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Response to Comments of Kim Delfino, California Program Director, Defenders of Wildlife, August 30, 2004  
(Letter O034) 

O034-1 
The Co-lead Agencies believe that the data used and the level of 
analysis presented in the PEIR/S is appropriate and sufficient to 
make a decision on whether or not to proceed with the HST 
Alternative and to identify various corridor alignments to continue to 
study at the project level.  Please also see standard response 3.15.7, 
and standard response 3.15.13. 

O034-2 
More detailed resource data, including that cited in the comment and 
data collected through field-work, will be used in subsequent studies 
including review of the northern mountain crossing corridor (Bay 
Area to Central Valley Corridor) and project-level environmental 
reviews.  The Program EIR/EIS recognizes the limitations of these 
databases.  Please see response to Comment O034-1 and response 
to Comment O034-3.  Please also see response to Comment AF007-
3C. 

O034-3 
The following text (similar to text suggested in the comment) has 
been added to the PEIR/S in Section 3.15.3: In general, railroad 
corridors have been found to have the following environmental 
advantages over highways:  1) Water drains away from the track-
bed, maintaining a dry environment that prevents unwanted 
vegetation from establishing.  2) The track-bed has a porous, stable 
base that prevents runoff from concentrating, keeps slope erosion to 
a minimum, and filters out particulates and chemical pollutants.  3) A 
service road or other narrow access strip running alongside the 
track-bed prevent spoils from shifting beyond the toe of the track-
bed slope.  4) Drainage ditches parallel to the track-bed prevent  
uncontrolled erosion, act as sediment traps, filter railway runoff, and 
insulate adjoining land from uncontrolled channel flow.  5) High 
Speed Rail (HSR) construction usually has a significantly smaller 

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

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

O034-4 
Please see standard response 3.15.2 and standard response 3.15.13 
for more information on subsequent studies and the project-level, 
Tier 2 evaluations that would be prepared on HST corridor 
alignments identified as preferred.  The project-level, Tier 2 studies 
would provide a more detailed evaluation of potential impacts of 
habitat fragmentation on specific species.  The analyses would be 
prepared as part of these subsequent studies once design has 
progressed to a point where details regarding fencing, grade 
separations, aerial section, and culverting are available.  The 
information provided in this comment regarding (among other 
things) appropriate fencing strategies, will be used in these 
subsequent studies to consider design options for the proposed rail 
alignments and appropriate mitigation for project impacts.  The Co-
lead agencies believe that the PEIR/S provides sufficient information 
to support selection of a system alternative and identification of 
various preferred HST corridor alignments, but acknowledge that 
much additional analysis will be necessary at a project level.  
Because of the large amount of technical data generated during the 
preparation of the PEIR/S, the impact analysis sections contained in 
the PEIR/S are, of necessity, summaries of information found in the 
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technical reports.  The comment is correct that additional details 
regarding fencing and its effects on habitat fragmentation can be 
found in those technical studies.  Technical Evaluations for Biological 
Resources for each region are available for review on the California 
High Speed Rail Authority website 
(http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/eir/regional_studies/ 
default.asp) and have been incorporated by reference.  The analyses 
requested in the comment will be conducted at a project-specific 
level, and will include an analysis of fragmentation impacts on both 
special-status species and wildlife species such as mountain lions, 
coyotes, bobcats, and bears.  Details of fencing and wildlife 
movement mitigation will also be developed at the project level.  The 
information provided in the comment regarding appropriate height 
and design of fences is appreciated.  The Final PEIR/S has an 
expanded description of the overall approach to fencing, culverts, 
and overpasses as they relate to wildlife movements – Please see 
standard response 3.15.9 and Section 3.15.5 and Section 3.15.6 of 
the Final PEIR/S.  The comment has provided valuable references to 
information regarding effects of transportation facilities on habitat 
fragmentation, and these reference sources will be used in the 
project-level, Tier 2 evaluation of impacts. 

O034-5 
Please refer to Response to Comment AS004-45 regarding potential 
spread of exotic species of plants. 

O034-6 
Please see response to Comment O034-4.  The type of impacts listed 
in this comment cannot be further evaluated until more detailed 
project level designs are developed for the alignment options.  These 
potential impacts will be fully evaluated in the project-level, Tier 2 
studies.  Please see standard response 3.4.1 regarding noise impacts 
to wildlife.  Please see response to Comment AS004 – 49 regarding 
EMF/EMI levels associated with the HST Alternative.  Lighting of the 
entire length of the HST alignment is not needed or anticipated.  
Lighting will be provided for station areas and maintenance and 
storage facilities.  Other facilities such as roadways crossing over or 

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

O034-7 
The Authority acknowledges your concerns regarding potential 
hazards for birds interacting with overhead catenary power supply 
lines on the HST alignments.  In the Final Program EIR/EIS, each 
environmental sections of Chapter 3 has been modified to include 
mitigation strategies that would be applied in general for the HST 
system.  Each section of Chapter 3 also outlines specific design 
features that will be applied to the project level studies and 
implementation of the HST system to avoid, minimize, and mitigate 
potential impacts.  The design and mitigation suggestions in the 
comment, as well as other measures, will be given full consideration 
in subsequent project level analysis.   

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

O034-8 
The Co-lead agencies are aware that Section 7 of the Endangered 
Species requires consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
and this consultation will be conducted as part of the project-level, 
Tier 2 environmental evaluations.  The project-level evaluation 
(outlined in response to Comment O034-4) will consider both 
designated and proposed critical habitat in the project area.  The 
project-level studies will consider potential overlap with critical 
habitat for all species of concern within the project area, including 
those listed in the comment: arroyo toad, California gnatcatcher, 
California red-legged frog, Least Bell’s vireo, Quino checkerspot 
butterfly, Riverside fairy shrimp, San Bernardino kangaroo rat, 
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southwestern willow flycatcher, vernal pools species, California tiger 
salamander, California red-legged frog, Alameda whipsnake, Valley 
elderberry longhorn beetle, Central California coast coho salmon, 
Central Valley steelhead, Central California coast steelhead, southern 
steelhead, Sacramento river winter-run Chinook salmon, Central 
Valley spring-run Chinook salmon, Central Valley fall/late fall-run 
Chinook salmon, delta smelt, and tidewater goby. 

