).  Alignment options are specific HST 
alignments that were considered and evaluated.  Design options 
represent specific design issues (e.g., a key overcrossing or 
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undercrossing, or section of trench/aerial) related to an alignment 
option. 

AF009-36 
Specific NEPA language will be added to the first paragraph of 
Section 7.0, consistent with CEQ’s NEPA regulations Section 1502.16, 
“an adverse environmental effect which cannot be avoided should 
the proposal be implemented” and any “irreversible or irretrievable 
commitments of resources which would be involved in the proposal 
should it be implemented.” 
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Comment Letter AF010 
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Comment Letter AF010 Continued 
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Comment Letter AF010 Continued 
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Comment Letter AF010 Continued 
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Comment Letter AF010 Continued 
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Comment Letter AF010 Continued 
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Comment Letter AF010 Continued 
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Comment Letter AF010 Continued 
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Response to Comments of Willie Taylor, Director, Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance, U.S. Department 
of the Interior, November 22, 2004 (Letter AF010) 

AF010-1 
The Co-lead Agencies respectfully disagree that the Program EIR/EIS 
presents little difference between the alternatives.  The Program 
EIR/EIS reliably assesses the potential for environmental impact 
from each of the alternatives at an appropriate level of detail.  
Please see Standard Response 3.15.13 

AF010-2 
The Modal Alternative is a hypothetical set of infrastructure 
improvements to the existing state transportation system (e.g. 
additional highway lanes and additional airport runway construction) 
to accommodate the forecast intercity travel demand.  The 
improvements that are part of the Modal Alternative are not 
currently programmed and are not necessarily identified in other 
planning documents.  It is beyond the scope of this review and 
would be speculative and impractical to account for all site-specific 
highway and airport improvements that are being planned by other 
entities, but were not programmed and funded when the Program 
EIR/EIS analysis was done.  Please see response O024-28. 
Subsequent project level analyses will incorporate the current status 
of such projects.   

AF010-3 
Acknowledged.  Additional information is provided in Section 3.15 of 
the Final Program EIR/EIS regarding habitat conservation plans.  
Please see Standard Response 3.15.10. 

AF010-4 
Evaluation of potential impacts to designated critical habitat for 
federally listed species was considered in the analysis through use of 
CNDDB GIS data.   The results of the analysis are presented in 

Section 3.15.  Please see Standard Response 3.17.1 and responses 
O034-8, 9 

AF010-5 
The FRA would initiate Section 7 consultation to satisfy the 
requirements of the Endangered Species Act when and if the 
proposed HST System is advanced to project level environmental 
review and Section 404 permitting activities commence.  Preparation 
of a Biological Assessment for the program study area (much of the 
state of California) would be impractical given the geographic extent 
of the alternatives and the number of habitats.  For this Program 
EIR/EIS, potentially affected biological resources were identified 
using CNDDB GIS data and representative impacts to listed species 
habitat areas were estimated to inform a comparison of system 
alternatives and HST alignment and station options.  This 
information has been made available to the DOI, FWS, USACE and 
EPA through the program environmental process.  

Upon project level initiation of Section 7 consultation, for project 
study areas the FRA and the Authority would in principle accomplish 
the steps identified by DOI by: 1) identifying the conservation needs 
of each listed species with the potential to be impacted by the 
proposal; 2) identifying the threats to each listed species’ 
conservation related to the proposed action; 3) identifying species 
conservation or management units and the threats affecting those 
units; 4) identifying species’ conservation goals framed within the 
context of the HST program; and 5) developing 
conservation/management unit strategies.  The FRA and the 
Authority would prepare Biological Assessments to address the 
affected conservation/management units identified during the 
second-tier, project-level environmental reviews, when more specific 
data will be available for HST design parameters and HST alignment 
options. 
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AF010-6 
Agreed.  After conclusion of the Program EIR/EIS, project-level 
environmental review would incorporate Section 404 permitting 
activities.   The criteria for dredge and fill activities provided by the 
FWS have been incorporated in Section 3.14 of the Final Program 
EIR/EIS.  

AF010-7 
Please see Section 3.15 of the Final Program EIR/EIS and response 
AL072-9. 

AF010-8 
The Co-lead Agencies believe that the Program EIR/EIS fully 
addresses potential growth impacts at an appropriate level of detail 
in Chapter 5.  Also please see Section 3.17 of the Final Program 
EIR/EIS. 

AF010-9 
Please see Chapter 5.  A primary conclusion of the growth 
inducement analysis is that a considerable amount of growth will be 
occurring in the “outlying” areas of California with the No Project 
Alternative.  Please also see standard response 5.2.5. 

AF010-10 
Please see response AF010-2 above and Section 2.4.2 and Section 
2.5.2 of the Final Program EIR/EIS.  Please also see standard 
response 3.17.1. 

AF010-11 and 12 
While these comments were made on the summary, Chapter 5 of the 
Program EIR/EIS provides a more complete description of potential 
effects of the system alternatives and HST alignment options on 
growth and urban development.  Please see Standard Responses 
5.2.1, 5.2.2, 5.2.5, and 5.2.6.  Please also see standard response 
6.23.1 and standard response 2.1.12. 

AF010-13 
The analysis described in Chapter 5 does address the Modal 
Alternative.  It is unlikely that both the Modal and HST Alternatives 
would be needed and implemented.  Please see Chapter 5 and 
Section 3.17 of the Final Program EIR/EIS. 

AF010-14 
As stated on page 1-6 of the Draft Program EIR/EIS, “…federal, 
state, and regional transportation plans forecast recovery from this 
reduction and continued growth in air travel over the next 20 years.”  
The statement, “to the present” has been deleted from Section 
1.2.2A of the Final Program EIR/EIS.  

