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PEIS indicates that “some areas require the development of an express loop and mainline
alignment (p. 3.8-14).” Although other corridor alignments in the train system are proposed to )
pass through urbanized areas (Los Angeles to San Diego, ]?ay‘A:ea. to Merced, etf:,), the only ‘c1rty
bypasses proposed are located in the Central Valley. The justification for bypassing cvnmmumues
is critical in light of the additional impacts to resources that would result from bypassing each
community in the Central Valley.

The Tier 1 Draft PEIS estimates the “lowest potential impacts” associated with the
proposed express loops and “mainline” high speed train system through the Sacramento to
Bakersfield corridor, assuming a 100-foot-wide corridor. As shown in Table 3.8-2, the .
“mainline” train system would impact far fewer acres of farmland than a train slysfem!wnh a
petwork of both bypasses and mainline routes. For example, the Modesto “maml_.u_le‘ route
would impact 49 acres of prime farmland, while the bypass would impact an e_td@monal 141 acres
of prime farmland. EPA recognizes that the impacts to farmlands can be minimized by r_cducmg
the size of the right-of-way to 50 feet and sharing track, where feasible. We also Tecognize that
providing bypasses around cities offers a method to increase speed throughout the entire route
and to reduce noise within established communities. However, the introduction of express
bypasses throughout the Central Valley would significantly increase farmland_ severances, acres
of farmland impacted, and introduce an additional source of noise and visual impacts to adjacent
comymunities. EPA has objections with the proposal to route the high speed train netw?rk both
through and around communities in the Central Valley and recommends reducing the impacts
that the train system will have in this region by minimizing total miles of train track required for
system operation.

Recommendations:

Clarify why express loop construction is warranted in each community in light of
additional farmland impacts and noise and visual impacts. Because the bypasses are
proposed to circumvent the more congested urban areas, reduce costs, and r_educe
potential urban impacts such as noise, the Final PEIS should examine addiuo'nal Jess-
damaging measures, other than city bypasses, to reduce urban impacts. Identify the
operational constraints in the Central Valley that require the train system to bypass
communities in the context of the other regions of the train system where no bypasses are
proposed.

EPA recommends that FRA and CHSRA commit to analyzing Central Valley routes with
and without bypasses in the Tier 2 Environmental Impact Statement jn order to dis4cl‘ose
to decision makers the full impact of bypasses and to provide flexibility in determining
the best mix of bypass and mainline routes. In the Final PEIS, identify strattegi;s tf’ pursue
agreements with existing rail operators to share right-of-way to further minimize impacts
to farmlands.

AF008-13
cont.

Impact Analysis Methodology

The “envelope” approach used to estimate the potential impacts to biological and water
Tesources attempts to address effects that may occur at a distance from the direct impacts of the
project. The width of the envelope was altered depending on the sensitivity of the particular
location associated with the train route. The Draft PEIS does not, however, clearly identify what
specific portions of each alignment are deemed sensitive and what characteristics support the
sensitivity rating. A sensitivity rating is not applied consistently across regions.

Recommendations:

For the analysis of impacts to biological and water resources, define “sensitive” areas and
Justify why specific areas within the high speed train alternative alignment were
determined to be sensitive by describing the characteristics that support this designation.
Apply the sensitivity designations consistently across all regions. Provide a figure or map
depicting where sensitive areas are and where other modifications to the envelope
approach are provided (i.e., developed and undeveloped areas, p. 3.15-4). Overlay this
map with sensitive species occurrences and waters of the United States, so that it is clear
which areas are considered sensitive and granted a wider study area.

