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Response to Comments of Daniel V. Hyde, Lewis, Brisbois, Bisgaard & Smith LLP, City of Palmdale, August 30, 2004 
(Letter AL063 and Attachment A) 

AL063-1 
The Draft PEIR/S contains the required elements and information 
including (a) a table of contents, (b) a summary, (c) a list of 
organizations consulted (Section 8 and 9), (d) a list of preparers 
(Section 10), (e) a project description (Section 2), and (f) and 
environmental setting (Section 3).  Section 2 describes three 
alternatives:  a No Project Alternative, a Modal Alternative, and a 
High Speed Train Alternative, with alignment options.  Regional and 
local plans were compiled for areas through which the Modal 
Alternative and the HST alignments would pass.  These plans were 
used to create a geo-spatial database for evaluation of possible land 
use impacts (Section 3.7).  Consistency with local plans was 
evaluated during preparation of the HST regional technical studies.   
These 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 by 
reference.  Growth inducing impacts are evaluated in Section 5.  
Please see response to Comment AL063 – 14.  Impacts of the Modal 
Alternative and HST alignments (and associated mitigation 
measures) are evaluated and discussed for various subject areas 
throughout Section 3 of the Draft PEIR/S, including cumulative 
impacts (Section 3.17), and mitigation strategies and measures are 
provided for the subject areas.  More detailed impact and associated 
mitigation measures will be provided as part of the project-level, Tier 
2 environmental review. HST alignments impacts are compared in 
Section 6.  Unavoidable adverse potentially significant impacts are 
identified in Section 7.  The information provided is adequate for the 
decisions at hand.  The Draft PEIR/S provides sufficient 
environmental impact analyses to compare the potential impacts of 
the Modal Alternative, the HST Alternative and its various 
alignments, and the No Project Alternative.  Based on these 

analyses, the California High Speed Rail Authority identified the High 
Speed Train Alternative as preferable to the Modal Alternative.  
Please also see standard response 3.15.13.  Information provided in 
Section 3 and summarized in Section 6 was also sufficient for the Co-
lead agencies to identify preferred HST alignments or corridors for 
additional program-level review.  The comment letter suggests the 
selection of the Antelope Valley/Palmdale alignment as a preferred 
alternative, and the Co-lead agencies have identified this alignment 
as preferred. 

AL063-2 
Extensive efforts were made to provide the Draft PEIR/S to all 
parties interested in reviewing the document.  Please see Chapter 11 
of the PEIR/S, “Draft Program EIR/EIS Distribution”.  In addition to 
being available on the HSR website, the PEIR/S was provided at 
thirty-two locations throughout the state – see Section 11.1.  Clearly 
the Draft PEIR/S was accessible for review, as evidenced by the 
number of comments received.  The technical studies have been 
incorporated by reference into the Final PEIR/S and are available on 
the Authority’s website.  Please also see standard response 8.1.1 in 
regards to the Authority’s efforts to promote agency and public 
review of the Draft PEIR/S. 

AL063-3 
A mailing list of over 10,000 recipients has been maintained for this 
project.  The list includes local, state, and federal agencies and 
elected officials, local and regional planning and transportation 
agencies, local jurisdictions through with an alternative might pass, 
and other interested organizations, stakeholders, and parties.  
Numerous pre-scoping and scoping meetings were held.  Notices of 
these meetings/open houses were sent to the mailing list for the 
project, so all jurisdictions through which alternatives might pass 
were invited to participate.  A list of additional meetings with 
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organizations and agencies is provided in Section 9 of the PEIR/S.  
Appropriate transportation information for the PEIR/S was obtained 
and utilized for preparation of the Traffic, Transit, Circulation & 
Parking Technical Evaluation technical studies for each of the five 
HST corridors; and local jurisdictions were contacted, as required, 
for information to prepare these reports.  Various responsible 
agencies, including the City of Palmdale, were notified regarding the 
availability of the Draft PEIR/S and have provided comments on the 
Draft PEIR/EIS, as provided for in CEQA regulations (Guidelines 
§15086). 