O034-9 
Section 7 Consultation with U.S. Fish and Wildlife will be conducted 
as part of the project-level environmental evaluation, and will include 
an evaluation of project impacts on species recovery plans within the 
project area or affected by the project.  The final selection of 
alignments and the design of facilities will include consideration of 
design options that would have the least impact on threatened and 
endangered species.  The project-level studies will evaluate 
consistency of the project with recovery plans. 

O034-10 
It is agreed that past experience provides considerable information 
about effects of transportation corridors on ecological systems, and 
provides guidance on mitigating those effects.  A preliminary 
literature review has been conducted and used to provide further 
guidance regarding the description of potential impacts and design 
options for wildlife passages in the final PEIR/S.  Please refer to 
Responses to Comments AS004-47 and AS004-51.  Literature 
reviews will be continued as part of the project-level, Tier-2 
environmental evaluation, and as input to the design of mitigation 
measures. 

O034-11 
Please see response to Comment AL063 – #1 and #14 regarding 
review of local and regional plans.  Please refer to standard response 
3.15.10 regarding evaluation of conservation plans.  More detailed 
review of these plans will be included as part of the project-level 
environmental documentation.  Please see Chapter 6B of the Final 

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

O034-12 
The Co-lead agencies appreciate this information and understand the 
importance of possible conflicts and accidents between high-speed 
trains and wildlife, including costs to the rail system and adverse 
affects to wildlife. 

O034-13 
Please refer to standard responses 3.15.3, standard response 3.15.9 
and response to Comment AS004-51 regarding evaluation of impacts 
on movement corridors.  Additional analysis will be conducted in 
project-level environmental reviews which will include consideration 
of more detailed alignments and facility design information. 

O034-14 
The Co-lead Agencies believe that the level of analysis presented in 
the PEIR/S is appropriate and sufficient to make a decision on 
whether or not to proceed with the HST alternative and to identify 
preferred corridor alignments for more detailed study at the project 
level – please see standard response 3.15.13.  The project-level 
studies that would be completed for selected HST alignment options 
will include detailed field analysis of potential impacts to vernal pools 
and wetlands.  This information will be used at the project level to 
look for ways to avoid impacts, e.g., though track/alignment 
adjustments or use of structures), and, if adverse impacts are 
identified, the Co-lead agencies will pursue other possible mitigation 
measures.Completing a planning level analysis of corridors using 
consistent methodology and data (as has been done in the PEIR/S) 
is an appropriate, reasonable, and practical way of considering 
decisions on whether to proceed with the HST Alternative and  
identifying alignment options to study further. 
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O034-15 
Please refer to standard response 3.15.2 regarding the level of detail 
of habitat analysis.  Detailed field surveys will be performed for the 
project-level, Tier 2 studies, allowing for the evaluation of relative 
quality of specific habitats.  As noted in the comment, impacts to 
wildlife have been documented to occur at varying levels.  To 
represent the potential for direct impact to water and biological 
resources for the System Alternatives (Modal and HST) in the Final 
Program EIR/S (see Section 3.15.2), a GIS analysis was completed 
for the approximate footprint of the alternative facilities.  For the 
HST Alternative, this analysis identified and quantified potential 
direct impacts based on the HST alignment options within the 
broader GIS envelopes used to identify the potentially affected 
resources.  For the Modal Alternative, this analysis identified and 
quantified potential direct impacts for the highway improvements 
only.  The quantifications are representative of the unmitigated 
potential for direct impacts that could occur within the corridor.  The 
envelope widths were applied in a uniform basis across the 
alternatives to allow for an objective and uniform comparison of 
alternatives and alignments.  An evaluation of  site-specific impacts 
at the project-level will take into account relevant findings regarding 
the physical extent – the appropriate distances from the alignments 
– within which impacts to wildlife habitat might occur.  Please also 
see standard response 3.15.7 regarding a discussion of analysis 
envelopes. 

O034-16 
Please see response AL072-9 regarding the Grasslands Ecological 
Area.  The project-level studies will include a detailed analysis of 
impacts at each HST station.  These impacts will include growth-
inducing impacts and impacts on sensitive lands (e.g. biological 
resources, wetlands, agriculture, etc.).  Please also see Section 5 of 
the PEIR/S regarding economic growth and related impacts.  Please 
note that the Authority has dropped the Los Banos station option 
from future evaluation.  Please see standard response 5.2.6 
regarding the anticipated growth inducement potential of each of the 
system alternatives and the HST station areas, including Merced and 

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

O034-17 
As the comment notes, the Modal and HST alternatives would 
potentially affect numerous species.  Please refer to standard 
response 3.15.2 regarding the level of detail and analysis of species 
of concern.  Additional evaluation will be performed project-level 
environmental reviews, at which time alignments can be adjusted to 
minimize impacts to species such as burrowing owl.  It should be 
noted that the detailed alignments prepared for project level 
environmental reviews can be shifted within the corridor alignments 
identified in the PEIR/S.  Please see standard response 3.15.7 
regarding the evaluation “envelopes” (bandwidths) used for analysis 
in the PEIR/S. 

O034-18 
The Draft PEIR/S should have listed the desert tortoise as a 
potentially affected species.  The list of sensitive wildlife species on 
page 3.15-10 of the Draft PEIR/S is revised in the Final PEIR/S as 
follows: San Diego horned lizard (Phrynosoma coronotum blainvillii), 
desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii), arroyo toad (Bufo californicus).  
However, the Tehachapi alignment option was considered during the 
screening evaluation and has been dropped from further 
consideration.  The proposed alignment through the Palmdale area 
will be evaluated in greater detail as part of the project-level, Tier 2 
environmental documentation.  Potential impacts on desert tortoise 
and pronghorn antelope will be considered in those future studies 
should the HST proposal move forward.  Please refer to standard 
response 3.15.2 regarding level of detail of analyses and standard 
response 3.15.13 regarding the intended uses of this PEIR/S. 

