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Introduction

This memorandum summarizes the results of the farmland land evaluation and site assessment (LESA)
for the Merced to Fresno Section of the California High-Speed Train (HST) Project alternatives, which was
performed in compliance with Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) requirements. The purpose of FPPA
is to minimize the extent to which federal programs contribute to the unnecessary and irreversible
conversion of farmland to nonagricultural uses (7 United States Code 4201). Specifically, the FPPA
requires that federal agencies:

e Use criteria (described in this memorandum) to identify and take into account the adverse effects of
their programs on the preservation of farmland;

e Consider alternative actions, as appropriate, that could lessen adverse effects; and

e Ensure that their programs, to the extent practicable, are compatible with state and units of local
government and private programs and policies to protect farmland.

Merced to Fresno Section HST Alternatives

Thirteen alternative corridors were evaluated, and are identified in Table 1. Portions of all alternatives lie
within three counties: Merced, Madera and Fresno.

Table 1
Merced to Fresno Section HST Alternatives and Heavy Maintenance Facilities

Alternative/Heavy
Maintenance Facility Design Options

UPRR/SR 99 Alternative With Ave 21 Wye

East Chowchilla with Ave 24 Wye

West Chowchilla with Ave 24 Wye

BNSF Alternative Mission Avenue Le Grand with Ave 21 Wye

Mission Avenue Le Grand with Ave 24 Wye
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Alternative/Heavy

Maintenance Facility Design Options

Mission Avenue East of Le Grand with Ave 21 Wye

Mission Avenue East of Le Grand with Ave 24 Wye

Mariposa Way Le Grand with Ave 21 Wye

Mariposa Way Le Grand with Ave 24 Wye

Mariposa Way East of Le Grand with Ave 21 Wye

Mariposa Way East of Le Grand with Ave 24 Wye
Hybrid Alternative With Ave 21 Wye
With Ave 24 Wye

Heavy Maintenance Facilities Castle Commerce Center

Harris-DeJager

Fagundes

Gordon-Shaw

Kojima Development

Land Evaluation and Site Assessment

As required by the FPPA implementing regulations (7 Code of Federal Regulations Part 658), staff from
the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) and HST Project analysts performed land evaluation
and site assessment calculations using the CPA-106 form (for corridor-type projects) to determine an
overall farmland conversion score. Using alignment information provided by a Geographic Information
System, the NRCS calculated the relative value of each of the alternative corridors as farmland; the NRCS
land evaluation calculations and the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) site assessment
criteria are presented in Attachments 1 and 2, respectively. The NRCS provided separate scores for each
county within which the alternatives were located (for example, the Hybrid Alternative with Ave 21 Wye
was assigned separate scores for Merced, Madera, and Fresno counties). They also provided land
evaluation ratings for the heavy maintenance facilities (HMFs). When land evaluation scores were
received from NRCS, project staff calculated site assessment scores for each of the alternative corridors
and HMF sites. The total LESA rating for each alternative was determined by adding the land evaluation
score (up to 100 points) and site assessment scores (up to 160 points) for each county, and weighting
scores based on the percentage of the alignment lying within each county (total possible score of 260).
Results were compared to significance thresholds established in the FPPA implementing regulations.

Once total LESA scores were determined, farmland effects were evaluated and relative suitability of sites
for farmland protection was assessed. The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) recommends the
following:

1. Sites with the highest combined scores be regarded as most suitable for protection and the sites with
the lowest scores as least suitable for protection.

2. Sites receiving a total score of less than 160 need not be given further consideration for protection
and no additional sites need to be evaluated.

3. Sites receiving scores totaling 160 or more be given increasingly higher levels of consideration for
protection.
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4. When making decisions on proposed actions for sites receiving scores totaling 160 or more, the
following should be considered:

a. Use of land that is not farmland or use of existing structures;

b. Alternative sites, locations, and designs that would serve the proposed purpose, but would
convert either fewer acres of farmland or other farmland that has a lower relative value; and

c. Special siting requirements of the proposed project and the extent to which an alternative site
fails to satisfy the special siting requirements as well as the originally selected site.

Farmland Conversion Impacts Results

Land evaluation and site assessment scores, and total LESA scores, for each of the 13 alternative
corridors and HMFs are provided in Table 2. All alternative corridors had total LESA scores equal to or
greater than 160, with the exception of the UPRR/SR 99 Alternative with the Ave 21 Wye and the
UPRR/SR 99 Alternative with the East Chowchilla design option and Ave 24 Wye, which had scores of 158
and 155, respectively. The lowest LESA scores were associated with the UPRR/SR 99 Alternative, and the
highest LESA scores were associated with BNSF Alternative. The Hybrid Alternative had LESA scores
intermediate between the UPRR/SR 99 and BNSF alternatives. The five HMFs received scores that ranged
from 126 for the Castle Commerce Center HMF site to 203 for the Harris-DeJager HMF site, with the rest
of the scores falling between the two but in excess of 160.