The “envelope” approach and method of reporting impact values results in values that are
quite large and not useful for decision making (e.g., 9,627 acres of impact to wetlands along the
San Jose to San Francisco alignment for the high speed train alternative alone). - EPA recognizes
that the values presented offer a basis for understanding the existing environment and potential
indirect impacts, rather than the direct impacts of a proposed train system. However, because
these Jarge impact values obscure an understanding of potential direct impacts resulting from the
project, quantified estimates that more accurately reflect potential direct impacts to biological
and water resources are necessary to understand potential impacts,

Recommendations:

Distinguish direct and indirect impacts to biological and watet resources in the Final PEIS
(see 40 CFR.1508.8(b)). Discuss which resources are indirectly impacted by the project
footprint and how they are affected (e.g., reduced hydrologic connectivity, habitat
fragmentation, headcutting and downoutting from culverts, changes in sediment transport
capacity, etc.). As discussed in previous interagency meetings, EPA recommends
including an additional analysis of the potential direct impacts to resources by assuming
impacts to all resources within a potential 50-foot right-of-way and compare these values
to potential indirect impacts already presented.

AF008-14
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Water Resources Recommendations:
. the Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines at 40 CFR Part EPA. recommenc}s .avoidjng placement of a h.ig_,h speed train route in canyons due to the :
230.10 (‘:;Sc::f:;}j;c}f‘_)‘_:: ’dis:har';e of dredged or fill material shall be permitted if there isa sigmﬁcau_:t p.enmmng chal}enges such. altema!.wes may face as 2 re;ult of large amount of ?{;?08 7
pms;ﬁ cable alternative to the proposed discharge which would have less adverse impact on the cut and fill, increased erosion and sedimentation, and downstream irmpacts.
: » ( ative does not have other significant adverse . o
23;‘;;?53;@?’352}12%::,%: altae:;d (‘I,;ISRA should dmomg:; that each alignment moved Disclose the number and location of individual vernal p_ools and larger vernal pool
forward to the Tier 2 stage is most likely to contain the least environmentally damaging complexes that would be affected by each remaining alignment. .
i i i i MOU.
practicable alternative, consistent with our Interagency AFO08.15 Designated Impaired Waters
dations: ) Under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act, the State of California has developed a list
Recommendations: ) of impaired water bodies and a categorization of the reasons for their impairment: Direct and
. . 2l desienations and all special aquatic sites and md{re‘:m impacts ﬁ'or:u the construction f}nd operation of the high speed train system andA
g:?;ﬂwﬂhﬁizﬁ‘g::f“;?f:g:ﬂﬁ?;t edlliadt;. IFthese ressgurces 2:1 anmot be additional road, station, and electrification infrastructure may add to current water quality
N . P N :

avoided, the Draft PEIS should clearly demonstrate how cost, lngistical,.or technological problems and further impair beneficial uses.

constraints preclude avoidance and minimization of impacts for alternatives that are Recommendations:

advanced to Tier 2. ’

The Final PEIS should Ao
e sho z

March Air Reserve Base to Mira Mesa . Identify all 303(d) listed streams that are within the area of potential impact of the

EPA is concerned with potential impacts to the Santa Margarita Ecological Reserve and oposed projest and identify the impairments to benefici a.ll::lses P
the Santa Margarita River. The river is not listed on p. 3.15-14 as a water resource, although it is . pDrisl;Iose WheJther the filling of thesepwaters or the project’s “tormy orary”
listed on p. 3.15-17 as a wildlife corridor. The Draft PEIS does not disclose whatlim;_;acts the construction impacts, will aggravate impair;n ents to these water h?o dies.
proposed route would have on the Santa Margarita River and other habitat and wildlife >

Provide an estimate of the linear fest/acres of impaired streams and waterbodies
that would be affected by the project.

Qutline the methods that FRA and CHSRA will use to limit further impairment of
waters.

movement corridors between March Air Reserve Base and Mira Mesa.