O034-19 
Please see response to Comment AF008 – 25 and standard response 
3.15.9 regarding wildlife corridors.  The information provided by the 
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Defenders of Wildlife is now incorporated in the Final PEIR/S – 
Section 3.15 and will receive further consideration in future studies. 

O034-20 and 21 
The information provided by defenders of wildlife has been 
considered and included, where applicable and appropriate, in 
discussions of mitigation strategies and design features in Section 
3.15.5 and Section 3.15.6 of the Final Program EIR/EIS, and will 
receive further consideration in future studies. 

O034-22 
Acknowledged.  The Authority and the FRA respectfully disagree with 
your assessment of the Draft Program EIR/EIS. 
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Response to Comments of Michael J. Connor, PhD. , Executive Director, Desert Tortoise Preserve Committee, Inc., 
August 27, 2004 (Letter O035) 

O035-1 
The Co-lead Agencies have considered feasible and practicable 
alternatives in the Program EIR/EIS process in compliance with 
CEQA and NEPA requirements.  The development of HST 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 according to 
several criteria including high potential for impact to biological 
resources.  The remaining alignment and station options were 
analyzed in the Program EIR/EIS and potential impacts were 
identified and compared.  This information was considered and 
influenced the identification of a preferred system of alignment and 
station options.  In identifying a preferred HST system, additional 
alignment and station options were eliminated from further 
consideration according to several criteria including high potential for 
impacts on biological resources.  The subsequent preliminary 
engineering and project level environmental review will provide 
further opportunities to avoid and minimize the potential effects to 
biological resources including the desert tortoise and its habitat.   

Section 3.15.2.C of the Final Program EIR/EIS has been revised to 
identify the desert tortoise habitat and the West Mojave Habitat 
Conservation Plan.  Sections 3.15.3.C and 3.15.4.C of the Final 
Program EIR/EIS have been revised to address potential impacts to 
the Desert Tortoise its habitat.  Please also see response to 
Comment O034-18. 
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Response to Comments of Keneth Alpern, M.D., Daniel Walker, Steering Committee Co-Chair, Friends of the 
Greenline, August 28, 2004 (Letter O036) 

O036-1 
Acknowledged.  The Authority has determined that a direct HST 
service to LAX would not be part of the initial statewide HST 
network.  Connections to the HST system would be provided to LAX 
and Western Los Angeles County by local transportation (shuttle, 
regional transit, or the automobile).  A direct HST link to LAX would 
require a costly spur line with very limited maximum speeds that 
would have lower ridership potential than HST links to the San Diego 
(via the Inland Empire) and to Orange County.  See Standard 
Response 6.39.1. 
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Response to Comments of David F. Harrald, General Manager, Kaweah River Rock Co. Inc., August 26, 2004  
(Letter O037) 

O037-1 
Please see standard response 6.15.4 and standard response 6.21.1. 
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Comment Letter O038 
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Response to Comments of Rick Ciardella, Chairman of the Board, Menlo Park Chamber of Commerce, August 27, 
2004 (Letter O038) 

O038-1 
Acknowledged.  Should the HST proposal move forward, future 
project specific studies would provide more detail on the site-specific 
impacts of HST operations on residential/commercial land uses and 
mitigation measures as well as station requirements. 

O038-2 
Please see standard response 6.3.1. 
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Response to Comments of Laura Miranda, Miranda, Tomaras & Ogas, LLP, August 30, 2004 (Letter O039) 

O039-1  
Please see standard response 10.1.14 and standard response 3.12.1. 

The Authority is committed to avoiding impacts to Native American 
resources to the extent feasible and practical through careful 
alignment design and selection.  As part of future project specific 
studies, the Authority will develop procedures for fieldwork, 
identification, evaluation, and determination of potential effects to 
cultural resources in consultation with SHPO and Native American 
tribes (see Section 3.12.5 of the Final Program EIR/EIS). More 
detailed evaluation and avoidance efforts will be included in project-
level studies and appropriate monitoring procedures would be 
specified as part of project-level studies should the HST proposal 
move forward.  

The archaeological reports and studies for this project, 
Paloentological Resources Technical Evaluation and Cultural 
Resources Technical Evaluation technical reports (January 2004) for 
the Los Angeles to San Diego via Inland Empire region are available 
on the Authority’s website (www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov) along with 
the other technical reports for the Los Angeles to San Diego via 
Inland Empire region and the other four regions investigated.  These 
two technical reports were mailed to the Pechanga Indian 
Reservation care of John Macarro (July 23, 2004).   

This program-level environmental process was done at a conceptual 
level of detail and relied upon existing available data for cultural 
resources.  There was no field review or testing for cultural 
resources.  Should the HST project move forward, field review and 
testing would be required as part of more detailed project-specific 
analysis.  In particular, the Authority will coordinate with the 
Pechanga Tribe regarding avoidance of the Exeava’Temeku village 
(located just west of the I-15/I-79 interchange).  As part of this 
program-level process, the co-lead agencies initiated consultation 

with the Native American Heritage Commission for a search of their 
Sacred Lands file and lists of Native American contacts.  The Native 
American contacts were sent letters providing information about the 
proposed project alternatives and requesting information about any 
traditional cultural properties that could be affected by the project.  
Authority staff also met with tribal representatives in a series of 
three Native American Outreach Workshops during the fall of 2003 
(Frazier Park, San Luis Recreation Area, and Temecula Community 
Center).  Following the release of the Draft Program EIR/EIS, two 
additional workshops were held (March 24, 2004, at the San Luis 
Recreation Area; and April 14, 2004, at UC-Riverside), led by the co-
lead agencies’ staff.   