Table 2
Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Scores for the
Merced to Fresno Section HST Alternatives and HMFs

Percent
Land Evaluation Assessment| Total LESA Alignment Weighted
Alternative within County | LESA Score
UPRR/SR 99 Alternative
Ave 21 Wye
Merced 40 94 134 30 40
Madera 81 96 177 63 111.5
Fresno 81 13 94 7 6.6
Total Score 158
/Ave 24 Wye - East of Chowchilla Design Option
Merced 40 96 136 30 40.8
Madera 74 96 170 63 107.1
Fresno 81 13 94 7 6.6
Total Score 155
/Ave 24 Wye - West of Chowchilla Design Option
Merced 54 96 150 30 45.0
Madera 74 98 172 63 108.4
Fresno 81 13 94 7 6.6
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Site Percent
Land Evaluation Assessment| Total LESA Alignment Weighted
Alternative Score Score Score within County | LESA Score
Total Score 160
BNSF Alternative
/Ave 21 Wye - Mission Avenue Design Option
Merced 53 102 155 30 46.5
Madera 71 120 191 63 120.3
Fresno 81 13 94 7 6.6
Total Score 173
IAve 24 Wye - Mission Avenue Design Option
Merced 53 102 155 30 46.5
Madera 83 120 203 63 127.9
Fresno 81 13 94 7 6.6
Total Score 181
/Ave 21 Wye - Mission Avenue East of Le Grand Design Option
Merced 52 107 159 30 47.7
Madera 71 120 191 63 120.3
Fresno 81 13 94 7 6.6
Total Score 175
/Ave 24 Wye - Mission Avenue East of Le Grand Design Option
Merced 52 107 159 30 47.7
Madera 83 120 203 63 127.9
Fresno 81 13 94 7 6.6
Total Score 182
/Ave 21 Wye - Mariposa Way Design Option
Merced 71 102 173 30 51.9
Madera 71 120 191 63 120.3
Fresno 81 13 94 7 6.6
Total Score 179
/Ave 24 Wye - Mariposa Way Design Option
Merced 71 102 173 30 51.9
Madera 83 120 203 63 127.9
Fresno 81 13 94 7 6.6
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Site Percent
Land Evaluation Assessment| Total LESA Alignment Weighted
Alternative Score Score Score within County | LESA Score
Total Score 186
/Ave 21 Wye - Mariposa Way East of Le Grand Design Option
Merced 75 107 182 30 54.6
Madera 71 120 191 63 120.3
Fresno 81 13 94 7 6.6
Total Score 182
/Ave 24 Wye - Mariposa Way East of Le Grand Design Option
Merced 75 107 182 30 54.6
Madera 83 120 203 63 127.9
Fresno 81 13 94 7 6.6
Total Score 190
Hybrid Alternative
Ave 21 Wye
Merced 40 96 136 30 40.8
Madera 89 120 209 63 131.7
Fresno 81 13 94 7 6.6
Total Score 179
Ave 24 Wye
Merced 54 96 150 30 45.0
Madera 76 120 196 63 123.5
Fresno 81 13 94 7 6.6
Total Score 175
HMF
Castle Commerce -- -- -- -- 126
Center
Harris-DeJager -- -- - - 203
Fagundes -- -- -- -- 187
Gordon-Shaw -- -- -- -- 181
Kojima Development -- -- -- -- 198
Note: Total LESA Score is weighted based on percent of each corridor within Merced, Madera and Fresno counties.
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Findings

The FPPA does not mandate that a specific decision be made by a federal agency based on LESA ratings,
but provides suitability guidance for protection of farmland from conversion to nonagricultural uses.
Based on FPPA guidance and USDA recommendations, the BNSF Alternative corridors are considered
most suitable for protection of agricultural resources, compared to the other alternatives. Each of the
alternatives had a total LESA score equal to or greater than 160, and USDA recommendations are
addressed in the following paragraphs.

1. The Central Valley is primarily devoted to agricultural land uses and is dominated by soils that are
well suited for crop production. Therefore, impacts on agriculture lands in the Merced to Fresno
Section of the HST Project cannot be completely avoided, although impacts have been avoided and
minimized to the extent feasible. Mitigation measures have been proposed in the Merced to Fresno
Section Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) to reduce
unavoidable impacts.