AF008-16 .
Recommendations:

Describe the impact of the proposed high speed um'.nAaligument to the Santa 'Marg?rital Cumulative Impacts Analvsis
River and Ecologjcal Reserve and to the wildlife habitat and movement corridors in this ~lmulalive Impacts ANAYSI

region. Identify techniques and design variations to avoid these resources. Context for Understanding Cumulative Impacts

. The cumulative impacts analysis provided in the Drafi PEIS is, essentially, a summation
and comparison of the direct and indirect impacts of the proposed altematives. The cumulative
impacts analysis should provide the context for understanding the magnitude of the impacts of
the altematives by analyzing the impacts of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
projects or actions and then considering those cumulative impacts iu their entirety. Where )

AF008-17 adverse cumulative impacts are identified, the Draft PEIS should disclose the parties that would AFO08-19
be responsible for avoiding, minimizing, and mitigating those adverse impacts (CEQ's Forty
Most Frequently Asked Questions #19). For some resources, the Draft PEIS identifies
opportunities to avojd or minimize impacts through future project-lsvel modifications. At the
program-level, however, the Draft PEIS should focus on identifying landscape-level
opportunities to avoid and minimize impacts, which may include working with other entities.

Carroll Canyon and Miramar Road

The two inland routes proposed for connecting Mira Mesa to San Diego may affe‘c’f
downstream lagoons. A high speed train route through Carroll Canyon will affect t_h_e ab111t){ of
this floodplain to absorb seasonal and annual flooding, will increase erosion and sedimentation,
and may negatively impact the water quality of the downstream Los Penasquitos Lagoon. P. 3.15-
28 states that the Carroll Canyon route would affect more vernal pools and more non-wetlands
waters than the Miramar Road route. Each Mira Mesa to San Diego route has the potential to
impact multiple rare vernal pools in San Diego County. Because of the rarity of the vernal pools,
these impacts are an important factor for eliminating alignments in Tier 1.
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Recommendations: Study Area and Methad?logl i . ] ! )
The cumulative impacts analysis provides an assessment of impacts on a statewide basis
For each resource analyzed: only. While a macro approach to cumulative impacts is appropriate at this program-level, the

Identify the current condition of the resource as a measure of past impacts. For
example, the perceniage of wetlands lost to date.

inclusion of General Plan information should allow FRA. and CHSRA to differentiate the
severity of cumulative impacts to some resources by region.

. Tdentify the trend in the condition of the resource as a measure of present impacts. . ) . . ) o .
For example, the health of the resource is improving, declining, or stasis. With the exception of the Air Quality section (p. 3.17-2), the curmulative impacts analysis AF008-21
. Identify the f"um condition of the resource based on an analysis of the does not disclose the study areas or methodologies used to analyze cumulative impacis by

cumulative impacts of reasonably foresecable projects or actions added to existing
conditions and current tfrends.

. Assess the cumulative impacts contribution of the proposed alternatives to the

resource. The Council on Environmental Quality handbook Considering Cumulative Effects
Under the National Environmental Policy Act (1997) provides direction on the establishment of
cumulative impacts study areas by resource and the selection of appropriate methodologies for