The co-lead agencies will continue to work with the Pechanga Tribe 
in all subsequent phases of planning and construction of the HST 
system should the HST project move forward.  The co-lead agencies 
also will work with the Pechanga Tribe as well as other interested 
and/or potentially impacted tribes to develop appropriate mitigation 
measures.  
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Response to Comments of California High Speed Rail Fantasies, August 30, 2004 (Letter O040) 

O040-1 
Acknowledged.  Please refer to Chapter 2 “Alternatives” of the 
Program EIR/EIS for the rationale of the development of the HST 
Alternative.  Please see standard response 2.36.1 in regards to other 
potential HST links.  The program EIR/EIS does not assume that the 
HST system would “replace existing railroad lines”, but would instead 
compliment existing rail services.  Please see standard response 
2.31.4 in regards to potential station stops and variety of levels of 
service (express, skip-stop, local, etc.).  Please see standard 
response 2.8.1 in regards to the safety of the HST system.  Please 
see standard response 2.33.1 in regards to the use of freight railroad 
rights-of-way.   
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Response to Comments of Ann Gardner, President, Friends of the San Dieguito River Valley, August 25, 2004  
(Letter O041) 

O041-1 
There is no further consideration of the LOSSAN Conventional Rail 
Improvements in this Final Program EIR/EIS.  These potential 
improvements are the subject of the Caltrans LOSSAN Rail 
Improvements Program EIR/EIS (Draft PEIR/EIS SCH # 
2002031067).  These comments have been forwarded to Caltrans for 
consideration.  Please see standard response 6.41.1, and Section 
2.6.9 and Chapter 6A of the Final Program EIR/EIS document.  
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Response to Comments of Ellen J. Garber,  Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP and Diane L. Renshaw, San Felipe 
Ranch, August 30, 2004 (Letter O042) 

O042-1 
Please see standard responses 3.15.2, 3.15.13, and 3.19.1.  The 
topics listed will receive more detailed analysis in subsequent project 
level environmental review when the facilities and alignments are 
further refined. 

O042-2 
In the Final Program EIR/EIS, sections of Chapter 3 have been 
modified to include more detail for mitigation strategies that would 
be applied in general for the HST system.  Each section of Chapter 3 
also outlines specific design features that will be applied to project 
level studies and the implementation of the HST system to avoid, 
minimize, and mitigate potential impacts.  Specific impacts and 
potential for site specific mitigation will be addressed in detail during 
subsequent project level environmental review, based on more 
precise information regarding location and design of the facilities 
proposed, and the planned operations on those facilities. The more 
detailed engineering associated with the project level environmental 
analysis will allow further investigation of ways to avoid, minimize 
and mitigate potential visual affects.  Once the alignment is refined 
and the facilities are fully defined through project level analysis, and 
after avoidance and minimization efforts have been exhausted, site 
specific impacts and more detailed mitigation measures will be 
addressed. 

O042-3 
Please see standard responses 3.15.1, 3.15.2, 3.15.3, and 3.15.4. 

O042-4 
Section 3.18 of the Final Program EIR/EIS generally addresses 
construction methods and the potential for construction impacts.  In 
addition, each section of Chapter 3 also outlines specific design 

features that will be applied to project level studies and the 
implementation of the HST system to avoid, minimize, and mitigate 
potential impacts.  However, construction impacts are highly site-
specific in nature.  These issues will be addressed in detail during 
subsequent project level environmental review, based on more 
precise information regarding location and design of the facilities 
proposed (e.g., specific alignment, right of way corridor width, type 
of section (elevated, at-grade, or tunnel, excavation/earthwork, 
etc.). The more detailed engineering associated with the project 
level environmental analysis will allow the Authority to identify 
potential construction impacts and further investigate ways to avoid, 
minimize and mitigate potential construction impacts.  Please also 
see Section 3.15.5 of the Final Program EIR/EIS in regards to 
“design practices” commitments for tunneling practices in sensitive 
areas.  

O042-5 
Please see response to Comment O042-4. 

O042-6 
The Program EIR/EIS traffic analysis was completed at a regional 
level of detail based on regional modeling data.  Should the HST 
program move forward, site-specific intersection traffic analysis 
addressing impacts anticipated during and after the construction of 
the proposed facilities will be included as part of subsequent project 
level analysis.  The project level analysis would address specific 
impact and significance determinations for all routes potentially 
affected, including rural roadways and access roads.  Should the 
HST proposal move forward, the Authority would work closely with 
local governments and others to ensure consistency to ensure that 
improvements are identified to minimize and mitigate potential traffic 
impacts and adequate access and traffic handling is provided during 
the construction period.  See also Response O042-4 regarding 



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 5-209

 

construction impacts in general.  Please also see Section 3.15.5 of 
the Final Program EIR/EIS in regards to “design practices” 
commitments for tunneling practices in sensitive areas.  

O042-7 
Section 3.3 of the Final Program EIR/EIS has been revised to more 
thoroughly address PM2.5 as part of the overall air quality analysis.  
Construction related air quality impacts would be addressed in detail 
in the subsequent project level analysis.  For a program 
environmental review, not enough information is available regarding 
location of facilities, implementation phasing, and construction 
methods and needs for specific sites to accurately predict equipment 
use scenarios and durations that will be used to define construction 
emissions.  More detailed construction staging, traffic handling plans, 
and detailed traffic analyses will be prepared at the project level to 
address potential construction related air quality impacts.   

O042-8 
Potential construction noise and vibration impacts would be 
addressed in more detail in the subsequent project level analysis.  
The program environmental review considers these issues generally, 
and more specific and detailed analyses cannot be prepared until 
more site specific and detailed design information is available.  See 
standard response 3.4.1. 

O042-9 
Specific substances potentially produced or used during construction, 
operation, and/or maintenance of the proposed HST system will be 
identified during project level analysis.  The generation of solid 
waste materials (construction and operationally related) will be 
addressed in subsequent project level environmental review.  The 
methods of construction including excavation and disposal/use of 
excavated materials are generally discussed in Section 3.18.5 of the 
Final Program EIR/EIS. 

O042-10 
See Standard Response 3.17.1. 