2. Programmatic environmental reviews have been performed previously, in coordination with the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and other federal and state
agencies, and concluded that an HST System connecting cities in southern California with the Bay
area via the Central Valley would be most likely to meet legislative mandates in the least
environmentally damaging manner (California High-Speed Rail Authority [Authority] and Federal
Railroad Administration [FRA] 2005, 2008, 2010); and the programmatic documents established that
the HST would most effectively be developed in discrete sections. The Merced to Fresno Section
EIR/EIS provides a project-level review of the alternatives that have been proposed to meet the
overall HST purpose and need for this segment. The programmatic EIR/EIS recognized that impacts
on agricultural resources could be substantial, and some potential alternatives were rejected during
the programmatic review because of their effects on agriculture (Authority and FRA 2008).
Recognizing the need to protect important agricultural resources to the extent possible, alternatives
evaluated in the Merced to Fresno Section would follow existing road and railway alignments to the
extent feasible (e.g., the UPRR/SR 99 Alternative).

3. Siting requirements for the HST System established in the final programmatic EIR/EIS included a
segment traveling between Merced and Fresno (Authority and FRA 2010). The FRA, as federal lead
agency, has considered the environmental effects that would result from each of the proposed
project alternatives and has determined that the Hybrid Alternative is the preferred alternative. The
Hybrid Alternative has total LESA scores that are greater than the UPRR/SR 99 Alternative, but less
than the BNSF Alternative.

Following the completion of the decision-making process, the decision-making agency is requested to
return a copy of the farmland conversion calculations to the NRCS for recordkeeping purposes. The FRA,
as the decision-making agency for the Merced to Fresno Section of the California HST Project, is expected
to complete the FPPA reporting process in May 2012, following posting of the Record of Decision for the
project.
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ATTACHMENT 1

NRCS Land Evaluation Calculations







Uuited Stries Dapartment of Agricaliuve

Natural Resourcas Conservation Service
California State Office

430 G Street, # 4164

Davig, CA 95818

(530) 72-5600

(530) 792-5730 (Fax)

October 21, 2010
Hi Kathy,

I am sorry this took so long, it was a very involved and complicated project. GIS did much of the
work but in the end there was about 2 weeks of just plain old calculating. Weighted averages
were used for the Storie Index and they are time consuming!

The soils data is based on the construction footprint that Fawn sent me. I used the FPPA rules
uging our definitions of Prime and Statewide Important farmlands. We have not designated any
unique farmland or locally important farmland in any of these counties. There is plenty of prime
there! I examined the routes and excluded the so0il polygons in major urban areas such as Merced
and Madera, they will be Urban-Soil complexes when the mapping is updated and that seemed
appropriate.

On the attached sheet for each county, I added the Chowchilla options on the bottom. All the
options are given letters to match on the wain form. Numbers C and D of part IV will probably
be of little value to vou, they are not of much value to me. Part V is the Storie Index, I used the
historical Storie Index values stored in the National Soil Information System, they can also be
obtained in the Web Soil Survey.

Part VI will undoubtedly drive you ¢razy, you might find the District Conservationists in our
NRCS offices of some assistance with some of that information.

T8

William Reed

CA State Resources Inventory Coordinator
Davis, CA

530-792-5660

Huiping Paople Help the Land
An Equal Dppanuntty Frevide: and Employer
-

L



1).5. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE ' NRCS-CPA-106

Natural Resources Gonservation Service [Rev, 1-91)

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS

PART | (To be completed by Faderal Agency) : 3. Date of Land Evalustien Raquest poperny [ shest1or_2

) 5, Feders Invalved
1. Name of Projest .4 High-Speed Train Merced to Fresno Gs"iin%“ﬁ‘é’&é‘?‘;i’%aumaa Adminlistration

2. Type of Project Transportatlun Rail 6. County and Stale ppapead County, CA
~|. Dol Reuent Recewen By NRCS. |2, Persd
PART I {Toba comp]‘e = 1535 7 ot Recolueri by S Sl

ﬁ'ei-'" !)%"‘ﬂiq frﬂf”

" PART lll (To be completed by Federal Agency)

A.Iternativa Corridor For Segment ___

Carridor A Carrider B tCorridor & Cortider D
A. Total Acres To Be Gonvarted Directly Attached ‘
B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly, Or To Racslve Services Attached

G, Total Ac:raa In Corrldor

nit To.Be Convartad
ma Dr nghar Relative Value

F'eruentage Of Farflar
D. Percentage. Of Farmland. I C-:

"PART V {To be compléted, : : fon Criterion Relative
vajua of Farmland fo.Be Servited veited (Scala of - 100 Poinis}
PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency} Corridor Maximuim
Assesament Critoria (These eriterta sre explained In T GFR 858.5(c)) | Points
1. Arealn Nenurban Use 15
2. Perimatar in Nonurban Use 10
3. Percant Of Comidor Being Farmed 20
4. Protection Provided By Stats And Locat Governmaent 20
5. Size of Present Farm Unlt Comparad To Average 10
8. Creatlon Of Nenfarmable Farmiland ' 25
7._Avallablllity Of Farm Support Servicas 5
8. On-Famm Invastmeants 20
4, Effects Of Conwearston On Farm Support Services 25
10. Cempatiblity With Existing Agricultural Use 10 .
TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 0 0 0 )
FART VIl (To be completed by Federal Agency)
Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) - 100
Total Corrider Assessment (From Part V1 above or = lecal site
sasessmant) . ) 160 {1 0 0 0
TOTAL POINTS (Total of abova 2 lines) 260 0 0 0 0
1. Comdor Selected: 2_ Total Acres of Fartmlands to e 3. Date Of Salection: 4. Was A Loeal Site Azsessment Used?

Converied by Projact:

ves [ w O

5. Reason Far Selaction:

Signature of Fersan Gompiating thia Part: DATE

NOTE: Complete a form for each segment with more than one Alternate Corridor




U.%. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

NRCS-CPA-106

Matural Razources Conservatlon Service FARMLAND CDNVERS'ON IMPACT RATING (Rav. 1.81)
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS
PART I {To be completed by Federal Agency) 3. Date of Land Evaluation Request 0B/0E/10 F Sheat1of 2

1. Name of Prolect ;4 High-Speed Train Merced to Fresno

5. Federal
uspo

&ncy Involved

Federal Rallread Administration

2. Type of Proleat  Trpnenartation - Rail

B Caunty and St5t2 percad Gounty, CA

PART Il (To bé completed by NRCS) Moprod Coun'ty

NEFVETE

2 FEI'I‘EI‘.‘.!I'I Gamplcﬁng FDI'I'I-"I

B

r— Ty

a Doe; ‘the pomdor cortaln ;jrlma. unique slatawide urlanal Impurtantfarrﬁland? L
(i no, the FPF"A dosa ot apply - Do not cumplata addltloha! par‘ls of thia fUFI‘I'I)

Acms Ifrlgaled Average Farm SIZE

e e zaa.)

!

7 Amnunl of. Farﬁ'ﬂanﬂ As Defined in FF'F'A

s 53 F F o

?5 a jor Grop(s)
A idend - ‘.Fu-’Eé-.'T ﬂaﬂr?ee:: = TQNTﬂ
TE Name Of Land Evalugtion Syztarn Used

Lol frals ffar;e In cﬁ;a;.c

4, NslrnB aof- anal Site Assassment System

Maae

1I'.‘| ‘Date- LargqlEvglLrEtIDn,Ralnmeq hy‘NRCﬁj |

PART lll (To be completed by Federal Agency)

Alternati‘ve Corridor For Segment

GurrldorﬂE‘ Corridor Gorrrdorlﬁn
A. Total Acres To Be Converled Directly Attachad :
B. Total Acras Ta Be Converted Indirectly, Or To Receive Sarvicos Attached
C. Tatal Acres In Corridor w Attgg-_l]gd ‘ 1] ﬂl
PART v (Tn ba compieted by NRGS) Land Emluaﬁan lnformaﬁan ) . | - .
A. Total Actes Prime Antd Unique Farmland , . Aftached : .
B, Total Acres Statewlde And Local Impartant Farmland - : | “Attachad .l L
. Pértehiaga Of Farmland In County Or Logat Gavl. Unit To B c:nnvartad FoR ﬂﬂﬂ'; ﬂrﬂ' 2 N-XX-23

iD. Parcentage Of Farmiand in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Valué |

Iz

.PARTV(TabEmmplafadb_.rﬂRCS}LandEmﬁmﬁmhfnmmﬁmﬁﬂMmﬁhlaMf

. valug of Farmiand to Be Serviced or Convertad (Scalé of @ - 100 Points)