long-term health of the resource, and provide a specific measure for the projected AFO081 the andlysis.
impact from the proposed alternatives. For example, the Draft PEIS identifies the cont. Recommendations:
Modal alternative as having a "high potential impact on air quality” (p. 3.17-3). o :
z?e'quauﬁnv(ee iesguoigc ?oih szo‘t’_lj‘d befcgzl{?;ednmt;nsie?ﬁg mll::;re ‘Where possible, provide cumulative impacts assessments at the regional level, as well as
talir @ djsczte :ata OSP! de u?n ih: ° P Ny ) and p the statewide level. For each resource, clearly identify the cumulative impacts study area
. ;;scllrv;se the pértiesgt‘l)];teivouﬁmdld b minsib;l;;a:m S d and methodology utilized in the analysis. If the study areas and methodologies are the
it atg thoce averse impacts Tesp! g, InimiZing, same as utilized elsewhere in the Draft PEIS, please provide a reference, as well as
. Ideu;ify Ifndsca. o P‘3 - ites o &void and minjorize impacts, includin support for using the same’study area and methodology in the project analysis as in the
woking with ot’ﬁer entiﬁegp rtun minm pacts, g curnulative impacts analysis.
. X . . . Cumulative Impacts to Waters
Projem‘ﬂf: 'er:ie{;%g f:}rl);icutllnyucl‘iztt;:eﬂfg ggvé-;_gnggzgu 1508.8 definition of a cumulative a The Iixlydrolia_gy and Xater R:sfc();r;s_as Sacﬁfon of the Cumt;luative Impacts Analysis does
. a ’ et - . not discuss the quality, or values an tions, of waters potentially impacted by the
Eg:;tsada;:éytslsm as one aﬂ::st a?altizes r.h: direct and n;duect eﬁt;elctSf of th:a%rloposcld project or gltemar.ives. This section appears to treat all water resources equally. However, water resources
regardless of ‘zhafang:neg.cy : ;’p :rs oe; ﬁ:sd é::leicsn:’ugg p::;:cogaor);ct?i?::(p 35 F;’O.lliﬁls_; 2;“;11:; in :ilahvgly undeveloped areas te111d t(l) ;);;f higher quality. This is an important distinction that
. 3.17-1). s needs to be made in the program-level ysis.
the Draft PEIS primarily considers other transportation projects and only a few : ° ? AF008-22
non-transportation infrastructure projects and a single development project (Appendix 3.17-A). Recommendations:
Other reasonably foreseeable development activities by public or private entities are not
considered in this analysis. As an example, for the Merced region, the Draft PEIS currently only Address the cumulative impacts to high quality water resources. The conclusion that the
considers the development of the new University of California campus in Merced in the analysis. high speed train-altemative could have fewer impacts on floodplains and water resources
Other reasonably forsseeable projects identified within and around the City of Merced, as AF008-20

indicated in city and county planning documents, should be included in the analysis.

Recommendations:

Include other reasonably foreseeable development activities identified in relevant city and
county planning documents in the cumulative impacts analysis. For example, use the
General Plan "projection” approach deseribed in the Draft PEIS (p. 3.17-1) to project the
environmental impacts of development activities in communities and counties traversed
by the proposed alternatives.

than the Modal alternative through design modifications (p.3.17-8), needs to account for

the comparative impact of the high speed train alternative and Modal alternatives on high
quality water resources.

Indirect Impacts

EPA commends FRA and CHSRA for focusing attention in the Draft PEIS to growth-
inducing effects of the high speed train system and for completing a technical report in 2003 on
this subject. Indirect effects are caused by the action and are later in time or farther removed in AF008-23
distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable and may include growth inducing effects (40 CFR