O042-11 
The data and analyses in the PEIR/S provides an informed 
comparison of potential alignments that would be environmentally 
superior.  While data will be provided in greater detail in subsequent, 
project-level Tier 2 analyses, the Program EIR/EIS contains sufficient 
data and analyses to provide for an overall comparison of the 
potential levels of impacts with the development of the Alternatives 
and alignment options.  Using the date the co-lead Agencies have 
identified the HST option as environmentally superior and have 
identified various preferred HST corridor alignments for additionally 
review – Please see Chapter 6A of the Final PEIR/S for a summary of 
these HSRA Board decisions and the underlying reasons for them.  

O042-12 
The Authority will not pursue HST alignments crossing Henry Coe 
State Park.  See Standard Response 6.3.1.  In terms of identifying 
alternatives, see Standard Response 3.16.1.  Identification of site-
specific impacts for project-level analysis will be appropriate in the 
future and can not be provided at this program level.  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.  Once a project level analysis of 
the alignment, and only after avoidance and minimization efforts 
have been exhausted, will mitigation be addressed.  Please see 
Appendix 3.16-A for a listing of potential impacts to 4(f) and 6(f) 
properties. 

O042-13 
The Co-lead agencies disagree with the comment that the overall 
analysis is fundamentally inadequate and that recirculation is 
required.  The Co-lead agencies consider the program level analysis 
adequate and appropriate to satisfy CEQA and NEPA requirements 
and to provide a reasoned comparison of overall system alternatives 
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and HST alignment and station options based on a broad review of 
environmental data compiled for the state-wide study area. 

O042 (attached letter from Diane Renshaw) 

Acknowledged.  Please refer to responses to Comments O042-1 
through O042-13.   

 

   

 



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 5-211

 

Comment Letter O043 



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 5-212

 

Response to Comments of Sheldon Krueger, V.P., Sea Point, August 25, 2004 (Letter O043) 

O043-1 
The LOSSAN Conventional Rail Improvements are not part of the 
proposed HST system in the Final Program EIR/EIS.  These potential 
improvements are the subject of the Caltrans LOSSAN Rail 
Improvements Program EIR/EIS (Draft PEIR/EIS SCH # 
2002031067).  These comments have been forwarded to Caltrans for 
consideration.  See standard response 6.41.1 and Section 2.6.9 and 
Chapter 6A of the Final Program EIR/EIS. 
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Response to Comments of Dennis Mullins, General Counsel, Tejon Ranch Company, August 26, 2004 (Letter O044) 

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

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

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

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

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

O044-5  
A discussion of general mitigation strategies for the program level of 
analysis has been included in each environmental section of Chapter 
3 in the Final Program EIR/EIS and includes mitigation strategies 
that would be applied in general for the HST system.  Each section 
of Chapter 3 also outlines specific design features that will be applied 
to project level studies and the implementation of the HST system to 
avoid, minimize, and mitigate potential impacts. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

O044-16 
Overall, it can be expected that the HST Alternative would introduce 
additional EMF exposures or EMI at levels for which there are no 
established adverse impacts on humans or wildlife, and there would 
be little differences, if any, between alignments identifiable at the 
program level of analysis..  EMF emissions from HST vehicle passby’s 
are very low, and impacts are therefore not expected to be 
significant.  EMF/EMI emissions will be analyzed in the subsequent 
project level environmental review in more detail, as summarized in 
the DRAFT PROGRAM EIR/EIS in Section 3.6.4 and 3.6.5.  This 
analysis is not inconsistent with other areas in the EIR/EIS. 

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

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

O044-19 
In the Final Program EIR/EIS, each environmental sections of 
Chapter 3 has been modified to include mitigation strategies that 
would be applied in general for the HST system.  Further discussion 
of possible mitigation strategies for potential impacts to farmland 
has been included in section 3.8 Specific impacts and potential 
mitigations will be addressed in more detail during subsequent 
project level environmental review, based on more precise 
information regarding location and design of the facilities proposed.  
The more detailed engineering associated with the project level 
environmental analysis will allow the Authority to further investigate 
ways to avoid, minimize and mitigate potential impacts to farmland 
resources.  The case cited as possibly limiting mitigation for impacts 
to agricultural lands has been depublished and cannot be cited as 
authority.  In other cases, the use of easements for mitigation has 
been found to be appropriate. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 



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 5-233

 

Comment Letter O047 
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Comment Letter O047 Continued 
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Comment Letter O047 Continued 
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Comment Letter O047 Continued 
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Comment Letter O047 Continued 
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Comment Letter O047 Continued 

 



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 5-239

 

Comment Letter O047 Continued 
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Response to Comments of Edward Thompson Jr., California Director, American Farmland Trust, August 31, 2004  
(Letter O047) 

O047-1 
The co-lead agencies agree with the commenter that Central Valley 
population is poised for substantial future growth with or without 
HST service.  We also agree that a substantial portion of this growth 
is driven by the disparity in housing prices between Coastal 
California and the Central Valley, and that large numbers of Central 
Valley residents currently commute to jobs in the Bay Area and 
Southern California and will continue to do so in the future (although 
these numbers are not large when compared to the number of 
passengers that could be served by the proposed HST system).   

We disagree, however, on the effect that HST service is likely to 
have on this phenomenon, and with the commenter’s assertions that 
HST service will make a daily commute “much easier”, that the 
growth inducement potential of HST was under predicted, or that 
the methodology and conclusions included in the Draft Program 
EIR/EIS were not clearly documented.  The growth inducement 
analysis estimated the likely population shifts due to the accessibility 
benefits conferred by each system alternative, considering issues 
such as differential housing costs and the door-to-door time/cost for 
using each system alternative to commute from the Central Valley to 
either Southern California or the San Francisco Bay Area.   