75

PART VI {To be completad by Faderal Agency) Corridor Maximurm
Assessment Griteria (These criferla are explained In 7 CFR 656.5(c)) | Points
1. Area in Nonurban Use 15
2. Perimeter in Nonurban Uza 10
3. Percent Of Comidor Being Farmead 0
4, Protaction Provided By State Apd Local Govarhment 20
5. Siza of Prasant Farm Unit Comparad To Average 10
&, Creatlon Of Nonfarmahle Farmland 25
7. Avallablillty ©f Farm Support Services 2
8. On-Farm Investments 20
9, Effacts Of Convatzion On Farm Suppart Servicas 25
10._Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Uss 10
TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 0 0 0 0
PART VIl {Te be completed by Federal Agency)
Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100
Total Cormldar Assessment (From Part VI above or a loeal site :
assesamant) - 160 0 - 1] 0 0
. TOTAL POINTS {Tots! of sbove 2 fines) 260 o o 0 0
1. Commidet Selacted; 2. Tolal Acras of Farmlands to be | 3. Date OF Selection: 4, Was A Local Site Assessment Used?
Gonverted by Project: ‘ :
vee [ we [J
gason For Salection:
‘ W \l
of Farson Completing this Part: DATE

Lormplete a form for sach segment with more than one Altemate Gorridor
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U.5. DEP.ARTM ENT DOF AGRICULTURE _ NRGS-CPA-106
Naturs} Resgurces Gonservation Servica - (Fov. 1-01)

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING
FOR CORRIDOR TYFE PROJECTS
3, Date of I.anmaquest

PART | (To be completed by Federal Agency) 03/06/10 b anamtiof 2

x vad
1. Name of Project A High-Speed Train Merced to Fresno > Fﬁ?ﬁb%“ﬂ%ﬂ&?%fhnmd Administration

2. Type of Project  Trapgportation - Rall 6. County and S8 Eresng County, CA
T e 1, ElateRequastHe l\.redhyNF!E:S' ‘
g 73

f impoytant farmidnd? i

r.mal pans ! of thig ferm). YES EI -
‘| Fatmable Land in Governmam Jurlﬂditllﬂﬂ T
- AcTes: - 6257!5’ ‘35’1’ LM 32 7

! .Namn of Local Sité Assaagment System_

Alternative Gorridor For Segment

PART Wl (Te be completad by Fedaral Agency)

Corrldor A Carrlder B Corridor C Corrider D
A. Total Acres To Be Converled Diractly ) Attached
B. Total Acres To Be Canverted Indlrectly, Or Ta Recaive Servicas Attached

G. Total Acres In Corridar ‘ Attached
mplefe uation Information : SN

"~ Attached _

.| . Attached
PART V. (To bie cor by NRCS} land o : 9’ - "
vatu&. ‘Farmiand to o Seru‘ic.‘ed oF Convertad {Seale of 0 - 100 Points) | |
PART Vi (To be completed by Feders! Agency) Corridor . Maximum
Asspssment Criteria (These criterfa are explained in 7 CFR 858.5(c)}) | Points
1. Area in Nonurban Llse 15
2. Parimeler in Nonurban Use ‘ 10
3, Parcant OF Corrider Being Farmed 20
4. Protaction Provided By State And Logal Govemment 20
5. Size of Present Farm Unit Compared Ta Averaga ‘ 10
&. Croation Of Nonfarmable Farmland 25
7. Awailablility Of Farm Support Servicas 5
#, On-Farn Investments 20
9. Effacts Of Conversion On Farm Suppert Services ] 25
10. Compatibiity Wih Existing Agricultural Lse 10
TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 0 0 0 | 0
PART VIl (To be completad by Federal Agency)
Relativa Vaiua Of Farmiand (From PartV) 100
Total Comider Azsassment (Fram Fart VI above or a local site
FIEESEent) ' 160 i} 0 0 )]
TOTAL POINTS (Total of abave 2 lines} ‘ | =ze0 0 0 0 0
1. Comidor Salectad; 2. Total Acres of Farmlands to bo | 3, Date Of Selegtion: 4, Was A Local Site Aesassment Used?
Convarted by Froject: :
ves O wo O

5. Reason For Seleclion:

Tgnatura of Fersan Gompleting this Fart ] ' DATE

NOTE: Complete a form for each segment with mare than ong Allernate Gorridor
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE NRCS-CPA-106
Natural Resources Conservation Service