10
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Part 1508.8). The growth inducing effects presented assumed a higher density of development types of tunneling methods and material removal, the need for additional road access, or the need
around high speed train stations (p. 5-34). The Draft PEIS should discuss the basis for this land for any exploratory drilling. A general discussion of the ‘methodology to be utilized and the
use assumption. corresponding environmental impacts is appropriate in the Tier 1 Draft PEIS to ensure that the
full scope of environmental impacts associated with tunneling are disclosed.
Recommendations:
AF008-23 Recommendations:
Identify station locations that are currently zoned for high density development and those cont.
that are not. Disclose how, should higher density development not occur as modeled in To the extent that impacts of tunneling is relevant to the selection of altematives in Tier
the Draft PEIS, impacts would differ. from those presented in Chapter 5. Discuss the 1, discuss the methodology proposed for tunneling associated with the high speed train AF008-25
nature of those impacts to environmental resources of concern. Address potential system altemnative, including equipment and piarmed locations for staging tunnel cont
mitigation efforts to avoid and minimize impacts to the communities identified, including operations. Identify how the tunnel equipment will be transported to sach site where
incentives for transit-oriented development, measures to increase the capacity of tunneling will begin. Identify the amount of material to be removed per mile tunnel.
city/county planning efforts, and mechanisms to encourage transit oriented development. Estimate the number of temporary roads required for each mile of tunnel construction and
proposed methods for removal and revegetation of these roads. Estimate the miles of
Growth inducing impacts resulting from the different alignment options within the high roads required for operation and access for emergency personnel in tunneled areas.
speed train alternative are sometimes presented as differences on a statewide scale, rather than at Disclose the environmental impacts of the additional information presented regarding
alocal level, The data presented is not sufficient to differentiate between alignments presented tunneling in the appropriate PEIS section.
for the high speed train alternative at this Tier 1 level. For example, page 5-32 states that :
“impacts to biological species from the Palmdale, Diablo Range direct, and Irvine alignment, The Draft PEIS states that the tunnels in the high speed train system “could avoid or
scenarios are projected to exhibit nearly identical levels of potential impact on possible substantially reduce surface fmpacts on sensitive biological resources except at tunnel portal
threatened and endangered species habitat” when compared to the other high speed train areas (p. 3.15-20).” The impacts of linear transportation projects on wildlife movement are
alignments. A similar summary is provided for wetlands potentially affected by induced growth. presumed to be minimized in the areas where tumeling will oscur. FRA and CHSRA should
For both biological species and wetlands, it is critical to provide more station- and alignment- provide support for the assumption that the length and location of tunneling proposed will be
specific information if the intent of the Draft PEIS is to determine which high speed train adequate to sustain regional wildlife populations and movement corridors. AF008-26
alternative alignment option is less environmental damaging. AF008-24
Recommendation:
Recommendations: .
Provide supporting evidence regarding tunneling of the high speed train and associated
Clarify the environmental impacts anticipated from induced growth in and near the impacts regarding wildlife movement.
Palmdale, Diablo Range Direct Alternative, Irvine, East Bay, and outlying stations . . .
scenarios. Present all impacts associated with each station location. Include a table . The assumptions that the use of nnels will “avoid some groundwater Tesources™ and
identifying growth-inducing impacts expected from each alignment. Also, where ‘r{ot substantially affect groundwater resources” are not fully explained (p. 3. 14'1-13,.344%16).
supporting data is lacking, as in the Diablo Direct alignment, the analysis should be Dlsd?a.rges of shallow subsurface storm ﬂow. and sha}]ow groundw.ater can be impottant .
conservative and assume presence of all species designated rare, threatened and/or conmbut‘ors to surfa.c; flows of' streams, particularly in the mountainous areas where th.}:leh.ng
endangered under state and federal laws based on presence of appropriate habitat. for the high speed tmm system is proposed (Mount 1995, Dunne and Leopold 1978, Athn§on )
1978). Should tunneling obstruct these subsurface flows, we would expect to see a reduction in AF008-27
Tunneling Methodology and Impacts frequency and duration of surface flows and, consequently, in the stream’s capacity to support
- riparian ecosystems. A decrease in groundwater levels during the growing season in a dry year
The proposed high speed train systern would result in 23 to 43 miles of tunneling for the could intensify the effects of drought on sensitive riparian commumities. -
northem and southern mountain crossings (Section 6.21 and 6.41). This would require extensive .
carthmoving and result in large amounts of materjal being removed from mountainous terrain. AF008-25 Recommendations:
The Draft PEIS does not disclose an approximate amount of material to be removed per mile of . o . . i
tunnel and where material could be disposed or stored. The Draft PEIS also does nofaddress the Discuss the potential impacts of tunneling on the maintenance of stream flows.  Address