Section 5 of the Draft Program EIR/EIS and the technical report cited 
by the commenter both provide substantial detail on the background 
data, assumptions, and analytical methods and models that were 
used in the analysis.  In particular, Section 5.3.1 of the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS identifies that the population and employment 
conclusions were reached through an integrated process that used 
population forecasts from the Department of Finance, employment 
forecasts from Caltrans and Woods and Poole, the Authority’s 
intercity travel demand model, the REMI economic impact model, 
and an additional business attraction model.  Page 5-6 of the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS indicates that the integrated process fully assesses 

the potential “shift in residential population between counties (with 
fixed employment location) due to changed accessibility because of 
the Modal or HST Alternative (i.e. long-distance commuting)”.  The 
data collection assumptions and analyses contained in the Program 
EIR/EIS are adequate and appropriate for this program-level review.   

The commenter’s suggestion or expectation that HST service would 
bring “virtually the entire San Joaquin Valley with easy commuting 
distance of the Bay Area and much of Southern California” is 
factually incorrect.  The commenter states that it would be possible 
for people to travel from Fresno to Los Angeles “in about an hour”, 
but a citation for this travel time estimate is not provided.  The 
Authority’s Business Plan indicates that an express travel time 
between Fresno and Los Angeles Union Station would be at least 95 
minutes1.  Furthermore, this travel time value is strictly an “in-
vehicle” time; it does not include the substantial time needed to 
access an HST station from home, park a car and walk to the 
station, buy a ticket, walk through the stations at the origin and 
destination ends, wait for a train, and travel from an HST station to 
the final destination.  Indeed, the Authority’s travel model used for 
this analysis showed that this “out-of-vehicle” travel time would be 
an additional 95 minutes, on average, for a trip from Fresno County 
to Los Angeles County; similar out-of-vehicle travel times exist for 
other travel markets.  Therefore, the true door-to-door travel time 
between Fresno and Los Angeles is over 3 hours, which is 
substantially higher than the one hour claimed by the commenter.   

Quite clearly, egress from an HST station to an actual employment 
location will be a major impediment (but not necessarily the only 
one) for use of HST as a daily commute option by large numbers of 
workers.  The HST system will have a very limited number of 
stations in the Bay Area and Southern California, requiring that users 

                                                 
1 Building a High-Speed Train System for California – Final Business Plan; 
June 2000; Page 59. 
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transfer to another transit mode to access any employment site that 
is beyond walking distance from one of the HST stations.  An 
analysis prepared for the I-580 BART to Livermore Study2 showed 
that only 30% of job destinations in the Bay Area for Altamont Pass 
commuters would be accessible via BART and local transit (only 4% 
are within walking distance of a BART station).   

In terms of travel costs, some households located in close proximity 
of an HST station might be able to use HST as an alternative to 
owning a second (or third) car if an HST station is located in close 
proximity to their job.  For many households, however, a second (or 
third) car is still needed for access/egress at the origin end.  Once a 
vehicle is owned, its major expenses (i.e., initial cost and 
depreciation) cannot be significantly reduced by leaving it at an HST 
station rather than driving it all the way to work.  If commuters face 
high parking costs at their destination, then travel costs tilt in favor 
of HST.  However, outside of the handful of urban centers, free and 
abundant parking is common.  Thus commuting on HSR merely adds 
fare costs to household expenses rather than substitute for the cost 
of owning a second (or third) car.    

The analysis results in the Draft Program EIR/EIS accurately reflect 
the role that: a) a limited number of HST stations; b) the limited 
number of jobs that are within walking distance of potential HST 
stations; c) the relatively limited access to job sites via a transfer to 
local transit; and d) the availability of abundant free parking at 
suburban job sites will have on limiting the potential growth in long-
distance commuting for the HST Alternative.  These results are 
further validated by the large growth projections in the Central 
Valley for the No-Project and Modal Alternatives.  Taken together, 
the results accurately portray the reality that long-distance 
commuting is currently occurring out of the Central Valley and will 
accelerate at roughly the same level under any of the system 
alternatives. 

                                                 
2 I-580 Bart to Livermore Study – Final Report; Cambridge Systematics, 
Inc.; July 2002; page 6-8. 
 

We disagree with the commenter’s assertion that the Draft Program 
EIR/EIS claims that the extent of long-distance commuting from the 
Central Valley “would be reversed or mitigated after HST service [is 
initiated]”.  No such conclusion is reached in the Draft Program 
EIR/EIS.  Indeed, the Draft Program EIR/EIS indicates (page 5-14) 
that Merced County will have one of the highest population growth 
rates under the HST Alternative.  This population growth is related to 
a shift in relative accessibility among Central Valley counties that 
happens with the HST Alternative.  Some of the housing growth for 
Bay Area workers that would otherwise occur in San Joaquin or 
Stanislaus Counties under the No Project or Modal Alternatives is 
shifted to Merced County under the HST Alternative.  The reason 
that there is no net growth in addition to the internal shift is that the 
HST Alternative, contrary to the commenter’s assertion, does not 
“make the commute much easier”.  The accessibility barriers that 
exist between Northern Central Valley housing and Bay Area jobs is 
largely overcome with the highway improvements included in the No 
Project Alternative.  This result means that the Central Valley is an 
attractive housing location for Bay Area and Southern California job 
seekers under all system alternatives.  Simply put, the HST 
Alternative is not expected to lead to a significant increase in 
commute accessibility between Central Valley homes and Bay Area 
or Southern California jobs. 

The commenter quotes from Page H-4 of the technical report in 
questioning the population distribution projections.  However, the 
quote actually refers to influences on densification and development 
patterns, not to influences on net population growth or distribution 
among the counties.  The population distribution projections are 
overwhelmingly influenced by the baseline projections provided by 
the Department of Finance.  Any margin of error within these 
baseline projections would equally affect the population distribution 
projections for each system alternative.  The Draft Program EIR/EIS 
states (page 5-35) that the baseline projections “rely on many 
assumptions related to future conditions and are subject to the same 
uncertainties as any other long-range forecast,” and presents a 
sensitivity analysis of structural changes within these baseline 
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forecasts.  This sensitivity analysis provides the discussion of “margin 
of error” requested by the commenter. 