(Rev. 1-91)
FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS
PART | (To be completed by Federal Agency) 3-33?8/%le—a“d Evaluation Request b oheet1of 2
1. Name of Project GA High Speed Train Merced To Fresno 5. Federal Agency Involved ;g T Federal Railroad Administration
2. Type of Project Transportation-Rail 6. County and State  \Madera County, CA
1. Date Request Received by NRCS 2. Person Completing Form
PART Il (To be completed by NRCS) 3/25/12 William Reed
3. Does the corridor contain prime, unique statewide or local important farmland? VES G D 4. Acres Irrigated [ Average Farm Size
(If no, the FPPA does not apply - Do not complete additional parts of this form). 281,658 398
5. Major Crop(s) 6. Farmable Land in Government Jurisdiction 7. Amount of Farmland As Defined in FPPA
Grapes, Milk, Aimonds Acres: 290,683 % 33.7 Acres: 365,435 o 42
8. Name Of Land Evaluation System Used 9. Name of Local Site Assessment System 10. Date Land Evaluation Returned by NRCS
PART Ill (To be completed by Federal Agency) A.Iternatlve COI‘I'I.dOI' For Segment. =
Corridor A Corridor B Corridor C Corridor D
A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly
B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly, Or To Receive Services
C. Total Acres In Corridor
PART IV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information
A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland see attached
B. Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland see attached
C. Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted see attached
D. Percentage Of Farmland in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value | see attached
PART V (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information Criterion Relative it
value of Farmland to Be Serviced or Converted (Scale of 0 - 100 Points) seea ad}ﬁ
PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) Corridor Maximum
Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(c)) | Points
1. Area in Nonurban Use 15
2. Perimeter in Nonurban Use 10
3. Percent Of Corridor Being Farmed 20
4. Protection Provided By State And Local Government 20
5. Size of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average 10
6. Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland 25
7. Availablility Of Farm Support Services 5
8. On-Farm Investments 20
9. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services 25
10. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use 10
TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS 160
PART VIl (To be completed by Federal Agency)
Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100
Total Corridor Assessment (From Part VI above or a local site
assessment) 160
TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260
1. Corridor Selected: 2. Total Acres of Farmlands to be 3. Date Of Selection: 4. Was A Local Site Assessment Used?
Converted by Project:
ves [] w~o [

5. Reason For Selection:

Signature of Person Completing this Part: DATE

NOTE: Complete a form for each segment with more than one Alternate Corridor




California High Speed Rail Route Changes Madera County

PERCENT OF GOV.
STATEWIDE JURISDICTION
IMPORTANT | PERCENT OF COUNTY [ AVG. STORIE FARMLAND OF
ROUTE SEGMENT | PRIME ACRES ACRES FARMLAND INDEX HIGHER VALUE
UPRR E21 WYE 150 101 0.0006 81 13
UPRR E24 WYE 140 169 0.0008 74 16
UPRR W24 WYE 55 153 0.0005 73 19
HYBRID 21 169 166 0.0009 89 8
HYBRID 24 183 273 0.0012 76 18
BNSF 21 159 148 0.0008 71 24
BNSF 24 158 145 0.0008 83 12




ATTACHMENT 2

FMMP Site Assessment Criteria







FMMP Site Assessment Criteria for Corridor Projects (7 CFR Part 658.5[b])
Federal agencies are to use the following criteria to assess the suitability of each proposed site or design alternative for protection as farmland.

1) How much land is in nonurban use within a radius of 1.0 mile from where the project is intended?
a) More than 90 percent — 15 points.
b) 90 to 20 percent — 14 to 1 point(s).
c) Lessthan 20 percent — 0 points.
2) How much of the perimeter of the site borders on land in nonurban use?
a) More than 90 percent — 10 points.
b) 90 to 20 percent — 9 to 1 point(s).
c) Lessthan 20 percent — 0 points.

3) How much of the site has been farmed (managed for scheduled harvest or timber activity) more than 5 of the last 10 years?

a) More than 90 percent — 20 points.
b) 90 to 20 percent — 19 to 1 point(s).
c) Lessthan 20 percent — 0 points.

4) s the site subject to State or unit of local government policies or programs to protect farmland or covered by private programs to protect

farmland?
a) Siteis protected — 20 points.
b) Siteis not protected — 0 points.

5)  Not applicable to corridor projects.

6) Not applicable to corridor projects.

7) s the farm unit(s) containing the site (before the project) as large as the average-size farming unit in the county?

a) Aslarge or larger — 10 points.
b) Below average — deduct 1 point for each 5 percent below the average, down to 0 points if 50 percent or more below average—9to 0
points.

8) If this site is chosen for the project, how much of the remaining land on the farm will become non-farmable because of interference with land
patterns? Point value increased to 25 points for corridor projects.

a) Acreage equal to more than 25 percent of acres directly converted by the project — 25 points.
b) Acreage equal to between 25 and 5 percent of acres directly converted by the project — 24 to 1 point(s).
c) Acreage equal to less than 5 percent of acres directly converted by the project — 0 points.