AL063-4 
The description of the HST as an alternative in the Program EIR/EIS 
meets requirements for a project or program description under CEQA 
and NEPA.  Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR/EIS included a description of 
the HST Alternative (Section 2.6).  This description has been 
expanded in the Final Program EIR/EIS.  Design practices added to 
each environmental resource section in Chapter 3 adds further detail 
to the project description.  Both CEQA and NEPA call for an 
evaluation of a reasonable range of alternatives.  Cross sections 
showing typical configurations for the various types of HST elements 
are provided in Section 2.6.7.  Maps showing the portions of the HST 
alignments that are at-grade, aerial, or tunnel are provided in 
Section 6.  A section on construction scenarios has been added to 
the Final PEIR/S – see Section 3.18.  Alternative HST alignments and 
facilities that were previously considered and withdrawn are 
discussed in Section 2.6.6, 2.6.8 and 2.6.9.  The screening reports 
leading to selection of alignments to carry forward and to be 
withdrawn for the five HST regions were available on the High Speed 
Rail website and were publicly presented at the High Speed Rail 
Authority meetings. 

AL063-5 
It was determined by the Co-lead agencies that evaluation and 
comparison of certain subject areas for HST alignments (e.g., air 
quality, EMF) did not provide information that would help distinguish 
among the alignment options and therefore did not include them in 

Chapter 6, although they were included elsewhere in the Program 
EIR/EIS.  Evaluation methodologies, thresholds of significance, and 
evaluation criteria are discussed and described for each subject area 
in Section 3.  More detailed evaluations of project impacts are 
provided in the technical studies for the five HST regions.  These 
studies were not circulated with the Draft PEIR/S given their size and 
detailed technical content.  The 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, however, made readily 
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.  Please see standard 
response 3.15.2 regarding the general nature of evaluation, in this 
case for biological resources, in this PEIR/S.  Please also see 
standard response 3.15.13 for more information on the subsequent 
studies and project-level, Tier 2 evaluation.  The Co-lead agencies 
have identified the Antelope Valley alignment as the preferred 
alternative to be carried forwards for more detailed evaluation.  
Linkage to the Palmdale Airport was considered. 

As stated in response to Comment AL063-1 and standard response 
3.15.13, the information provided in the PEIR/S is adequate to 
support the decisions at hand.  The Draft PEIR/S provides sufficient 
environmental impact analyses to compare the potential impacts of 
the Modal and HST Alternative and its various alignment options.  
Based on these analyses, the Co-lead agencies identified the High 
Speed Train Alternative as preferable to the Modal Alternative.  
Information provided in Section 3 and summarized in Section 6, 
along with public comment on the Draft PEIR/S (including this 
comment letter), was sufficient for the Co-lead agencies to identify 
preferred HST alignments.  The comment letter presents a case for 
selection of the Antelope Valley/Palmdale alignment as a preferred 
alternative, and the Co-lead agencies have established such a 
preference based on the information contained in the PEIR/S and on 
public input regarding that document. 
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AL063-6 
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.  Although the longer Antelope Valley 
alignment would add about 10 minutes to express service travel 
times between northern and southern California and would therefore 
have less intercity ridership potential (trips between regions) than 
the I-5 alignment option, it would have fewer potential 
environmental impacts, it would be less subject to seismic activity 
and have considerably less tunneling and thereby have fewer 
constructability issues and less risk of cost and schedule overages, 
and would increase connectivity and accessibility.   

The Antelope Valley alignment is estimated to have more potential to 
impact cultural resources than the I-5 alignment options, and slightly 
more potential impact on biological resources.  The Antelope Valley 
alignment would have a lower overall potential for water resource 
impacts because many potential impacts are related to the relatively 
small seasonal streams in Soledad Canyon and because it would not 
encroach on any lakes1.  In addition, the Antelope Valley option was 
forecast to have less growth inducing impacts on urbanized land and 
farmland conversion than the I-5 options – because the I-5 options 
would result in more growth in the Central Valley.  However, the 
most significant difference in regards to potential environmental 
impacts between the Antelope Valley option and I-5 alignments is in 
regards to major parklands.  The Antelope Valley alignment would 
not directly impact major parks, which are 4(f) resources.  In 
contrast, the I-5 options would potentially impact Fort Tejon Historic 
Park, Angeles and Los Padres National Forests, Hungry Valley State 
Vehicular Recreation Area, Pyramid Lake and other local parks.  