O047-2 
Recognizing that analysis assumptions such as development 
densities are important considerations in assessing potential growth 
impacts, the Draft Program EIR/EIS analysis used consistent density 
assumptions to assess each system alternative.  These development 
assumptions were taken from the CURBA model; the infill and 
density models within CURBA were validated during development of 
the 2001 California State Housing Plan3.   

The co-lead agencies agree that the future development densities 
found through the CURBA model are higher than the historical 
average and marginal densities reported in the California State 
Housing Plan.  These higher residential densities, which were 
developed and applied consistently for all system alternatives, arise 
for a number a reasons: 

• Contrary to the commenter’s claims, the vast majority of 
population growth within the Central Valley has been and will 
continue to be accommodated in urbanized areas; 

• As noted in Table 3 in the commenter’s submittal, very little 
undeveloped land is still zoned and available for development at 
urbanized densities; and, 

• Several areas have moved aggressively in the last few years to 
encourage or require that future development occur at higher 
densities. 

Looking further at the issue of future growth in rural versus urban 
areas, U.S. Census data (Table 1) indicates that non-urbanized areas 
in the ten Central Valley counties considered in this analysis lost 
population during the 1990s.  In fact, rural population (including 

                                                 
3 Raising the Roof- California Housing Development Projections and 
Constraints 1997-2020. 
 

ranchette development) decreased in eight of the ten counties, with 
overall rural population decreasing by nearly 100,000 people in the 
1990s.  Population within “other urban areas” (i.e. areas that are 
neither rural nor urbanized) also decreased in the six of the ten 
counties and showed a net decrease across all ten counties.  The 
Census data clearly shows that population growth during the 1990s 
occurred overwhelmingly in urbanized areas, and there is no reason 
to believe that this trend will not continue into the future. 

In terms of the availability of developable land, the commenter 
asserts in (Table 3 in Appendix to comments) that over 2.6 million 
acres of land is planned for development in the ten counties.  
However, this same table shows that over 2.2 million acres of this 
land is zoned for rural development, leaving only 400,000 acres as 
currently planned for urban and urbanized development.  Clearly, 
planned and zoned land to accommodate population growth at 
urbanized densities is much more scarce than the commenter 
asserts.  Nonetheless, the analysis undertaken for the Draft Program 
EIR/EIS was not limited to the 400,000 acres that were noted in the 
commenter’s Table 3.  In fact, the CURBA model was run by 
assuming that over 4.4 million acres of land was potentially 
developable within the ten Central Valley Counties4. 

In terms of governmental actions aimed at increasing residential 
densities in the Central Valley, Yolo and Stanislaus Counties have 
specific policies and actions within their general plans that focus on 
preservation of agricultural land.  Also, the Sacramento Area Council 
of Governments (SACOG) recently adopted a Blueprint Scenario to 
guide development over the next 50 years.  The Blueprint Scenario, 
when implemented by the SACOG’s member jurisdictions, would be 
expected to direct a significant portion of new development to 
reinvestment, would nearly double the amount of residential 

                                                 
4 Includes all developable and accessible sites excluding wetlands, prime 
and unique farmlands, and Q3 floodzones.  See Exhibit 13 in Raising the 
Roof- California Housing Development Projections and Constraints 1997-
2020. 
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development occurring as attached or small-lot single family homes, 
and would decrease the growth in the urbanized area by over 
228,000 acres as compared to a base case scenario. 

As noted earlier, the future development densities found through the 
CURBA model are higher than historical average or marginal 
densities in the Central Valley.  Many places in California have 
initially developed at lower densities, but these development 
densities have increased with job growth and decreases in the 
amount of developable land.  For example, Census 2000 reported 
that the Los Angeles and San Francisco urbanized areas have 
population densities of nearly 11 people per acre, which is 
substantially higher than the 8.7 people per acre asserted by the 
commenter.  There is no reason to believe that this historical pattern 
towards increased densification will not continue and spread to the 
Central Valley’s major urbanized areas as growth accelerates in the 
future.  The overall average density for the Central Valley (8.7 
people per acre), which as noted by the commenter is about 18 
percent higher than the 1990 average, is not high by California 
standards, particularly since many Central Valley cities were initially 
built at extremely low densities and skipped over a great deal of 
currently vacant land that was taken out of farming and declared 
“urban” in the FMMP data.  Furthermore, given that densities were 
applied equally across all system alternatives, use of the densities 
asserted by the commenter would lead to no overall difference in 
relative growth patterns between alternatives since the change in 
density assumptions would affect all system alternatives equally. 

The default CURBA assumptions were only modified for two isolated 
situations in the HST Alternative: 

1. For employment densities in a one-mile band around each 
proposed HST station, as noted in Table G.2 of the technical report; 
and, 

2. For population growth within a one-mile band around each 
proposed HST station.  This effect was modeled by slightly 
increasing the “effective infill rate” for new residential development 
in several Central Valley counties, as shown below in Table 2. 

These two modifications were developed based upon consideration 
of relevant research5 and a careful review of development 
experience around high activity intercity rail stations in the United 
States, Japan and Europe.  Details from this review can be found in 
Section 3.3 of the technical report on economic growth effects.6   
These very modest development intensification assumed for the HST 
alternative was based on market forces observed after the 
introduction of high-speed type rail services in the U.S. and 
overseas, and assume no regulatory intervention.  The assumed 
development intensification reflects a reasonable expectation of 
market adjustments after 30+ years of potential growth.   

The commenter asserts that a substantial percentage of the overall 
future Central Valley population growth will occur in rural areas.  
However, as shown in Table 1, this assertion is not supported by 
population changes in the 1990s.  Furthermore, even if the 
commenter’s assertions were true, there is no evidence to suggest 
that the HST Alternative would lead to substantially higher rural 
population growth than the other system alternatives.  Indeed, 
several factors suggest that the HST Alternative would have, at 
most, little or no effect on the extent of rural ranchette 
development: 

• As noted by the commenter, Bay Area and Southern California 
workers are attracted to the low-cost of Central Valley housing.  
However, rural large-lot housing is quite expensive, even in the 
Central Valley, thus destroying the housing cost advantage that 

                                                 
5 See, for example: Cervero, Robert and M. Bernick; Transit Villages in the 
21st Century; McGraw-Hill, 1997; and Cervero, Robert et al; Land-Use and 
Development Impacts of BART, BART at 20 Study; IURD, Monograph 49; 
1995. 
 