AF010-15 
The PEIR/EIS and the ridership forecasts which are referenced in the 
PEIR/EIS did not assume any improvements to local mass transit 
beyond those improvements included in the No Project Alternative.  
Travelers would access HST stations using existing and planned local 
and regional transit, by automobile, shuttle services, and some 
would walk.  Potential HST station sites have been selected primarily 
at existing transportation hubs.  Please see standard response 
2.1.12. 

AF010-16 
Please see Standard Response 3.17.1 and response AF010-2 above.  
Please also see footnote on Page 1-7 of Final Program EIR/EIS and 
the discussion of LAX in Chapter 6A.   

AF010-17 
A lower level of rail improvement would not meet the purpose and 
need.  Lower speed rail technologies were considered and rejected 
in section 2.6.6 of the Program EIR/EIS.  Air and highway travel 
would continue to play a major role as described for the No Project 
Alternative.  The Modal Alternative is not planned and programmed, 
but represents and alternative program to the HST Alternative.  
Please see Standard Response 2.9.1 and response AS004-8 
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AF010-18 
Acknowledged. 

AF010-19 
The Modal Alternative is a hypothetical set of infrastructure 
improvements to the existing state transportation system (e.g. 
additional highway lanes and additional airport runway construction) 
to accommodate the forecast intercity travel demand.  The 
improvements that are part of the Modal Alternative are not 
currently programmed and are not necessarily identified in other 
planning documents.  The data in these tables lists improvements 
that are part of the Modal Alternative, not other planning efforts that 
are looking at individual facilities and a variety of travel needs.  It 
would be speculative to incorporate project plans being made by 
others that are not programmed and funded.  Please see Standard 
Response 2.2.1. 

AF010-20 
The text in section 2.6.2. of the Draft Program EIR/EIS says 86 
trains per day in each direction. 

AF010-21 
Please see Standard Response 2.18.1. 

AF010-22 
Acknowledged.  The Final Program EIR/EIS notes the lagoons as 
“habitat to resident avian species protected under state and federal 
law.” 

AF010-23 
Please see section 3.15 Biological resources and Wetlands for 
discussion of threatened and endangered species. 

AF010-24 
Acknowledged.  The Hayward/I-880 alignment option has been 
identified as preferred between Oakland and San Jose. 

AF010-25 
Please see Standard Response 6.3.1. 

AF010-26 
Additional information has been added to Section 3.15 of the Final 
Program EIR/EIS regarding habitat conservation plans and wildlife 
movement corridors.  Potential impacts to specific species and 
habitats will be addressed in subsequent project level environmental 
review when the proposed facilities and alignments are more 
precisely defined. 

AF010-27 
Acknowledged. Carroll Canyon’s status as a San Diego MSCP 
preserve is noted in chapter 6A in the Final Program EIR/EIS.  Both 
the Carroll Canyon and Miramar Road alignment options are 
identified as preferred for further study in project level 
environmental review.  Please see response AF008-17.   

AF010-28 
The Qualcomm alignment option is not preferred for further study at 
the project-level. 

AF010-29 
Please see Standard Response 6.41.1 

AF010-30 
Regarding consideration of habitat conservation plans please see 
Standard Response 3.15.10.  Regarding wildlife corridors please see 
Standard Responses 3.15-2 and 3.15.9, responses AS04-51 and 
AS012-19 and Section 3.15.2 of the Program EIR/EIS. 
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AF010-31 
Acknowledged. 

AF010-32 
Please see Standard Response 6.41.1. 

AF010-33 
The Modal Alternative is a hypothetical set of infrastructure 
improvements to the existing state transportation system (e.g. 
additional highway lanes and additional airport runway construction) 
to accommodate the forecast intercity travel demand.  The 
improvements that are part of the Modal Alternative are not 
currently programmed and are not necessarily identified in other 
planning documents. 

AF010-34 
Please see Standard Response 6.41.1. 

AF010-35 
The potential for the HST Alternative to result in increased mortality 
of listed species will depend upon field studies and incorporation of 
avoidance and minimization measures at the project level. Wildlife 
crossings would be incorporated where necessary to supplement 
wildlife movement already accommodated by grade-separated 
sections of the HST system.  Please see Sections 3.15.5-6 of the 
Final Program EIR/EIS regarding design practices and mitigation 
strategies to address potential impacts to biological resources and 
protected species. 

AF010-36 
Additional GIS data regarding San Joaquin Kit Fox habitat was 
provided by the FWS and incorporated in the Final Program EIR/EIS. 

AF010-37 
The Hayward/I-880 alignment option has been identified as 
preferred between Oakland and San Jose.  Please also see Standard 
Response 2.18.1. 

AF010-38 

See Response AF010-26 above. 

AF010-39 
Acknowledged. Carroll Canyon’s status as a San Diego MSCP 
preserve is noted in chapter 6A in the Final Program EIR/EIS.  Both 
the Carroll Canyon and Miramar Road alignment options are 
identified as preferred for further study in project level 
environmental review. 

AF010-40 
Please see Standard Response 3.15.10. 

AF010-41 
The information presented in the Final Program EIR/EIS is based on 
the California Natural Diversity Database (2003).  The specific 
species raised in your comments will be considered and further 
addressed during subsequent project level environmental review. 

AF010-42 
Please see Standard Response 6.41.1. 

AF010-43 
Please see Standard Response 3.15.10.  Please also see Figures 
3.15-1A and 3.15-1B in the Final Program EIR/EIS. 

AF010-44 
Please see Standard Response 6.41.1. 