9) Does the site have available adequate supply of farm support services and markets, i.e., farm suppliers, equipment dealers, processing and

storage facilities, and farmer’s markets?

a) Allrequired services are available — 5 points.

b) Some required services are available — 4 to 1 point(s).
c) Norequired services are available — 0 points.

10) Does the site have substantial and well-maintained on-farm investments such as barns, fruit trees and vines, field terraces, drainage,
irrigation, waterways, and other soil and water conservation measures?
a) High amount of on-farm investment — 20 points.

b) Moderate amount of on-farm investment — 19 to 1 point(s).
c) No on-farm investment — 0 points.

11) Would the project at this site, by converting farmland to nonagricultural use, reduce the demand for farm support services so as to jeopardize
the continued existence of these support services and thus, the viability of the farms remaining in the area? Point value increased to 25 points
for corridor projects.

a) Substantial reduction in demand for support services if the site is converted — 25 points.
b) Some reduction in demand for support services if the site is converted — 24 to 1 point(s).
c) Nosignificant reduction in demand for support services if the site is converted — 0 points.

12) Is the kind and intensity of the proposed use of the site sufficiently incompatible with agriculture that it is likely to contribute to the eventual
conversion of surrounding farmland to nonagricultural use?

a) Proposed project is incompatible with existing agricultural use of surrounding farmland — 10 points.
b) Proposed project is tolerable to existing agricultural use of surrounding farmland — 9 to 1 point(s).
c) Proposed project is fully compatible with existing agricultural use of surrounding farmland — 0 points.



FMMP Site Assessment Criteria for Sites (7 CFR Part 658.5[b])
Federal agencies are to use the following criteria to assess the suitability of each proposed site or design alternative for protection as farmland.

1) How much land is in nonurban use within a radius of 1.0 mile from where the project is intended?
a) More than 90 percent — 15 points.
b) 90 to 20 percent — 14 to 1 point(s).
c) Lessthan 20 percent — 0 points.
2) How much of the perimeter of the site borders on land in nonurban use?
a) More than 90 percent — 10 points.
b) 90 to 20 percent — 9 to 1 point(s).
c) Lessthan 20 percent — 0 points.

3) How much of the site has been farmed (managed for scheduled harvest or timber activity) more than 5 of the last 10 years?

a) More than 90 percent — 20 points.
b) 90 to 20 percent — 19 to 1 point(s).
c) Lessthan 20 percent — 0 points.
4) s the site subject to State or unit of local government policies or programs to protect farmland or covered by private programs to protect
farmland?
a) Siteis protected — 20 points.
b) Siteis not protected — 0 points.
5) How close is the site to an urban built-up area?
a) Thesite is 2 miles or more from an urban built-up area — 15 points.
b) The site is more than 1 mile but less than 2 miles from an urban built-up area — 10 points.
c) Thesiteis less than 1 mile from, but is not adjacent to, an urban built-up area — 5 points.
d) The site is adjacent to an urban built-up area — 0 points.
6) How close is the site to water lines, sewer lines, and/or other local facilities and services whose capacities and design would promote non-
agricultural use?
a) None of the services exist nearer than 3 miles from the site — 15 points.
b) Some of the services exist more than 1 but less than 3 miles from the site — 10 points.
c) All of the services exist within % mile of the site — 0 points.
7) s the farm unit(s) containing the site (before the project) as large as the average-size farming unit in the county?
a) Aslarge or larger — 10 points.
b) Below average — deduct 1 point for each 5 percent below the average, down to 0 points if 50 percent or more below average—9to 0
points.

8) If this site is chosen for the project, how much of the remaining land on the farm will become non-farmable because of interference with land

patterns? Point value decreased to 10 points for site projects.
a) Acreage equal to more than 25 percent of acres directly converted by the project — 10 points.
b) Acreage equal to between 25 and 5 percent of acres directly converted by the project — 10 to 1 point(s).
c) Acreage equal to less than 5 percent of acres directly converted by the project — 0 points.

9) Does the site have available adequate supply of farm support services and markets, i.e., farm suppliers, equipment dealers, processing and

storage facilities, and farmer’s markets?

a) Allrequired services are available — 5 points.

b) Some required services are available — 4 to 1 point(s).
c) Norequired services are available — 0 points.