                                                 
1 An error was found on page 6-52 of the Draft Program EIR/EIS.  For the Antelope Valley 
alignment under Biological Resources, waters should read 65,562 linear feet.  The error was 
also made in Appendix 3, on page 3.15-D-8, Soledad Canyon Corridor, perennial non-wetland 
jurisdictional waters should read 146 linear feet as stated in the Bakersfield to Los Angeles: 
Biological Resources Technical Evaluation Report (January 2004) . 
 

The Antelope Valley alignment traverses less challenging terrain than 
the I-5 options, which would result considerably less tunneling 
overall (13 miles [21 km] of tunneling for the Antelope Valley option 
versus 23 [37 km] miles for I-5 options), and considerably shorter 
tunnels (maximum length of 3.4 miles [5.5 km] for the Antelope 
Valley option versus two tunnels greater than 5 miles [8 km] for the 
I-5 options) which would result in fewer constructability issues and 
less risk of cost and schedule overages.  Although the Antelope 
Valley option is about 35 miles longer than the I-5 alignment 
options, it is estimated to be slightly less expensive to construct as a 
result of less tunneling through the Tehachapi Mountains.  In 
addition, due to its gentler gradient, geology, topology and other 
features, the SR-58/Soledad Canyon Corridor offers greater 
opportunities for HST alignment variations, particularly through the 
mountainous areas of the corridor, to avoid impacts to sensitive 
environmental resources.  In contrast, the more challenging terrain 
of the I-5 Corridor greatly limits the ability to avoid sensitive 
resources and seismic constraints.  The alignment optimization 
system (Quantm) that was utilized to identify and evaluate 
approximately 12 million alignment options for each mountain 
crossing could only find one practicable alignment option through 
the Tehachapi Mountains for the I-5 Corridor. 

The Authority and FRA find sufficient reason to prefer the selection 
of the Antelope Valley alignment option. 

Also, the environmental methodologies used in the alignment and 
station screening process were consistent with the methodologies 
used in the full program level environmental analyses.  The 
screening criteria and methods are documented in Section 2.3 of the 
Final Program EIR/EIS. 

AL063-7 
See Standard Response 3.17.1.  The potential for growth impacts 
related to land use conversion and potential loss of farmlands is 
addressed in Section 5.2 of the Final Program EIR/EIS. 
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AL063-8 
The Authority respectfully disagrees with your conclusion that there 
is not enough information presented to select a preferred alignment 
between Bakersfield and Slymar.  Please see response to Comment 
AL063-6.  Please see the “Design Practices” sections added to each 
environmental resource in Chapter 3 and the expanded “Mitigation 
Stategies” sections in Chapter 3 that have been included in the Final 
Program EIR/EIS. 

AL063-9 
Reasons for elimination of alternative and optional alignments are 
provided in Section 2.6 of the PEIR/S.  These reasons are further 
described in the screening reports for each of the corridors, which 
are and have been available on the California High Speed Rail 
Authority website 
(http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/eir/regional_studies/ 
default.asp).  The Co-lead agencies are proposing to continue and 
supplement their evaluation of HST alignment options between the 
Central Valley and the San Francisco Bay area.   The Authority has 
recommended investigation to select a preferred alignment from 
within a broad corridor, which excludes alignment options through 
Henry Coe State Park and the Orestimaba State Wilderness.  The 
study will consider alignment options between (and including) the 
Pacheco Pass Corridor (SR-152) to the south and the Altamont Pass 
Corridor (I-580) to the north.  Please see standard response 10.1.7 
in regards to the phasing of the HST system.  The Co-lead agencies 
did consider but rejected “smaller” HST Alternatives (please refer to 
Section 2.6.8A) that would not meet the purpose and need of the 
HST Alternative.  A No Project alternative is presented in Section 2 of 
the PEIR/S and forms a basis for comparison with a Modal and HST 
Alternatives.  The Authority understands that it cannot implement a 
Modal Alternative.  It was included in the PEIR/S, however, to satisfy 
CEQA & NEPA requirements for consideration of a reasonable range 
of alternatives intended to meet the project purpose and need, and 
also to review the environmental consequences of these alternatives.  
The overall implications of doing nothing – as described by the No 
Project Alternative – and the comparison of the HST Alternative with 

the Modal and the No Project alternatives provided information for 
the Co-lead agencies  to consider in deciding to advance the HST 
Alternative. 