11
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the potential for tunneling to affect riparian habitat, the direction of lateral movement of AFO0827 at a Tier 1 level, the Draft PEIS does not address nocturmnal and diurnal impacts to wildlife
water through the soil profile, and the recharge of shallow, unconfined aquifers. cont. activities such as foraging, predator avoidance, and nesting that may be affected by new sounds
and vibrations introduced to natural habitats.
Biological Resources
Recommendations: AF008-30
The Draft PEIS does not consistently address wildlife corridor impacts from the high - cont.
speed train alternative and it does not summarize the overall effect of miles of continuous barrier Identify anticipated noise and vibration impacts to nocturnal and diurnal wildlife
to animal movement that a fully grade-separated train system would cause. For example, the activities and address the impacts of new sounds introduced to natural habitats. Discuss
Draft PEIS states that because a proposed alignment is along existing rail corridors, “little impact methods utilized to mitigate noise and vibration impacts in countries where high speed
on. movement/migration routes would be anticipated (p. 3.15-21).” The Draft PEIS does not trains pass in close proximity to natural areas.
discuss how proposed restrictions to crossing high speed train tracks (fences, etc.) may limit
wildlife movement, sven along existing rail corridors (Jackson, 2000). Mitigation and Avoidance
Recommendations: AF008-28 The Draft PEIS provides little discussion of the potential mitigation measures or
. _ approaches which could be used to address the significant impacts associated with the proposed
Identify landscape-level wildlife movement corridors and discuss proposed methods for actions. While it may be premature to identify specific mitigation actions until a more clear
protecting these cotridors (see Morse, 2003). Outline how FRA and CHSRA plan to understanding of the impacts is evaluated at the project lovel, the Final PEIS should propose
mitigate impacts by preserving ecological processes related to landscape continuity. reasonable mitigation measures or identify a suite of mitigation approaches that FRA and
Identify what connections would likely remain after an area is developed following CHSRA could take to address the environmental impacts at the program scale. This
construction of the high speed train system and highlight these areas as "connectivity programmatic, landscape-level plan provides an opportunity to identify and generally describe
zones" for future Tier 2 analysis. Disclose how fencing the train route will affect wildlife potential mechanisms to promote regional and statewide cooperation in identification of methods
movement and discuss how fencing for safety purposes will be integrated with wildlife to avoid and minimize impacts to environmental resources and to mitigate those impacts that
passages identified (culverts, bridges, viaducts, underpasses, overpasses, etc.). cannot be avoided. (See Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s National AF008-31
Environmental Policy Act Regulations, March 23, 1981, Question #19b).
The Draft PEIS indicates that a station at March Air Reserve Base would potentially
impact 90 acres of coastal sage scrub habitat (Appendix 3.15.D-13). It is unclear why a station at Recommendations:
this location would result in such large impacts and methods to minimize impacts are not
discussed. Given the fact that much previously disturbed habitat exists in the area of March Air Outline the strategy that FRA and CHSRA will follow to work with cities and counties to
Reserve Base, it may be possible to locate a station without impacting undisturbed coastal sage plan landscape-level mitigation strategies as well as site-specific strategies (i.e., transit-
scrub. AF008-29 oriented development around proposed station locations, and mitigation for community
severance). Identify potential partnership opportunities and strategies for Tier 2 project
Recommendations: development.
Clarify the impacts associated with a proposed station at March Air Reserve Base and Relationship to Other Plans
describe why this location would result in such large impacts to coastal sage scrub.
EPA understands that a separate Draft EIS for the Los Angeles to San Diego (LOSSAN)
Noise and Vibration Impacts corridor and planned improvements will be available for public cornment sometime in 2004.
EPA will be providing comments on the LOSSAN corridor at that time, The Draft PEIS for the AF008-32
The Draft PEIS assesses noise and vibration exposure to determine high, medium, and high speed train alternative should be clear in the description of what decisions this Final PEIS
low severity of impacts to residences and other locations near the proposed high speed train and Record of Decision will make regarding LOSSAN improvements and what decisions the
route. Potential impacts to human health and welfare are important with a project of this AF008-30 subsequent stand-alone Draft BIS for LOSSAN will make.
magnitude, particularly in light of the maximum speed and resulting sounds and vibrations that
the high speed train will produce throughout the train route. While noise impacts are addressed
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SUMMARY OF EPA RATING DEFINITIONS