10) Does the site have substantial and well-maintained on-farm investments such as barns, fruit trees and vines, field terraces, drainage,
irrigation, waterways, and other soil and water conservation measures?
a) High amount of on-farm investment — 20 points.

b) Moderate amount of on-farm investment — 19 to 1 point(s).
c) No on-farm investment — 0 points.

11) Would the project at this site, by converting farmland to nonagricultural use, reduce the demand for farm support services so as to jeopardize
the continued existence of these support services and thus, the viability of the farms remaining in the area? Point value decreased to 10 points
for site projects.

a) Substantial reduction in demand for support services if the site is converted — 10 points.
b) Some reduction in demand for support services if the site is converted — 10 to 1 point(s).
c) Nosignificant reduction in demand for support services if the site is converted — 0 points.

12) Is the kind and intensity of the proposed use of the site sufficiently incompatible with agriculture that it is likely to contribute to the eventual
conversion of surrounding farmland to nonagricultural use?

a) Proposed project is incompatible with existing agricultural use of surrounding farmland — 10 points.
b) Proposed project is tolerable to existing agricultural use of surrounding farmland — 9 to 1 point(s).
c) Proposed project is fully compatible with existing agricultural use of surrounding farmland — 0 points.



NRCS-CPA-106 (Reverse)

CORRIDOR - TYPE SITE ASSESSMENT CRITERIA

The following criteria are to be used for projects that have a linear or corridor - type site configuration connecting two distant
points, and crossing several different tracts of land. These include utility lines, highways, railroads, stream improvements, and flood
control systems. Federal agencies are to assess the suitability of each corridor - type site or design alternative for protection as farmland
along with the land evaluation information.

(1)  How much land is in nonurban use within a radius of 1.0 mile from where the project is intended?
More than 90 percent - 15 points
90 to 20 percent - 14 to 1 point(s)
Less than 20 percent - 0 points

(2)  How much of the perimeter of the site borders on land in nonurban use?
More than 90 percent - 10 points
90 to 20 percent - 9 to 1 point(s)
Less than 20 percent - 0 points

(3)  How much of the site has been farmed (managed for a scheduled harvest or timber activity) more than five of the last
10 years?
More than 90 percent - 20 points
90 to 20 percent - 19 to 1 point(s)
Less than 20 percent - 0 points

(4) s the site subject to state or unit of local government policies or programs to protect farmland or covered by private programs
to protect farmland?
Site is protected - 20 points
Site is not protected - 0 points

(5) Is the farm unit(s) containing the site (before the project) as large as the average - size farming unit in the County ?
(Average farm sizes in each county are available from the NRCS field offices in each state. Data are from the latest available Census of
Agriculture, Acreage or Farm Units in Operation with $1,000 or more in sales.)

As large or larger - 10 points
Below average - deduct 1 point for each 5 percent below the average, down to 0 points if 50 percent or more below average - 9 to 0 points

(6) If the site is chosen for the project, how much of the remaining land on the farm will become non-farmable because of
interference with land patterns?
Acreage equal to more than 25 percent of acres directly converted by the project - 25 points
Acreage equal to between 25 and 5 percent of the acres directly converted by the project - 1 to 24 point(s)
Acreage equal to less than 5 percent of the acres directly converted by the project - 0 points

(7) Does the site have available adequate supply of farm support services and markets, i.e., farm suppliers, equipment dealers,
processing and storage facilities and farmer's markets?
All required services are available - 5 points
Some required services are available - 4 to 1 point(s)
No required services are available - 0 points

(8) Does the site have substantial and well-maintained on-farm investments such as barns, other storage building, fruit trees
and vines, field terraces, drainage, irrigation, waterways, or other soil and water conservation measures?
High amount of on-farm investment - 20 points
Moderate amount of on-farm investment - 19 to 1 point(s)
No on-farm investment - 0 points

(9)  Would the project at this site, by converting farmland to nonagricultural use, reduce the demand for farm support
services so as to jeopardize the continued existence of these support services and thus, the viability of the farms remaining in the area?
Substantial reduction in demand for support services if the site is converted - 25 points
Some reduction in demand for support services if the site is converted - 1 to 24 point(s)
No significant reduction in demand for support services if the site is converted - 0 points

(10)  Is the kind and intensity of the proposed use of the site sufficiently incompatible with agriculture that it is likely to
contribute to the eventual conversion of surrounding farmland to nonagricultural use?
Proposed project is incompatible to existing agricultural use of surrounding farmland - 10 points
Proposed project is tolerable to existing agricultural use of surrounding farmland - 9 to 1 point(s)
Proposed project is fully compatible with existing agricultural use of surrounding farmland - 0 points
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