6 Economic Growth Effects of the System Alternatives for the Program 
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement – Final 
Report; Cambridge Systematics, Inc.; July 2003.  This report is available 
from the High-Speed Rail Authority, and has been posted on the HSRA 
website since March 29, 2004. 
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the vast majority of long-distance commuters seek in the Central 
Valley. 

• To the degree, if any at all, that the HST alternative may make 
some long-distance commuting more feasible, it will further drive 
up the cost of land, which in turns leads to even smaller lot 
sizes. 

• It is unlikely that a significant number of rural ranchettes would 
be located within a reasonable driving distance of an HST 
station.  Individuals living in outlying ranchettes would be 
unlikely to use HST on a daily basis due to the relatively long 
station access time compared to people residing within an 
urbanized area near an HST station.  The long station access 
time required for a low density ranchette would offset the line 
haul travel time benefit of an HST Alternative.    

• The HST Alternative does nothing to affect several important 
factors, such as school quality or a community’s perceived 
quality of life or municipal services and infrastructure, that are 
integral to an individual’s home buying decisions. 

O047-3 
The Authority and FRA have focused the central valley alignment 
options within or adjacent to existing transportation corridors in 
large part to avoid potential impacts and potential severance of 
farmland properties.  The alignment options identified as preferred 
have greatly minimized potential severance impacts through 
maximizing the use of existing transportation corridors.  While 
quantification of potential area of farmland impact is appropriate at 
the program level through GIS analysis, analysis of potential 
severance issues would require parcel specific details related to 
alignments, identification of property boundaries, and analysis of 
existing access facilities, all of which is more appropriate at the 
subsequent project level of detail. 

Please see standard response 5.2.3 for issues related to water 
supply for new development.  Please also refer to Chapter 6B of the 

Final Program EIR/EIS that discusses transit-oriented development 
measures and development around potential HST station sites. 

O047-4 
Please see standard response 5.2.1 for issues related to mitigation of 
significant indirect impacts. 

Table 1 – 1990 to 2000 Population Change in Central Valley Counties 
Population Change 1990-2000 

County 
Total 

Population 
Urbanize
d Areas 

Other Urban 
Areas Rural Areas 

Fresno 131,917 101,455 42,966 (12,504) 

Kern 118,168 93,520 35,358 (10,710) 

Kings 27,992 - 41,951 (13,959) 

Madera 35,019 58,107 (25,625) 2,537 

Merced 32,151 53,450 (13,389) (7,910) 

Sacramento 182,280 197,013 (10,113) (4,620) 

San Joaquin 82,970 179,732 (85,620) (11,142) 

Stanislaus 76,475 131,992 (42,715) (12,802) 

Tulare 56,100 96,711 (12,301) (28,310) 

Yolo 27,568 15,809 11,223 536 

Central 
Valley Total 

770,640 927,789 (58,265) (98,884) 

Source:  American Fact Finder;  U.S. Census Bureau; Census 2000 
Summary File 1, Table P2 and Census 1990 Summary Tape File 1, Table 
P004. 
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Table 2 – Effective Infill Rates Developed in CURBA Model for Central 
Valley Counties 

Percent of Total Population and Employment Growth 
Occurring as Infill Development 

Between 2002 and 2020 Between 2020 and 2035 

County 

No Project & 
Modal 

Alternatives 

HST 
Alternative 

No Project & 
Modal 

Alternatives 

HST 
Alternative 

Fresno 11.0% 11.1% 14.0% 14.3% 
Kern 11.1% 11.2% 14.0% 14.3% 
Kings 14.0% 14.0% 17.0% 17.0% 
Madera 10.0% 10.0% 14.0% 14.0% 
Merced 14.0% 14.1% 16.0% 16.3% 
San Joaquin 18.0% 18.2% 24.0% 24.5% 
Stanislaus 45.0% 45.5% 14.5% 14.8% 
Tulare 13.0% 13.1% 15.0% 15.3% 
Yolo 40.0% 40.0% 20.3% 20.3% 
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Comment Letter O048 
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Comment Letter O048 Continued 
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Response to Comments of Liz O’Donoghue, Amtrak Planning, National Railroad Passenger Corporation,  
August 31, 2004 (Letter O048) 

O048-1   

Acknowledged. 

O048-2   

Acknowledged. 

O048-3   

Acknowledged.  The Authority has identified a HST system, which 
would compliment and have a high level of connectivity with 
conventional intercity rail services.  The Authority concurs that 
conventional and HST services should coordinate schedules and 
operations to maximize ridership and revenue, and provide the 
greatest ease of use for the passenger.  However, in order to meet 
the purpose and need of the HST project, the Authority has 
identified the HST system must be capable of maximum speeds of at 
least 200 mph (see Program EIR/EIS pages 2-23, 2-24, 2-27 & 2-
28).  The Authority has concluded that while the HST system could 
share tracks at reduced speeds with other services in some heavily 
urbanized areas, “a completely dedicated train technology using 
separate track/guideway would be required on the majority of the 
proposed system” (page 2-28).  Heavy, conventional, non-electric 
intercity services are not compatible with the much faster (220 mph 
assumed maximum speed) and very frequent HST service where the 
HST trains are operating at high-speeds.  Also, trains crossing the 
mountain crossings must negotiate steep gradients, up to 3.5%, in 
order to avoid crossing major faults such as the Garlock and San 
Andreas in tunnel – which exceed the capabilities of conventional rail 
equipment. 

O048-4   
Acknowledged.  The Authority and the FRA appreciate Amtrak’s 
cooperation, willingness to share data collected, and participation 

throughout this program EIR/EIS process.  Please see response to 
Comment O048-3. 
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