This rating system was developed as 2 means to summarize EPA's level of concern with a proposed action,

The ratings are a combination of alphabetical categories for evaluation of the environmental impacts of the

proposal and numerical categories for evaluation of the adequacy of the EIS.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF THE ACTION

- "LO" (Lack of Objectiors) :
The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to the
proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigati that could be
accomplished with no moce than minor changes to the propasal. ’ -

. o . . "EC* (Envirommerntal Concerns) o :
The EPA review bas identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in arder to fully protect the

i C ive ires may require changes to the preferred al ive- or application of
mitigation: ires that caa reduce th g | impact. EPA would fike to work with the lead agency
@ reduce these fmpacts. ;

"EO" (Euvironmental Objections) ’ .
The EPA review has ideatified significant environméstal impacts that must be avoided in order to provide
dequate p iou for the envi Carrective may require substantial changes to the
preferred alternative ot consideration of some other project all ive (including the no action al
or a new alternative). EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

. EO" (v 11y Unsatis - .
- The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they are
5 y from the standpoint of public health or welfare ot envitoumental quality. EPA intends to work
with the lead agency to reduce these impacts, If the potentially dnsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at
the final EIS stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the CEQ. ’

ADEQUACY OF THE IMPACT STATEMENT
- ) Category 1% (Adequate) .
EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the enviroumental impact(s) of the preferred alternative and
those of the alternatives reasonably available to the praject or action. No further analysis or data collection is
necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information.

nCategory 2 (Instfficient Informatiors)
The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fufly assess cavironmental impacts that should
be avoided in order to fully protect the cavironment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably

available alternatives that are within the sp of alt T lysed in the draft EIS, which could reduce
the environmental impacts of the action. The ideatified additional infc ion, data, analyses, or discussion
should be included in the final EIS.

. ! "Category 3™ (Inadeguate)
EPA does not belicve that the draft EIS ad £ potentially signi cavi | imp ofthe
action, orthe EPA revi has ideatified new, blyavailableall ives that tsideof th um

ofalternatives analysed in the drafi EIS, which should be analysed in orderto reduce the potentially significant
environmental irmpacts. EPA believes that the identifted additional information, data, analyses, oc discussions
are of such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a deaft stage. EPA does not believe that the
draft EIS is adequate for the purposcs of the NEPA and/or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally
revised and made available for public in a suppl, I or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the
patential significant impacts involved, this proposal could be 2 candidate for refecral to the CEQ.

*From EPA Maaual 1640, “Policy ard Pracedurcs for the Review of Federal Actions lmpacting the Environment.”
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California High-Speed Train Program FEIR/EIS

Response to Comments

Response to Comments of Enrique Manzanilla, Director — U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, August 31, 2004

(Letter AF008)

AF008-1 AF008-5

Acknowledged. See response to Comment AF008-13.
AF008-2 AF008-6

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

AF008-3

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

AF008-4
See response to Comment AF008-12.

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

AF008-7
Acknowledged.

AF008-8

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

AF008-9 thru 11
Please see standard response 6.3.1.

AF008-12

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

Based on the data analyzed in the Draft Program EIR/EIS and
additional footprint analysis described in the Final Program EIR/EIS,
an alignment option more closely aligned with SR 14 to avoid
impacts in Soledad Canyon would result in similar levels of direct
impact to water resources overall. However, indirect impacts would
be greater for the Soledad Canyon alignment option due to its
proximity to the Santa Clara River. In the Final Program EIR/EIS the
Authority has recommended that an alignment more closely
following SR 14 be considered further in subsequent project level
studies. Each section of Chapter 3 also outlines specific design
features that will be applied to the implementation of the HST
system to avoid, minimize, and mitigate potential impacts. See also
responses regarding tunnel construction practices (AF008-25) and
cumulative impacts (AF008-19-22).

Response to Comments

Please also see standard response 3.15.6.

AF008-13

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

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

The Castle AFB station