AL063-10 
Section 6 includes a summary of the extensive evaluation of multiple 
alignment options documented in the technical studies (available on 
the CA HSRA website) for multiple subject areas for each of the five 
corridors.  A review of these multiple studies reveals that the 
analysis is far from random but rather based on carefully developed 
evaluation methodologies, including applicable significance criteria, 
for the evaluation subject areas.  Additionally, the section is 
designed to be user-friendly for the EIS/EIR reader.  As the HST 
Project progresses through subsequent design and environmental 
analyses, more detailed evaluations will be undertaken and 
additional impact avoidance and mitigation techniques will be 
developed and documented as part of the project-level, Tier 2 
studies.  The level of information in this Chapter (and in the 
supporting technical studies) and in the public record is fully 
sufficient for the decision at hand provided substantive facts to 
support the identification of the preferred alignment suggested by 
the letter.  Please also see standard response 3.15.13. 

AL063-11 
As noted in response to Comment AL063 - 3, the mailing list for the 
Project is over 10,000 recipients.  A copy of this list can be provided 
to the commenter if desired.  Notices were sent to the mailing list 
during the study and recipients were afforded multiple opportunities 
to participate in the scoping process.  As described in Sections 8 and 
9, multiple meetings were held with elected officials, affected 
agencies, interested organizations, and the general public.  As shown 
by the distribution list in Section 11, extensive opportunity has been 
provided for agencies to participate in this project from its outset, 
including the extended 180-day opportunity to comment on the Draft 
PEIR/S. 
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AL063-12 
Various technical studies are not required to be circulated with 
EIS/EIRs.  In the case of this PEIR/S, technical studies and screening 
reports for each of the five HST corridors were made available on 
the Authority’s website and were summarized in the Draft PEIR/S.  
The Final PEIR/S incorporates the technical studies and screening 
reports by reference.  Please see standard response 3.15.2 regarding 
level of detail and field studies. 

AL063-13 
The PEIR/S identifies impacts that are potentially significant for an 
extensive range of topic areas in Section 3.  Many impacts identified 
are deemed to be potentially significant for some portion of the 
Modal or HST alignment options, and possible mitigation measures 
are therefore described for these impacts.  Given that this is a Tier I, 
Program document, the general levels of potential impacts are 
discussed, thus allowing for comparisons of the Modal and HST 
Alternatives and among the HST alignment options.  Please see 
standard response 3.15.2 regarding the level of detail in the Draft 
PEIR/S.  More detailed project impacts, levels of significance, and 
associated mitigation measures will be developed as project 
advances into the project-level, Tier 2 environmental review. 

AL063-14 
The technical reports for Land Use evaluated consistency of the 
Modal and HST Alternatives with local and regional plans 

(summarized in Section 3.7 of the Program EIR/EIS).  Because the 
timeframe (year 2035) considered in the growth inducement and 
indirect impact analysis is well beyond the planning horizon of any 
currently available General Plan, it would be speculative to draw 
specific conclusions about potential cumulative and secondary 
impacts related to housing and land use.  Using available 
information, a generalized analysis of land use and community 
compatibility was presented in Section 5.4.6.  The technical reports, 
which served as background information for the Draft PEIR/S 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 in the Final 
PEIR/S by reference.   

AL063-15 
Page S-18 of the Draft PEIR/S described anticipated uses of the 
PEIR/S and next steps.  Relevant regulatory requirements are 
described for each of the subject areas in Section 3.  As with all 
EIS/EIRs, it is the responsibility of the Responsible and Trustee 
agencies to make use of the EIR and take actions under CEQA that 
they deem appropriate.  Please also see response to Comment 
AL061-1. 
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Comment Letter AL064 
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Response to Comments of Norman R. King, Executive Director, San Bernardino Associated Governments (SANBAG), 
August 30, 2004 (Letter AL064) 

AL064-1 
Acknowledged.  Please see standard response 6.29.3 in regards to 
the HST alignments through San Bernardino County.  The Authority 
has identified Los Angeles Union Station as the preferred site for a 
potential HST station to serve the Los Angeles area.  Please see 
standard response 10.1.7 in regards to the phasing of the HST 
system. 
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